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ADVERTISEMENT. 


V\ 

<T.  * 

./**>•* 


November  1846. — The  present  issuo  (ending  with  page  914)  con- 
tains the  whole  Work's  of  Reid,  hitherto  published,  with  many  of  his 
writings,  printed  or  collected  for  the  first  time.  The  test  has  been 
collated,  revised,  and  corrected ; useful  distinctions  and  supplements 
inserted ; the  leading  words  and  propositions  marked  out ; the  allu- 
sions indicated ; the  quotations  filled  up.  It  contains  also  the  Foot- 
Notes  of  the  Editor  on  the  tests  of  Reid  and  Stewart,  and  a largo 
proportion  (in  length)  of  the  Editor’s  Supplementary  Dissertations. 
There  remain  the  sequel  of  these  Dissertations,  the  General  Pre- 
face, and  the  Indices ; — all  of  which  arc  either  prepared,  or  their 
materials  collected.  These  (Deo  volente)  will  be  comprised  in  a con- 
cluding issue,  and  title-pages  for  two  volumes  then  given.  The 
Notes  and  Dissertations  have  insensibly  increased  to  a size  and 
importance  far  beyond  what  was  ever  anticipated ; but  the  book 
having  been  always  destined  primarily  for  academical  use,  the  price 
of  the  whole  will  not  exceed  thirty  shillings.  Being  stereotyped, 
what  additions  may  be  made  to  any  subsequent  edition,  will  bo  pub- 
lished also  apart. 

It  is  proper  to  state : — that  the  Foot-notes  were  written,  as  the 
texts  passed  through  the  press,  in  1837  and  1838 ; that  the  Supple- 
mentary Dissertations,  to  the  end  of  D*,  were  written  and  stereotyped 
in  1841  and  1842  ; the  rest  being  added  recently. 


[October  1863 — In  the  present  edition  the  errata  have  been,  for 
the  most  part,  corrected  on  the  stereotype  plates ; the  Indices  have 
been  added ; and  the  sequel  of  the  Dissertations  has  been,  so  far  as 
possible,  completed  from  Sir  W.  Hamilton’s  MSS.  For  an  account 
of  what  has  been  done  in  this  last  respect,  the  reader  is  referred  to 
the  Postscript  at  the  end  of  the  Supplementary  Dissertations.] 
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MEMORANDA  FOR  PREFACE. 


[From  the  Advertisement  prefixed  to  this  work,  it  appears  that  Sir  William 
Hamilton’s  contributions  as  Editor  were  intended  to  include,  in  addition  to  the 
Foot-Notes  and  Supplementary  Dissertations,  a General  Preface  to  the  whole.  This 
Preface  was  never  written,  and  its  plan  can  only  be  conjectured  from  a few  memo- 
randa marked  as  intended  for  it,  and  some  fragments  apparently  designed  to  bo 
incorporated  with  it.  The  principal  of  these  have  been  printed  below. — Ed.  ] 


[Of  the  Scottish  Philosophy  in  General.] 

Results  of  Locke’s  philosophy — Col- 
lins, &c.,  see  Cousin  in  Vacherot,  [Cours 
de  1819-20,  partieS,  Le§on  1.*]  Berkeley, 
Hume  — adopted  at  firBt  by  Scottish 
school;  Reid’s  reaction. 

Hume’s  scepticism  proceeds  in  two 
momenta. 

1*,  In  shewing  that  the  notions  of 
Cause  and  Effect,  Substance  and  Accident, 
which  he  wishes  to  make  merely  subjec- 
tive, have  no  genuine  necessity;  (under 
and  after  this,  but  not  developed,  that 
even  if  the  necessity  be  not  a bastard 
one — from  custom — it  is  at  best  only  a 
legitimate  subjective  one,  and  without 
objective  validity.) 

2°,  In  shewing  that  the  mind  is  not  con- 
scious of  any  real  existence  in  perception  ; 
that  its  representations  are  no  guarantee 
for  anything  represented  {Idealism.) 

Now  Kant  and  Reid  both  combated 
Hume.  Kant  applied  himself  to  the 
causal  nexus ; Reid  to  the  idealism. 

Shew  how  both  were  equally  intent  on 
shewing  that  causality  is  a real  neces- 
sity of  mind.  Though  both  only  subjective , 
Kant  more  articulate. 

How,  in  regard  to  idealism,  Kant  con- 
firmed Hume,  giving  his  premises,  whereas 
Reid’s  doctrine,  though  confused  and 
vacillating,  was  a real  refutation. 

[These  memoranda  have  been  partly 
worked  out  in  a paper  printed  in  the 
Appendix  to  the  Lectures  on  Metaphysics , 
vol.  i.,  p.  392  sq.  Another  aspect  of  the 
Scottish  Philosophy,  in  relation  to  that  of 
Germany,  is  indicated  in  the  following 
fragment,  which  is  apparently  related  to 
the  reference  above,  p.  793. — Ed.] 


* See  also  M.  Cousin’s  own  edition  of  these 
Lectures,  Legon  2. — Ed. 


It  was  Jacobi  who  first  in  Germany  at- 
tacked the  mediate  and  demonstrating 
philosophy  of  the  Leibnitians,  and  shewed 
the  necessity  of  immediate  knowledge. 
This  he  took  from  Reid. — See  Francke, 
p.  227  sq.  Schulze,  another  great  pro- 
moter of  this. — Ibid.,  p.  230. 

[The  purport  of  this  memorandum  is 
explained  by  the  following  extracts, 
translated  from  Francke’s  work,  Das 
Belbststaendige  und  reine  Leben  des 
Gefuehls,  als  dee  Gcistes  urspruenglichen 
Urtheils,  u.s.w.  Leipzig,  1838  : — 

“ The  union  of  tho  English  and  French 
empiricism  with  the  German  logical  ra- 
tionalism produced  that  maxim  of  the 
philosophy  of  reflection,  which  maintains 
that  nothing  can  be  admitted  aB  truth 
which  cannot  be  proved,  or  logically  de- 
duced, from  the  perceptions  of  sense  ; a 
position  which  leads,  as  a natural  conse- 
quence, to  tho  scepticism  of  Hume.  On 
the  other  hand,  Reid,  Beattie,  and  Oswald, 
advocating  the  hitherto  obscured  element 
of  Feeling,  maintained  that  the  human 
mind  possesses  immediately  in  conscious- 
ness principles  of  knowledge  independent 
of  experience ; and  a more  cautious  at- 
tempt was  made  by  Richard  Prico  to 
shew  that  the  Understanding,  or  Faculty  of 
Thought,  as  distinguished  from  the  deduc- 
tive faculty,  U essentially  different  from 
the  faculty  of  sense,  and  is  a source  of 
special  representations  distinct  from  those 
of  tho  senses.  Yet,  on  the  whole,  all 
these  writers,  as  regards  the  scientific 
vindication  of  their  teaching,  were  com- 
pelled to  place  tho  foundation  of  the 
immediate  cognition  of  the  higher  truths 
of  reason  in  a Common  Sense;  aud  the 
assumption  of  this  pretended  source  ne- 
cessarily involved  suspicion  and  doubt 
as  regards  the  truth  of  the  cognitions 
derived  from  it.  And  so  also  Jacobi,  if 
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wo  except  the  negative,  polemical  side  of  mental  life : he  holds  them  to  be  incapablo 
hia  teaching,  wherein  he  certainly  accom-  of  establishing  or  proclaiming  anything  ob- 
plished  much,  has  advanced  little  or  jective,  and  hence  to  bo  useless  as  princi- 
nothing  beyond  hia  English  predecessors  pies  for  the  demonstration  of  truth  ; but 
in  laying  a firm  scientific  foundation  for  he  repeatedly  asserts  the  existence  in  tho 
hia  own  view;  though  he  was  tho  first  human  consciousness  of  certain  funda- 
among  ourselves  who,  in  the  controversy  mental  assumptions,  of  which,  by  the  con- 
with  the  disciples  of  Wolf  and  other  cog-  stitution  of  our  nature,  wo  are  unable  arbi- 
nate  schools,  by  the  employment  of  the  trarily  to  divest  ourselves,  and  which  have 
terms  feeling  and  belief , directed  attention  a place  in  all  nat  ural  science  and  in  moral 
to  the  necessity  of  acknowledging  the  and  religious  convictions.  It  is  true  that 
importance  of  immediate  cognition  and  Schulze  did  not  penetrate  to  a complete 

its  consciousness insight  into  the  nature  of  demonstrative 

“Although  Jacobi's  system,  on  account  knowledge  and  transcendental  idealism; 
of  its  vacillating  language,  and  still  more  and  hence,  from  the  position  of  his  natural 
on  account  of  its  intuitive  narrowness  and  objective  realism,  he  is  unable  to  discover 
subjective  character,  was  not  fitted  to  bene-  that  our  ideal  convictions  can  attain  to  on 
fit  philosophy  immediately,  it  had,  not-  equal  certainty  with  the  natural  conviction 
withstanding,  n foundation  of  truth,  which  of  knowledge  based  on  intuition.  Bouter- 
could  not  loug  fail  of  producing  its  effect,  wek,  adhering  more  closely  to  Jacobi's 
Many  soon  became  clearly  convinced  that  doctrine,  speaks  of  the  consciousness  of 
the  Kautian  philosophy  also  was  liable  to  tho  original  feeling  of  truth  as  the  first 
the  charge  of  onesidedness,  and  failed  to  witness  of  certainty  in  all  human  eon  vie- 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  tho  entire  man  : tion  ; but,  like  Jacobi,  he  seems  to  believe 
they  acknowledged  that  Jacobi,  notwith-  in  a perceptive  power  of  the  internal 
standing  the  enthusiastic  vehemence  of  his  sense,  by  which  even  demonstrative  phi- 
decisions,  had  seized  and  brought  to  light  losophical  cognitions  may  be  realised  in 

a principle  of  our  mental  life  hitherto  consciousness Fries  is  the 

marvellously  overlooked,  the  discovery  of  first  who,  by  opening  a new  path  of 
which  would  henceforth  fill  up  a great  antbropologieo  critical  inquiry,  has  corn- 
void  in  the  culture  of  the  age,  and  the  pletely  and  fully  succeeded  in  org&ni- 
recognition  of  which  was  indispensable  to  colly  uniting  the  immediate  products  of 
the  preservation  and  progress  of  philoso-  Jacobi’s  philosophy  with  the  results  of  the 
phy.  Even  men  who  could  not  directly  Kantian  criticism,  and  thus  in  exhibiting 
lie  classed  ns  belonging  to  the  school  of  in  a clear  and  scientific  light,  from  the 
Jacobi,  the  clearest  and  most  cautious  laws  of  tho  theory  of  man's  mental  life, 
thinkers,  acknowledged  the  imf>ortance  of  j the  relation  of  Knowledge  to  Belief,  of  tho 
the  distinction  between  mediate  and  im-  natural  and  ideal  aspect  of  the  world,  as 
mediate  knowledge,  and  between  the  well  as  tho  important  relation  between  the 
mediate  and  immediate  consciousness  of  fctling  and  tho  conception  of  the  truth.  He 
it;  and  although  they  would  not  concede  is  the  first  philosopher  in  whose  system 
to  Feeling  an  independent  significance.  Feeling  has  won  an  independent  and  firmly 
and  were  unable  to  assign  to  it  a sure  established  position  among  the  philoso- 
psychological  position,  they  at  least  saw  phical  convictions  of  the  reason.”  * — Ed.] 
clearly,  and  proved  conclusively,  that  the 

power  and  efficacy  of  thU  Feeling  must  Meriu  ,hc  ScotlM  School. 

be  a necessary  condition  of  knowledge 

antecedent  to  all  determinate  conceptions  Their  proclaiming  it  as  a rule,  1°,  That 
and  reasonings.  Among  these  men  may  the  province  of  a preliminary  or  general 
be  especially  mentioned  the  so-called  Logic  (Noology) — the  ultimate  laws,  Ac., 
sceptic,  (who  in  his  later  writings  is  a of  tho  human  mind  — should  be  sought 
natural  realist,)  CJ.  E.  Schulze,*  Bouter-  out  aud  established ; 2°,  That  once  recog- 
wek,+  and  Gerlach.*  uiaed  and  given,  they  should  be  accept- 

“ Schulze,  indeed,  regards  the  Feelings  as  ed  to  govern  philosophy,  as  all  other 
tho  most  obscure  and  variable  phase  of  the  sciences. 

With  regard  to  the  first,  the  Scottish 

| philosophers  are  not  original.  It  is  a 
• Psych.  Anthrupnl.  od  2,  $ 161,  pp.  269,  200;  perennis  philosophia,  gravitated  towards 
Rncycl.  dcr  philos.  Wisacnach.  39.  115;  Kritik 

der  theor.  Philos.  i.  p.  702-720 ; Ueber  die  — — — — ■ 

Dieoschl.  Erkenntnisa,  $ 45-50,  pp.  155-174. 

t Lehrb.  der  philos.  WuMteusch.  Apod.  p.  * On  the  relation  of  the  system  of  Fries  to 
16  that  of  Reid,  see  l«elow,  Note  A,  p.  708,  No.  95; 

l Lehrb.  der  philos.  Wissensch.  i.  § 48,  p,  48.  and  the  references  there  given. — Ed. 
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even  by  those  who  revolted  against  it. 
(See  Note  A.)  The  merit  of  the  Scottish 
school  is  one  only  of  degree, — that  it  is 
more  consistent,  more  catholic,  and  em- 
bodies this  pcrennia  philosophies  more 
purely.  [Its  writers,  however,]  arc  them- 
selves peccant  in  details,  and  havo  not 
always  followed  out  the  spirit  of  their 
owi  doctrines. 

[With  regard  to  the  second,]  Dr  Reid 
and  Mr  Stewart  not  only  deuounce  as 
absurd  tho  attempt  to  demonstrate  that 
the  original  data  of  Consciousness  are  for 
us  the  rule  of  what  tee  ought  to  believe, 
that  is,  the  criteria  of  a relative— human — 
subjective  truth;  but  interdict  as  un phi- 
losophical all  question  in  regard  to  their 
validity,  as  the  vehicles  of  an  absolute 
or  objective  truth. 

M.  Jouffroy,*  of  course,  coincides  with 
the  Scottish  philosophers  in  regard  to 
the  former ; but,  as  to  the  latter,  he 
maintains,  with  Kant,  that  the  doubt  is 
legitimate,  and,  though  he  admits  it  to  be 
insoluble,  he  thinks  it  ought  to  he  enter- 
tained. Nor,  on  the  ground  on  which 
they  and  he  consider  the  question,  am  1 
disposed  to  dissent  from  his  conclusion. 
But  on  that  on  which  I have  now  placed 
it,  I cannot  hut  view  the  inquiry  as  in- 
competent For  what  is  the  question  in 
plain  terms  I Simply, — Whether  what  our 
nature  compels  us  to  believe  as  true  and 
real,  be  true  and  real,  or  only  a consistent 
illusion  T Now  this  question  cannot  bo 
philosophically  entertained,  for  two  rea- 
sons. 1%  Because  there  exists  a pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  the  veracity  of 
our  nature,  which  either  precludes  or 
peremptorily  repels  a gratuitous  supposi- 
tion of  its  mendacity.  2°,  Because  we 
have  no  mean  out  of  Consciousness  of 
testing  Consciousness.  If  its  data  are 
found  concordant,  they  must  be  presumed 
trustworthy ; if  repugnant,  they  are  al- 
ready proved  unworthy  of  credit.  Un- 
less, therefore,  the  mutual  collation  of 
the  primary  data  of  Consciousness  be 
held  such  an  inquiry,  it  is,  I think,  mani- 
festly incompetent.  It  is  only  in  the  case 
of  one  or  more  of  those  original  facts 
being  rejected  as  false,  that  the  question 
can  omerge  in  regard  to  the  truth  of  the 
others.  But,  in  reality,  on  this  hypothesis, 
the  problem  is  already  decided  ; their 
character  for  truth  is  gone ; and  all  sub- 
sequent canvassing  of  their  probability  is 
profitless  speculation. 

Kant  started,  liko  the  philosophers  in 
general,  with  the  non-acceptance  of  the 


• CKnvrca  de  Reid,  Preface,  p.  clxxxv.— Ed. 
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deliverance  of  Consciousness,  — that  wo 
are  immediately  cognisant  of  extended 
objects.  This  first  step  decided  the  des- 
tiny of  his  philosophy.  The  external 
world,  as  known,  was,  therefore,  only  a 
phamomenou  of  the  internal ; and  our 
knowledge  in  general  only  of  self;  the 
objective  only  subjective ; and  truth  only 
the  harmony  of  thought  with  thought,  not 
of  thought  with  things ; reality  only  a 
necessary  illusion. 

It  was  quite  in  order,  that  Kant  should 
canvass  the  veracity  of  all  our  primary 
beliefs,  having  founded  his  philosophy  ou 
tho  presumed  falsehood  of  one  ; and  an  in- 
quiry followed  out  with  such  consistency 
and  talent,  could  not,  from  such  a com- 
mencement, terminate  in  a different 
result.* 

Fichte  evolved  this  explicit  idealism — 
Nihilism,  f 

Following  the  phantom  of  the  Absolute, 
Schelling  rejected  tho  law  of  Contradiction, 
as  Hegel  that  of  Excluded  Middle;  X with 
the  result  that,  as  acknowledged  by  the 
former,  tho  worlds  of  common  senso  and 
of  philosophy  are  reciprocally  the  converso 
of  each  other.  Did  the  author  not  see 
that  this  is  a reductio  ad  absurd vm  of  phi- 
losophy itself  1 For,  ex  hypotheai , philo- 
sophy, the  detection  of  tho  illusion  of  our 
nature,  shews  the  absurdity  of  nature; 
but  its  instruments  are  only  those  of  this 
illusive  nature.  Why,  then,  is  it  not  an 
illusion  itself? 

The  philosophy  which  relies  on  the  data 
of  Consciousness  may  not  fulfil  the  condi- 
tions of  what  men  conceit  that  a philo- 
sophy should  be : it  makes  no  pretension 
to  any  knowledge  of  the  absolute — tho 
unconditioned — but  it  is  the  only  philo- 
sophy which  is  conceded  to  man  below ; 
and  if  we  neglect  it,  wo  must  either  re- 
nounce philosophy  or  pursue  an  tyniafa- 
tuus  which  will  only  lead  us  into  quag- 
mires. § 

{Defect t of  the  Scottish  School.] 

Scottish  echoor  too  exclusive— intoler- 
ant, not  in  spirit  and  intention,  for  Reid 


• Reprinted  from  Isctu rtf  on  Metaphysics,  voL 
i.  p.  899.  From  the  reference  below,  p.  746  a, 
n.  *,  it  appear*  that  this  question  was  Intended 
to  be  discussed  in  the  Preface. — Ed 
f Bee  below,  p.  129,  n.  *,  and  796  b. — Ed. 

1 Bee  lACtvrr*  on  I/yic,  voL  i.  p.  90. — Ed. 
t In  the  MB.  follow  references  to  the  two 
BcAligers,  to  Grotius,  nnd  to  Cuba  ; the  last  being, 
through  Bruno,  the  father  of  the  modem  Philo- 
sophy of  the  Absolute.  All  these  references  ara 
given  in  full,  Discussions,  pp.  638-641. — Ed. 
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and  Stewart  were  liberal — but  from  not 
taking  high  enough  ground,  and  studying 
opinions  with  sufficient  accuracy,  and  from 
a sufficiently  lofty  point  of  view. 

On  the  uature  and  domain  of  the  philo- 
sophy of  mind. 

Reid  and  Stewart  do  not  lay  it  out  pro- 
perly, though  their  practice  is  better  than 
their  precept.  They  do  not  take  notice 
of  the  difference  between  mental  and  phy- 
sical inquiry — that  the  latter  is  mere  induc- 
tive classification,  the  former  more  specula- 
tive, secerning  necessary  from  contingent. 
But  an  element  of  thought  being  found 
necessary,  there  remains  a further  process 
— to  ascertain  whether  it  be,  1*,  by  nature 
or  by  education ; 2°,  ultimately  or  deriva- 
tively necessary  ; 3®,  positive  or  negative. 
. . . . A law  of  naturo  is  only  got  by 

general  induction ; a law  of  mind  is  got  by 
experiment — whether  we  can  not  think  it; 
e.  g.  cause  in  objective  and  subjective  phi- 
losophy. The  progress  of  the  two  sciences 
not  parallel — error  of  Stewart  (Essays,  p. 
xiii.*) 

An  experimental  analysis,  but  of  differ- 
ent kinds,  is  competent  to  physical  and 
mental  science,  besides  the  observation 
common  to  both.  To  mental,  the  trying 
what  parts  of  a concrete  thought  or  cog- 
nition can  be  thought  away,  what  cannot. 

[Further  developments  supplementary  to 
the  philosophy  of  the  Scottish  school,  as  re- 
presented by  Reid  and  Stewart.] 

[A-  On  the  Principle  of  Common  Sense.] 

I would,  with  Leibnitz,  + distinguish 
truths  or  cognitions  into  those  of  Fact , or 
of  Perception,  (external  and  internal),  and 
those  of  Reason.  The  truths  or  coguitions 
of  both  classes  rest  on  an  ultimate  and 
common  ground  of  a primary  and  inexpli- 
cable belief.  This  ground  may  be  called 
by  tho  names  of  Common  Sense,  of  Fun- 
damental or  Transcendental  Consciousness, 


* Coll.  Works,  voL  v.  p.  13.  “ The  order 

established  In  the  intellectual  world  seems  to  he 
regulated  by  laws  perfectly  analogous  to  those 
which  we  trace  among  tho  phenomena  of  the 
material  system;  and  in  all  our  philosophical 
inquiries,  (to  whatever  subject  they  may  relate,) 
the  progress  of  the  mind  is  liable  to  be  affected 
by  the  same  tendency  to  a premature  generalisa- 
tion." On  this  passage,  there  is  tho  following 
marginal  note  in  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  copy ; “ Shew 
how  this  analogy  is  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  the 
most  i/tneral  facts,  being  neefjuitu*  of  thought,  are 
among  the  first  established  Existence,  the  last 
in  the  order  of  induction,  is  the  first  in  the  order 
of ." — Ed. 

♦ Xouveaux  Easais,  L.  iv.  ch.  2.— Ed. 


of  Feeling  of  T ruth  or  Knowledge , of  No- 
tural  or  Instinctive  Belief  This,  in  itself, 
in  simply  a fact,  simply  an  experience,  anti 
is  purely  subjective  and  purely  negative. 
It  supports  the  validity  of  a proposition, 
only  on  the  fact  that  1 find  that  it  is  im- 
possible for  me  not  to  bold  it  for  true,  to 
suppose  it  therefore  not  true — without 
denying,  in  the  one  case,  the  veracity  of 
consciousness ; and,  in  the  other,  the  pos- 
sibility of  thought;  [without  presuming] 
that  I am  necessitated  to  hold  the  false 
for  the  true,  the  unreal  for  the  real,  and 
therefore  that  my  intelligent  nature  is 
radically  mendacious.  But  this  is  not  to 
bo  gratuitously  presumed ; therefore  the 
proposition  must  be  admitted.  But  to 
apply  it  to  the  two  classes  of  truths. 

I.  Truths  of  Fact  or  of  Perception  (Ex- 
ternal and  Internal.) 

Am  I asked,  for  example,  how  I know 
that  the  series  of  phenomena  called  the 
external  world  or  the  non -ego  exists — 
I answer,  that  I know  it  by  external  Per- 
ception. But  if  further  asked,  how  I 
know  that  this  Perception  is  not  an  il- 
lusion— that  what  I perceive  as  the  ex- 
ternal world,  is  not  merely  a particular 
order  of  phenomena  pertaining  to  the  in- 
ternal— that  what  I am  conscious  of  os 
something  different  from  me,  is  not  merely 
self  representing  a not-self  — 1 can  only 
answer,  that  1 know  this  solely  iuasmuen 
as  I find  that  I cannot  but  feel,  hold,  or 
believe  that  what  I perceive  as  not-self,  is 
roally  presented  in  consciousness  as  not- 
self.  I can,  indeed,  in  this,  as  in  the  case 
of  every  other  truth  of  Fact,  iinagino  tho 
possibility  of  the  converse — imagine  that 
what  is  given  as  a mode  of  not-self,  may 
be  in  reality  only  a mode  of  self.  But  this 
only  in  imagining  that  my  primary  con- 
sciousness deceives  me ; which  is  not  to 
bo  supposed  without  a ground.  Now,  the 
conviction  here  cannot  in  propriety  be 
called  Reason,  because  the  truth  avouched 
by  it  is  one  only  of  Fact,  and  because  tho 
conviction  avouching  it  is  itself  only  ma- 
nifested as  a Fact.  It  may,  however,  bo 
well  denominated  Common  Sense,  Funda- 
mental or  Transcendental  Consciousness. 
Other  examples  may  be  taken  from  Me- 
mory and  its  reality,  Personal  Identity,  Ac. 

II.  Truths  of  Reason. 

Again,  if  I am  asked,  how  I know  that 
every  change  must  have  its  cause,  that 
every  quality  must  have  its  substance, 
that  there  is  no  mean  between  two  contra- 
dictories, Ac.,  I answer,  that  I know  it  by 
Reason,  voD? — Reason  or  vovs  being  a name 
for  tho  mind  considered  as  the  source,  or  as 
the  complement,  of  first  principles,  axioms, 
native  notions,  uoiyal  or  QvoikoI  twoiau. 
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But  if  further  asked,  how  I know  that  Rea- 
son is  not  iUuHive — that  this,  or  that  first 
principle  may  not  bo  false — I can  only  an- 
swer, that  I know  it  to  be  true,  solely  inua- 
much  as  I am  couscious  that  I cannot  but 
feel,  hold,  believe  it  to  be  true,  seeing  that 
I cannot  even  realise  in  imagination  the 
possibility  of  the  converse.  Now,  this  last 
ground  of  conviction,  in  the  conscious  im- 

r)tence  of  conceiving  the  converse,  is  not, 
think,  so  properly  styled  Reason,  which 
is  more  of  a positive  character,  as  Common 
Sense,  Fundamental  Consciousness,  Ac. 
This  is  shewn  in  the  quotations  from 
Locke  and  Price.  Note  A,  Testimonies, 
Nos.  51,  78. 

[The  substance  of  these  remarks  on  the 
Principle  of  Common  Sense,  has  been 
already  printed,  in  an  abbreviated  form, 
in  Note  A,  p.  754.  The  present  fragment, 
which  has  the  appearance  of  being  an 
earlier  sketch  of  tbe  same  note,  has  been 
inserted  in  tbis  place,  as  containing  a 
somewhat  fuller  statement  of  an  import- 
ant distinction,  which  is  perhaps  liable  to 
be  overlooked  in  the  brief  form  in  which 
it  was  previously  published.  Though  not 
apparently  designed  for  this  Preface,  it  is 
sufficiently  cognate  in  matter  to  the  pre- 
ceding fragments,  to  be  entitled  to  a place 
with  them.  The  following  fragment,  which 
is  marked  “ Preface/’  may  be  regarded  as  a 
continuation  of  the  same  subject,  being  a 
step  towards  that  further  analysis  of  the 
Truths  of  Reason,  in  relatiou  to  the  Phi- 
losophy of  tho  Conditioned,  which  the 
Author  regarded  as  his  peculiar  addition 
to  the  philosophy  of  his  predecessors.  This 
analysis  will  bo  found  further  pursued 
in  Notes  H and  T,  and  especially  in  the 
Philosophical  Appendix  to  the  Discussions. 
— Ed.] 

[B.  Stage*  in  the  method  of  Mental 
•Science.] 

Three  degrees  or  stages  in  the  method 
of  mental  science. 

1°,  Wheu  the  mind  is  treated  ns  matter, 
and  the  mere  Baconian  observation  aud 
induction  applied. 

2°,  When  the  quality  of  Necessity  is  in- 
vestigated, and  the  empirical  and  neces- 
sary elements  thus  discriminated.  (Here 
Reid  is  honourably  distinguished  even 
from  Stewart,  not  to  say  Brown  and  other 
British  philosophers.) 

3°,  When  the  necessity  is  distinguished 
into  two  classes — the  one  being  founded 
on  a power  or  potency,  the  other  upon  an 
impotence  of  mind.  Hence  the  Philosophy 
of  the  Conditioned. 


[Testimonies  to  the  merits  of  the  Scottish 
Philosophy , and  of  Reid  as  its  founder. ] 

1.  — POKET. — Manuel  de  Philosophic  par 
Auguste  Henri  Matthise,  traduit  de  l’Alle- 
tnand  sur  la  troisidme  Edition,  par  M.  H. 
Poret,  Professeur  suppliant  h la  Faculte 
des  Lettres,  et  Professeur  do  Philosophic 
au  College  Roll  in.  Paris,  1837. 

Preface  du  Traducteur. — * II  suffit  d’a- 
voir  une  idde  de  Pdtat  dee  C'tudes  en  France 
pour  reconnaltre  quo  la  philosophic  dcos- 
saise  y est  aujourd’hui  naturalisde.  Nous 
la  voyons  ddfrayer  h peu  prds  seule  l’en- 
seignement  de  nos  colleges;  sa  langue 
et  ses  doctrines  ont  pasac  dans  la  plu- 
part  des  ouvrages  dldmentaires  qui  so 
publient  sur  les  matidres  philosophiques ; 
sa  mdthode  sdvere  et  circonspecte  a 
aatisfait  lea  plus  difficiles  et  rassurd  les 
plus  ddfiants,  et  en  mCme  temps  son 
profond  respect  pour  les  croyancea  mo- 
rales et  religieuses  lui  a concilid  ceux 
qui  reconnaisscnt  la  vdritd  Burtout  h sea 
fruits.  Les  penseurs  prdvoyants  qui  so 
donnerent  tant  de  soins  pour  l’introduire 
parmi  nous  ont  eu  h se  fdliciter  du  succds 
de  leur  efforts.  La  seule  apparition  de 
cette  philosophic  si  peu  fastucuse  suffit 
pour  mettre  ii  terre  le  sensualisme  ; une 
doctrine  artificielle  dut  s’dvanouir  devont 
la  simple  exposition  des  faits ; le  sens  in- 
time fut  rdtabli  dans  sa  prdrogative ; les 
dldments  a priori  de  1* intelligence,  si  ridi- 
culement  honnis  par  Locke  et  son  dcole, 
rontrerent  dans  la  science  dont  on  avait 
prdtendu  les  bannir,  et  y reprirent  leur 
place  ldgitime.  Cotto  espdee  de  restaura- 
tion  philosophique  devait  avoir  ses  consd- 
queuces : des  questions  assoupiee,  mais 
non  pas  mortes,  se  rdveilldrent;  les  limites 
arbitrairement  posdes  h la  connaissanco 
disparurent ; la  philosophic  retrouva  son 
domaine,  et  de  nouveau  les  esprits  s’effor- 
edrent  de  lo  conqudrir.  En  gdudral,  le 
bienfait  des  doctrines  dcossaises  importdes 
en  France,  5’a  dtd  d'affranchir  les  intelli- 
gences de  tout  prdjugd  d’dcole  et  de  les 
remettre  en  presence  de  la  rdalitd.  Nul 
douto  quo  ce  ne  fut  Id  l’indispensable  con- 
dition de  tout  progrds  ultdrieur,  et  cette 
condition  indispensablo,  dies  Pont  remplie 
dans  touto  son  dtendue.  Aujourd’hui 
meme  qu’elles  ont  portd  ces  premiers 
fruits,  lea  bons  effets  de  ccs  doctrines  ne 
sent  pas,  nous  le  croyons,  pres  de  s’dpuiser, 
et  nous  regarderions  commo  un  dchec  h la 
prospdritd  des  dtudes  philosophiques  tout 
ce  qui  tendrait  h en  contrarier  l’influence.’ 

2.  — Garnier. — Critique  de  la  Philoao- 
phie  de  Thomas  Reid,  Paris,  1840. 

P.112. — ‘ Demar.dez  a ce  philosophe 
une  distribution  mdthodique  des  matdriaux 
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qu’il  a recueillis,  uno  adroite  induction 
qui  des  phduom&nes  nous  conduise  h un 
petit  no  mb  re  de  causes,  vous  ne  trou- 
veros  ni  cctto  classification,  ni  cette  ana- 
lyse. Ce  n’dtait  pourtant  pas  la  tAcho  la 
plus  malais^o ; et  le  d«$pit  do  lui  voir 
n6gliger  ce  facile  travail  est  ce  qui  nous  a 
mis  la  plume  h la  main.  Maiscoa  matdri- 
aux  iunombrublos,  ccs  milliers  de  ph<5- 
nom^nes  si  patiemment  ddcrits,  faut-il  les 
oublier?  N'est-ce  pas  Reid  qui  nous  a 
raontrC*  A no  plus  confondro  les  percep- 
tions des  diffdrents  sens,  et  cn  particular, 
cellos  dc  la  vue  et  du  toucher  I Malgrc 
quelques  contradictions,  n’est-ce  pas  chez 
lui  seul  qu’on  peut  recontrer  uno  thdorie 
raisonnable  de  la  perception  1 Ofi  trouver 
uno  plus  savante  exposition  de  la  indmoiro 
et  des  morveilles  si  vnrides  qui  prdsente 
la  suite  de  nos  conceptions?  Ses  essais 
sur  l’abatraction,  le  jugement,  et  lo  rai- 
sonuemeut  aont  encore  plus  lumiueux  et 
plus  instructifs  que  les  mdmes  chapitrcs 
dans  l'admi  ruble  Logique  de  Port- Royal, 
et  les  savants  solitaires  out  partagd  la 
fauto  de  regarder  ces  operations  de 
1’ esprit  comme  los  octes  d’autant  de 
foe  u lies  distiuctcs.  Enfin,  avec  quel  pro- 
fit ct  quel  intdret  ne  lit-on  pas  les  cha- 
pitrcs sur  le  go  fit  intellectual,  surles  affec- 
tions si  varides  qui  se  partagent  notre  ame, 
sur  lo  sens  du  devoir  et  Bur  la  morale? 
Avec  toils  ses  ddfauts,  l’ouvrage  de  Reid 
offrira  longtenips  encore  la  lecture  la  plus 
instructive  pour  1’esprit,  la  plus  ddlicieu.se 
pour  le  cceur,  et  la  plus  profitable  pour  la 
philosophic.’ 

P.  1 18 ‘ En  pr^scuee  dos  constructions 

fantastiquee  de  l'Allemagne,  j’aitne  tnieux 
les  matdriaux  dpars  de  l’Ecosse.  Thomas 
Reid  est  l’ouvrier  laborieux,  qui  a pdui- 
blement  extrait  les  blocs  de  la  carridre, 
qui  a tailld  les  mftta  et  les  charpeutes  : vi- 
enue  l’architecte,  il  en  construira  ties  villes 
et  des  flottes.  L'AUemand  est  rentrepro- 
neuraudacieux  qui  dans  la  hfite  do  batir  se 
contcnte  de  terre  et  de  paille.’ 

3.  — R 6m  us  AT. — E-mis  do  Philosophic, 
Paris  1842,  t.  i.  p.  250. — 4 La  philosophic 
de  Reid  nous  parait  un  des  plus  beaux  rd- 
sultata  de  la  indthode  psychologique.  Plus 
approfondie,  mieux  ordonude,  elle  peut  do- 
vetiir  plus  systdinatique  et  plus  complete  ; 
elle  peut  douucr  h l’observation  uno  forme 
plus  rationnelle.  Sans  doutc  elle  n’est  pas 
tout  la  vdritc  philosophique ; mais  dans 
son  ensemble  elle  est  vraio,  et  uous  croyons 
qu’elle  doit  dtre  considdrde  par  les  dcolcs 
mod  ernes  coniine  la  philosophic  dlemen- 
tairc  de  l’esprit  humain.’ 

4.  — Tuu rot. — Introduction  h l’^tude 
de  la  Philosophic,  Discours  Prdlimiuaire, 
t.  i.  p.  lxiv.  Speaking  of  Reid’s  Essays — 


i 4 L’drudition  choisio  et  vari6e  qu*il  a hu  y 
rdpaudre,  l’amour  sincere  de  la  vdritd  qui 
s’y  montre  partout,  et  la  dignitd  cultue  de 
I’ expression  cn  rendent  la  lecture  extrome- 
ment  attachante.* 

5. — Cousin.  —[Hours  d’Histoire  de  la 
Philosophie  Morale  au  dix-huitifcmo  Sieclo, 
secondo  partie,  publide  par  MM.  Danton 
et  Vacherot,  Paris,  1840],  p.  241  eq.* 

4 There  is  a tiual  merit  in  the  doctrine 
| of  the  Scottish  philosopher,  which  it  is 
inq>08sible  too  highly  to  extol.  He  baa 
done  better  than  ruin  the  hypotheses 
which  had  Hhaken  all  the  bases  of  human 
belief ; in  fixing  with  precision  the  limits 
of  science,  he  has  destroyed  for  ever  the 
• spirit  itself  which  had  inspired  them.  I The 
philosophy  which  Reid  combated  had  not 
I understood  that  there  were  facts  inexpli- 
cable, facts  which  carry  with  them  their 
I own  light ; and  had  therefore  gone,  in 
, quest  of  a principle  of  explanation,  into  a 
foreign  sphere.  It  is  thus  that  to  explain 
the  phenomena  of  perception,  of  mem- 
ory, of  imagination,  recourse  was  had  to 
images  from  the  external  world  ; the  phe- 
nomena of  the  soul  were  represented  us 
the  effects  of  sensible  impressions,  them- 
selves resulting  from  a contact  between 
the  mind  and  the  body.  Reid  has  laid 
down  the  truecriterium,  in  virtue  of  which 
wo  can  al  way s recognise  the  point  at  which 
an  attempt  at  explanation  ought  to  stop, 
I when  he  says  : — Facts  simple  and  pritni - 
, tire  are  inexplicable./  It  is  thus  that  he 
has  cut  short  those  hypotheses,  those  pre- 
sumptuous theories,  which  history  has 
consigned  for  ever  to  the  romances  of 
Mctaphysic. 

4 In  the  meanwhile,  it  remains  for  me 
to  consider,  whether  the  remedy  bo  not 
excessive,  and  whether  the  philosophy  of 
Reid,  in  ruining  the  metaphysical  hypo- 
theses, has  not  proscribed  the  metaphysi- 
cal spirit  itself.  But  before  entering 
upon  tho  question,  it  is  requisite  to  pre- 
mise, that  even  if  this  bo  done  by  Reid, 
still  there  is  nothing  in  the  proceeding 
at  which  criticism  ought  to  take  offence. 
His  mission  was  to  proclaim  the  applica- 
tion of  the  experimental  method  to  the 
philosophy  of  tho  human  mind,  on  the 
ruins  of  the  hypotheses  which  had  issued 
from  the  Cartesian  school ; this  mission  ho 
has  completely  fulfilled,  for  he  has  purged 
philosophy,  one  after  another,  of  the 
theory  of  ideas,  of  the  desolating  scepticism 


• This  passage  is  given  in  a translation  found 
■ among  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  papers.  The  other 
j testimonies  have  been  added  from  his  extract* 
and  referencea.— Ed. 
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of  Hume,  of  the  idealism  of  Berkeley,  of 
the  demonstrations  of  Descartes  ; he  has 
thus  made  a tabula  rasa.  Were  it  then 
the  fact,  that  the  abuse  of  the  metaphysical 
spirit,  and  the  spectacle  of  the  aberrations 
into  which  this  spirit  has  betrayed  the 
human  mind,  had  carried  Reid  to  pro- 
nounce its  banishment  from  science,  for 
this  we  ought  no  more  seriously  to  re- 
proach him,  than  we  should  condemn 
Bacon  for  his  proscription  of  the  Syllog- 
ism, of  which  the  Schoolmen  had  made  bo 
flagrant  an  abuse.  My  intention,  there- 
fore, in  touching  on  this  delicate  point,  is, 
far  less  to  evince  the  too  empirical  char- 
acter of  the  philosophy  of  Reid,  than  to 
relieve  a great  and  noble  science  from 
the  unjust  contempt  to  which  it  has  been 
exposed  from  the  philosophers  both  of  the 
school  of  Bacon  aud  of  the  Scottish  school. 

‘ But  let  us  first  see,  how  for  Reid’s 
neglect  of  Metaphysic  has  extended. — Ac- 
cording to  him,  to  explain  a fact  is  to 
carry  it  up  into  a fact  more  simple ; so 
that  tho  explanatory  principle  is  of  the 
same  nature  as  the  fact  explained,  nor,  in 
our  explanation  of  facts,  is  it  ever  neces- 
sary for  us  to  transcend  experience.  I 
admit  the  truth  of  this  definition  for  a 
certain  number  of  tho  sciences  which 
ought  not  to  transgress  tho  bounds  of  ob- 
servation : thus  in  Physics,  in  Natural  His- 
tory, in  Psychology  even,  the  explanation 
of  the  fact  can  possoss  no  other  character, 
can  propose  no  other  aim.  But  I believe 
the  human  mind  goes  farther  ; the  ex- 
planation which  consists  in  the  connecting 
one  fact  to  another  more  simple  does  not 
suffice  for  it,  nor  does  it  even  recognise 
this  as  a veritable  explanation.  To  ex- 
plain, to  explicate,  in  the  strict  propriety 
of  language,  is  to  reduce  that  which  is  to 
that  which  ou'jht  to  be,  in  other  words, 
to  connect  a fact  to  a principle.  Reid, 
therefore,  in  the  view  be  takes  of  the 
explanation  of  facts,  has  banished  from 
science  the  research  of  principles,  of  the 
necessary  causes  and  reasons  of  things, — 
that  is,  precisely,  metaphysical  speculation. 

‘ On  tho  other  hand,  to  distinguish 
philosophy  from  the  sciences  which  have 
nature  for  their  object,  he  definos  it — the 
science  of  the  human  mind ; he  thus  con- 
siders philosophy  as  a science  no  less 
special  than  the  others,  which  is  only  dis- 
criminated from  them  by  the  nature  of 
its  object,  and  which,  moreover,  has  with 
them  the  same  method  and  the  same  end. 
The  same  method  : for,  like  the  natural 
sciences,  it  observes ; only  the  facts  which 
it  observes  are  immaterial.  The  same 
end : for  it  proposes  the  discovery  of  laws, 
like  the  sciences  of  nature ; the  only  dif- 


ference lying  in  tho  nature  of  these  laws. 
As  to  that  general  aud  synthetic  science, 
which  applies  itself  to  all,  and  to  which 
no  matter  comes  amiss,  which  is  distin- 
guished from  other  sciences,  not  by  the 
character  of  its  object  but  by  the  elevated 
point  of  view  from  which  it  contemplates 
the  universe  of  things,  which  styles  itself 
philosophy  of  Nature,  philosophy  of  Mind, 
philosophy  of  History,  according  to  tho 
limitation  of  the  object  which  for  the 
moment  it  considers, — of  such  a science 
Reid  does  not  appear  to  have  even  sus- 
pected the  existence. 

' In  fine,  we  ought  not  to  forget  that 
Reid  is  a partisan  of  the  Baconian  method, 
which  he  has  extended  from  the  sciences 
of  nature  to  the  science  of  mind.  Now, 
as  is  well  known,  Bacon  had  a proud  con- 
tempt of  Metaphysie,  and  names  it  only  to 
deride  it,  or  to  shew  that  in  retaining  the 
word,  he  rejects  the  thing.  Accordingly, 
in  his  classification  of  tho  sciences,  he 
reduces  Metaphysic  to  the  mere  science 
of  the  immutable  and  universal  forms  of 
nature,  tbot  is  to  say,  to  a transcendental 
physics;  while  subsequently,  in  his  Novum 
Organum,  there  is  no  mentiou  of  it  at  all. 
Reid,  who  inherited  from  Bacon  his 
method,  inherited  likewise  from  him  his 
contempt  of  Metaphysic;  and,  with  Reid, 
the  whole  Scottish  school. 

* Once  more  I repeat,  the  reaction  of 
the  experimental  philosophy,  so  much  and 
so  long  oppressed  by  speculation,  is  excus- 
able in  Reid  as  in  Bacon,  because  on  their 
part  it  was  natural  and  almost  necessary  ; 
but  in  the  present  day,  when  this  philoso- 
phy has  everywhere  triumphed  over  the 
obstacles  which  the  spirit  of  system,  the 
prejudices  and  the  authority  of  the  past, 
had  accumulated  in  its  path, — in  tho  pre- 
sent day,  when  this  philosophy  in  its  turn 
oppresses  Metaphysic,  and  would,  if  it 
could,  exclude  it  from  tho  domain  of 
science,  it  may  not  be  unimportant  briefly 
to  shew,  that  Metaphysie  also  has  its 
titles,  and  its  legitimate  place  in  the  cycle 
of  humau  knowledge. 

1 In  the  first  place,  it  is  a very  ancient 
science  ; under  definitions  the  most  di- 
verse, it  has  always  appeared  as  the 
science  of  principles.  Until  the  eighteenth 
century,  it  has  never  for  a moment  quit- 
ted the  philosophic  stage,  and  on  that 
stago  has  never  ceased  to  occupy  the  most 
distinguished  part.  The  reason  of  this 
preeminence  was  very  simple ; for  to 
Metaphysie  was  confided  the  task  of  re- 
solving the  most  extensive,  arduous,  and 
important  problems : Metaphysie  alone 
spoke  of  God  aud  his  attributes,  of  the 
universe  considered  in  its  totality  and  its 
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laws,  of  the  human  soul  and  of  its  destiny; 
Metaphysic  alone  shewed  to  each  faculty 
the  end  in  view  for  its  activity,  to  the  im- 
agination the  ideal  of  the  beautiful,  to  the 
will  the  ideal  of  the  good,  to  the  intelli- 
gence the  ideal  of  the  true.  Since  the 
empirism  of  the  last  century,  dominant 
in  France  and  England,  has  relegated 
Metaphysic  to  the  region  of  chimajras, 
science  rarely  agitates  those  mighty  pro- 
blems, and  if  perchance  it  moots  them,  it 
does  so  with  a timidity  and  weakness 
which  make  us  regret  chat  powerful  im- 
pulse of  the  metaphysical  genius  which 
alone  is  competent  to  handle  and  resolve 
these  formidable  questions.  Why  then 
has  it  been  repudiated  by  science!  Is  it 
only  proper  to  generate  magnificent  ro- 
mances ? Is  it  that  Metaphysic  is  without 
a basis  1 

* To  judge  of  it  by  the  objections  of  its 
adversaries  and  by  the  unreflective  en- 
thusiasm of  its  partisans,  to  judge  of  it 
especially  by  the  strange  forms  in  which 
imagination  has  been  pleased  to  clothe  it, 
it  would  seem  that  Metaphysic  is  a philo- 
sophy mysterious  and  almost  superhuman, 
which  descends  from  another  world,  and 
which  has  nothing  in  common  with  the 
positive  and  natural  methods  of  science. 
There  is  nothing  more  false.  Metaphysic, 
like  the  other  sciences,  has  its  roots  in  the 
nature  of  the  mind.  If  the  sciences  of 
fact  repose  in  observation,  if  the  abstract 
sciences  are  founded  upon  reasoning,  Me- 
taphysic has  for  its  basis  the  conceptions 
of  reason,  as  well  pure  as  in  combination 
with  the  data  of  experience.  I say  the 
conceptions  of  reason,  which  I distinguish, 
and  which  every  observer  of  the  acts  of 
intelligence  may  distinguish,  from  the  fan- 
tastic or  arbitrary  creations  of  imagination. 
When  on  occasion  of  an  existence  finite, 
contingent,  relative,  individual,  attested 
by  experience,  I conceive  the  infinite,  the 
necessary,  the  absolute,  the  universal  ; 
when  rising  from  the  pluenomeua  which 
the  universe  presents  to  my  observation, 
I contemplate  the  great  laws  of  this  uni- 
verse, those  laws  which  constitute  the 
harmony  of  its  movements,  the  order  and 
the  beauty  of  its  plan  ; when  retiring 
within  tho  limits  of  my  proper  nature,  I 
connect  the  phenomena,  so  various  and 
so  mutable,  in  which  it  is  manifested,  to 
a principle,  simple,  identical,  and  immut- 
able in  essence, — I neither  imagine,  nor 
dream,  nor  fabricate ; I conceive.  My 
conception  is  au  act  of  my  mind,  necessary 
and  legitimate  as  tho  very  simplest  percep- 
tion. No  intelligent  being  has  a right 
to  contest  tho  authority  of  any  faculty 
whatever  of  intelligence,  and  it  is  lament- 


able to  see  the  highest  and  divineet  of  its 
functions  treated  with  contempt* 

6. — Jotjffroy. — (Euvrea  Completes  de 
Thomas  Reid.  Paris,  1836. 

Preface,  pp.  cc.  cci. — ‘ S’il  est  un  service 
et  un  service  eminent  que  les  l^cossais  aient 
rendu  h la  philosophic,  e’est  aasur^ment 
d’avoir  6tabli  une  fois  pour  toutes  dans  les 
esprits,  et  de  manidre  A ce  qu'elle  ne  puisse 
plus  en  Bortir,  l’ideo  qu’il  y a une  science 
d’observation,  une  science  de  faits,  A la 
maniere  dont  l'entendent  lea  physicians, 
qui  a l'esprit  humain  pour  objet  et  le  sens 
intime  pour  instrument,  et  dont  le  r4- 
sultat  doit  6tre  la  determination  des  lois 
de  l’esprit,  comme  celui  des  sciences 

fjhysiques  doit  fitre  la  determination  des 
ois  de  la  malifere.  Les  philosophes  6cos- 
sais  ont-ila  eu  les  premiers  cettc  id6e ! 
Non,  sans  doute,  si  par  avoir  une  idtfe 
on  entend  simplcment  en  Imettre  d’au- 
tres  qui  la  contiennent ; A le  prendre 
ainsi  plusieurs  philosophes  l’avaient  eue 
avant  eux,  et,  pour  ne  citer  que  les 
plus  cei&bros,  on  la  trouve  dans  Locke  et 
dans  Descartes.  Mais  si  par  inventer  une 
id<Se  on  entend  non  pas  sculement  en 
concevoir  le  germe,  mais  la  saisir  en  elle- 
mAme  dans  toute  sa  Writ 6 et  son  ^ten- 
due,  mais  en  voir  la  portae  et  les  conse- 
quences, mais  y croire,  mais  la  pratiquer, 
mais  la  prdcher,  mais  la  mettro  dans  une 
telle  lumiVe  qu’elle  p<5n&tre  dans  tons  les 
esprits  et  qu’elle  soit  d£sonnais  acquise 
d’une  man  i Vo  definitive  h l’intelligenco 
humainc,  on  peut  dire  avec  v6rite  que, 
l’idee  dont  il  s'agit,  les  £cossais  l’ont  eue 
les  premiers  et  qu’ils  en  sont  les  vdritables 
inventeurs.’ 

P.  cciv.-ccvi. — 1 C’est  1A  en  effet  le  vrai 
titre,  le  titre  eminent  des  philosophes  dcos- 
sais  A l'estime  de  la  posterity  et  le  principal 
service  qu’ils  aient  rendu  A la  philosophic. 
C’eBt  un  fait  qu’avant  eux,  ni  l’id£e  de 
cette  science  ainsi  nettement  d4m£14e,  ni 
l’idde  do  la  mdthode  vraio  A y appliquer, 
ni  l’exemple  d’une  application  rigoureuse 
de  cette  m£thodo,  n’existaient ; e’en  eat 
un  autre  que  depuis  eux  tout  cela  existo 
et  que  e'est  A eux  qu’on  le  doit.  Qu’ils 
soient  trop  restds  dans  les  limites  do  cette 
science,  et,  faute  d*en  etro  assez  sortis, 
qu’ils  n'en  aient  pas  vu  toute  la  portae,  ni 
l'ensemble  des  liens  qui,  en  y rattachant 
toutes  les  sciences  philosopliiques,  en 
forment  le  point  de  depart  et  la  racine  de 
la  mnitid  des  connaissances  humaincs,  cela 
est  vrai,  et  nous  l'avons  montre;  que  les 
vucs  historiques  qui  les  ont  conduits  A 
l'idtfo  de  cette  science  manquent  souvent 
d'etendue  et  de  justesse,  et  que  danB  la 
ddtermination  de  la  m<$thode,  des  limites 
et  des  conditions  de  la  science  rneme,  ila 
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n’aient  poa  tou jours  ni  bien  vu,  ni  assez 
vu,  c’oBt  ce  qui  eat  eucore  vrui  et  ce  que 
nous  avona  dgalement  montrd ; maia  tou- 
joura eat-il  que  l’honneur  do  l’avoir  erode 
eat  It  eux,  et  que,  quand  l'biatoiro  voudra 
marquer  l’epoque  oh  la  science  de  l'eaprit 
humain  a vdritablement  etc  conyue  telle 
qu'elle  doit  l’dtre,  olio  aera  forede  d’iudi- 
quer  celle  oil  lea  philosopbes  dcosaaia  ont 
dcrit. 

* Uue  secoude  iddo  qui  rcste  gravdo 
dans  l’eaprit  quand  on  a lu  lee  pbiloaophea 
dcossais,  et  dont  on  peut  dire,  comme  de 
la  prdeddente,  qu’ils  l’ont  mise  au  tnonde, 
quoique  pluaieuro  philosophies,  et  Locke 
en  dernier  lieu,  l’eusseut  indiqude,  e’est 
ue  la  connoissanco  do  l’eaprit  humain  et 
e sea  lois  eat  la  condition  de  solution  de 
la  plupart  dcs  questions  dont  la  philo- 
sopbio  s’occupe,  de  manidre  que  pour  rd- 
soudre  ces  questions  il  faut  avant  tout 
acqudrir  cotte  connaissancc,  et  qu’elles  ne 
peuveut  etre  rdsolues  que  j>ar  hypothdee 
tant  qu’ou  ne  la  poasdde  pas.  Nous  avona 
inontrd  que  cetto  iddo  netait  que  le  germe 
d’une  id6e  plus  grande  que  lea  £cossois 
n'ont  saisie  qu’b  moitid,  b savoir  que  toutea 
lea  sciences  pbiloaophiques  dependent  de 
la  psychologie,  parce  que  toutea  lea  ques- 
tions qu’elles  agitent  viennent  Be  r&oudre 
dans  la  connaiasance  dea  phdnomdnes  spi- 
rituela,  et  que  e’est  lb  le  caractdro  com- 
inun  qui  imit  toutea  ces  sciences  entre 
dies,  qui  en  constituo  1' unite,  et  lea  dis- 
tingue des  sciences  physiques.  Nous 
avona  ajoutd  que  si  lea  Ecossais  s’dtaient 
dlevds  jusqn’b  cette  idee,  b la  gloire  d’a- 
voir  fondd  la  science  de  l’esprit  bumain 
ila  auraient  ajoutd  celle  d’avoir  fixd  l’iddo 
de  la  philosophie  et  d’avoir  organisd  cetto 
moitid  de  l*  connaissance  humaine.  Mais 
si  cette  conception  est  restde  imparfaite 
dans  lour  esprit,  il  n’eu  est  pas  moius  vrai 
qu’elle  s’y  est  uuffisamment  ddveloppde 
pour  imprimer  b la  philosophie  dcossaise 
une  direction  originate  et  qui  est  selon 
nous  celle-lb  mdme  que  la  philosophie  doit 
suivre.  Subordonner  toute  recherche  phi- 
losophique  b la  psychologie,  eur  ce  fonde- 
ment  que  toute  question  pbilosophique  a 
sa  solution  dans  quclques  lois  do  la  naturo 
spirituelle,  comme  toute  question  physique 
a la  Bienne  dans  quelqucs  lois  de  la  na- 
ture physique,  voilb  en  rdalitd  ce  que  les 


^cossais  ont  fait,  et  le  principe  qui  plane 
sur  toute  leur  philosophie,  qui  l’anime, 
qui  la  dirige,  et  dont  on  reste  pdndtrd 
quand  on  l’a  dtudide.  La  mdthode  pbi- 
losophique des  Ecos&ais  n’est  autre  chose 
qu’une  consdquence  de  ce  principe;  et 
non-seulement  ila  ont  prouvd  la  vdritd  de 
ce  principe  pour  un  grand  nombre  de 
questions  philosophiques  et  pour  les  plus 
importantes,  mais  ila  l’ont  constamment 
pratiqud.’ 

Pp.  ccvil,  ccviii. — * Avant  et  depuis  les 
itcossais  aucun  autre  systdme  n’offre  cetto 
construction  de  la  science ; elle  leur  ippar- 
tient  en  propre.  et  e’est  lb  le  second  service 
qu’ils  ont  rendu  b la  philosophie.  Ils  ont 
fondd  la  science  de  l’espnt  humain,  e’est  le 
premier;  aprds  en  avoir  fixd  l’idde,  ils  ont 
fait  do  cette  science  le  point  de  ddpart  de  la 
philosophie  et  sent  venus  chercher  dans  sea 
donndea  la  solution  scientifique  de  toute 
question,  e’est  lb  le  second. 

‘ Uue  troisidme  idde  qui  n’eet  moina 
importante  ni  moins  propre  aux  £cosaaia 
que  les  prdeddentes,  e’esfc  rasaimilatiou 
complete  des  recherches  philosophiques 
et  des  recherches  physiques,  fondle  sur 
ce  principe  que  les  unes  et  les  autrea  ont 
dgaiomeut  pour  objet  la  conuaissance  d’une 
partie  des  oeuvres  de  Dieu,  et  qu’il  n’y 
a paa  deux  manidres  do  connaitre  les 
oeuvres  de  Dieu,  mais  une  seule,  qui  s’ap- 
plique  a la  solution  des  questions  philo- 
sophiques comme  b celle  des  questions 
physiques.’ 

P.  ccxiiL — * En  prouvant  cette  simili- 
tude, ils  dissipent  la  superstitieuse  ob- 
scurity qui  entoure  les  recherches  philoso- 
phiques; ils  les  ramdnontaux  simples  con- 
ditions, b la  simple  nature,  b la  simple 
mdthodo  de  toutes  les  recherches  scientifi- 
ques;  ils  montrent  l’erreur  constanto  des 
philosopbes  qui  ont  mdconnu  cette  vdritd ; 
ilif  expliquent  par  cette  erreur  la  destinde 
mlahcurousede  ces  recherches;  ilsrassurent 
ainsi  les  esprits  que  cette  destindo  dloig- 
nait  de  s’eu  occuper,  ct  les  rnppellent  b la 
philosophie  en  la  mettant  dans  une  voie 
uouvelle  et  cepcndant  dprouvdo,  dans  la 
grande  voie  qu’indiqucnt  les  lois  do  l’en- 
tendement,  qu’ont  suivie  toutes  les  sci- 
ences, et  par  laquelle  l’eaprit  humain  est 
arrive  b toutes  les  vdritea  qui  font  sa  puis- 
sance et  sa  gloire.  ’ 
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SECTION  I. 

FROM  DR  RE1D*S  BIRTH  TILL  THK  D \TR  OP 
HIS  LATEST  PUBLICATION. 

The  life  of  which  I am  now  to  present  to 
the  Royal  Society  a short  account,  although 
it  fixes  an  era  in  the  history  of  modem 
philosophy,  was  uncommonly  barren  of 
thO'C  incidents  which  furnish  materials  for 
biography — strenuously  devoted  to  truth, 
to  virtue,  and  to  the  best  interests  of  man- 
kind, but  spent  in  the  obscurity  of  a learned 
retirement,  remote  from  the  pursuits  of 
ambition,  and  with  little  solicitude  about 
literary  fame.  After  the  agitation,  however, 
of  the  political  convulsions  which  Europe 
has  witnessed  for  a courso  of  years,  the 
simple  record  of  such  a life  may  derive  an 
interest  even  from  its  uniformity ; and, 
when  contrasted  with  the  events  of  the 
passing  scene,  may  lead  the  thoughts  to 
some  views  of  human  nature  on  which  it  is 
not  ungrateful  to  repose. 

Thomas  Reid,  D.D.,  late  Professor  of 
Moral  Philosophy  in  the  University  of  Glas- 
gow, was  boro,  on  the  26th  of  April  171®* 
at  Strachan,  in  Kincardineshire,  a country 
parish,  situated  about  twenty  miles  from 
Aberdeen,  on  the  north  side  of  the  Gram- 
pian mountains. 

His  father,  the  Rev.  Lewis  Reid,  was 
minister  of  this  parish  for  fifty  years.  He 
was  a clergyman,  according  to  his  son’s 
account  of  him,  respected  by  all  who  knew 
him,  for  his  piety,  prudence,  and  benevo- 
lence ; inheriting  from  his  ancestors  (most 
of  whom,  from  the  time  of  the  Protestant 
establishment,  had  been  ministers  of  the 
Church  of  Scotland)  that  purity  and  sim- 
plicity of  manners  which  became  his  station ; 


and  a love  of  letters,  which,  without  attract- 
ing the  notice  of  the  world,  amused  his 
leisure  and  dignified  his  retirement. 

For  some  generations  before  his  time,  a 
propensity  to  literature,  and  to  the  learned 
professions — a propensity  which,  when  it 
has  once  become  chnracteristical  of  a race, 
is  peculiarly  apt  to  l>e  propagated  by  the 
influence  of  early  associations  and  habits — 
may  be  traced  in  several  individuals  among 
his  kindred.  One  of  his  ancestors,  James 
Reid,  was  the  first  minister  of  Banchory- 
Teroan  after  the  Reformation,  and  trans- 
mitted to  four  sons  a predilectfem  for  those 
studious  habits  which  formed  his  own  hap- 
piness. He  was  himself  a younger  son  of 
Mr  Reid  of  Pitfoddels,  a gentleman  of  a very 
ancient  and  respectable  family  in  the  county 
of  Aberdeen. 

James  Reid  w-as  succeeded  as  minister  of 
Banchory  by  his  son  Robert.  Another 
son,  Thomas,  rose  to  considerable  distinc- 
tion, both  as  a philosopher  and  a poet ; and 
seems  to  have  wanted  neither  ability  nor 
inclination  to  turn  his  attainments  to  the 
best  advantage.  After  travelling  over 
Europe,  and  maintaining,  as  was  the  cus- 
tom of  his  age,  public  disputations  in  seve- 
ral universities,  he  collected  into  a volume 
the  theses  and  dissertations  which  had  been 
the  subjects  of  his  literary  contests  ; and 
also  published  some  Latin  poems,  which 
may  be  found  in  the  collection  entitled, 
u DelHia  Poet  arum  Scotorum .**  On  his 
return  to  his  native  country,  he  fixed  his 
residence  in  London,  where  he  was  ap- 
pointed secretary  in  the  Greek  and  Latin 
tongues  to  King  James  I.  of  Eng’and,* 
and  lived  in  habits  of  intimacy  with  some 
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of  the  most  distinguished  characters  of  that 
period.  Little  more,  I believe,  is  known 
of  Thomas  Reid’s  history,  excepting  that 
he  bequeathed  to  the  Mariachal  College  of 
Aberdeen  a curious  collection  of  books  and 
manuscripts,  with  a fund  for  establishing  a 
salary  to  a librarian- 

Alexander  Reid,  the  third  son,  was  physi- 
cian to  King  Charles  I.,  and  published 
several  books  on  surgery  and  medicine. 
The  fortune  he  acquired  in  the  course  of 
his  practice  was  considerable,  and  enabled 
him  (beside  many  legacies  to  his  relations 
and  friends)  to  leave  various  lasting  and 
honourable  memorials,  both  of  his  benevo- 
lence and  of  his  attachment  to  letters. 

A fourth  son,  whose  name  was  Adam, 
translated  into  English  Buchanan's  His- 
tory of  Scotland.  Of  this  translation, 
which  was  never  published,  there  is  a 
manuscript  copy  in  the  possession  of  the 
University  of  Glasgow. 

A grandson  of  Robert,  the  eldest  of  these 
sons,  was  the  third  minister  of  Banchory 
after  the  Reformation,  and  was  great- 
grandfather of  Thomas  Reid,  the  subject  of 
this  memoir.* 

The  particulars  hitherto  mentioned,  are 
stated  on  the  authority  of  some  short 
memorandums  written  by  Dr  Reid  a few 
weeks  before  his  death.  In  consequence 
of  a suggestion  of  his  friend,  Dr  Gregory, 
he  had  resolved  to  amuse  himself  with  col- 
lecting such  facts  as  his  papers  or  memory 
could  supply,  with  respect  to  his  life,  and 
the  progress  of  his  studies  ; but,  unfortun- 
ately, before  he  had  fairly  entered  on  the 
subject,  his  design  was  interrupted  by  his 
last  illness.  If  he  had  lived  to  complete 
it,  1 might  have  entertained  hopes  of  pre- 
senting to  the  public  some  details  with 
respect  to  the  history  of  his  opinions  and 
speculations  on  those  important  subjects  to 
which  he  dedicated  his  talents — the  most 
interesting  of  all  articles  in  the  biography 
of  a philosopher,  and  of  which  it  is  to  be 
lamented  that  so  few  authentic  records  are 
to  be  found  in  the  annals  of  letters.  All 
the  information,  however,  which  I have 
derived  from  these  notes,  is  exhausted  in 
the  foregoing  pages ; and  I must  content 
myself,  i a the  continuation  of  my  narrative, 
with  those  indirect  aids  which  tradition, 
aud  the  recollection  of  a few  old  acquaint- 
ance, afford  ; added  to  what  I myself  have 
learned  from  Dr  Reid's  conversation,  or  col- 
lected from  & careful  perusal  of  his  writings. 

His  mother,  Margaret  Gregory,  was  a 
daughter  of  David  Gregory,  Esq.  of  Kin- 
nairdie,  in  Banffshire,  elder  brother  of 
James  Gregory,  the  inventor  of  the  reflect- 
ing telescope,  and  the  antagonist  of  Huy- 
ghens.  She  was  one  of  twenty-nine  children ; 


the  most  remarkable  of  whom  was  David 
Gregory,  Savilian  Professor  of  Astronomy 
at  Oxford,  and  an  intimate  friend  of  Sir 
Isaac  Newton.  Two  of  her  younger  brothers 
were  at  the  same  time  Professors  of  Mathe- 
matics—the  one  at  St  Andrew’a,  the  other 
at  Edinburgh — and  were  the  first  persons 
who  taught  the  Newtonian  philosophy  in 
our  northern  universities.  The  hereditary 
worth  and  genius  which  have  so  long  dis- 
tinguished, and  which  still  distinguish,  the 
descendants  of  this  memorable  family,  are 
well  known  to  all  who  have  turned  their 
attention  to  Scottish  biography  ; but  it  is 
not  known  so  generally,  that,  through  the 
female  line,  the  same  characteristic&l  endow- 
ments have  been  conspicuous  in  various 
instances ; and  that  to  the  other  monuments 
which  illustrate  the  race  of  the  Gregories, 
is  to  be  added  the  Philosophy  of  Reid. 

With  respect  to  the  earlier  part  of  Dr 
Reid's  life,  all  that  I have  been  able  to 
learn  amounts  to  this  : — That,  after  two 
years  spent  at  the  parish  school  of  Kincar- 
dine, he  was  sent  to  Aberdeen,  where  he 
had  the  advantage  of  prosecuting  his  class- 
ical studies  under  an  able  and  diligent 
teacher ; that,  about  the  age  of  twelve  or 
thirteen,  he  was  entered  as  a student  in 
Marischal  College  ; and  tliat  his  master  in 
philosophy  for  three  years  was  Dr  George 
Turnbull,  who  afterwards  attracted  some 
degree  of  notice  as  an  author  ; particularly 
by  a book  entitled,  “ Principles  of  Moral 
Philosophy  and  by  a voluminous  treatise 
(long  ago  forgotten)  on  M Ancient  Paint- 
ing.’**  The  sessions  of  the  College  were, 
at  that  time,  very  short,  and  the  educa- 
tion (according  to  Dr  Reid's  own  account) 
slight  and  superficial. 

It  does  not  appear,  from  the  information 
which  I have  received,  that  he  gave  any 
early  indications  of  future  eminence.  His 
industry,  however,  and  modesty,  were  con- 
spicuous from  his  childhood  ; and  it  was 
foretold  of  him,  by  the  parish  schoolmaster, 
who  initiated  him  in  the  first  principles  o. 
learning,  “ That  he  would  turn  out  to  be 
a man  of  good  and  well-wearing  parts a 
prediction  which  touched,  not  unhappily, 
on  that  capacity  of  “ patient  thought” 
which  so  peculiarly  characterised  his  philo- 
sophical genius. 

His  residence  at  the  University  was  pro- 
longed beyond  the  usual  term,  in  conse- 
quence of  his  appointment  to  the  office  o i 
librarian,  which  had  been  endowed  by  one 
of  his  ancestors  about  a century  before. 
The  situation  was  acceptable  to  him,  as  it 
afforded  an  opportunity  of  indulging  his 
passion  for  study,  and  united  the  charms 
of  a learned  society  with  the  quiet  of  an 
academical  retreat. 
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During  this  period,  he  formed  an  intimacy 
with  John  Stewart,  afterwards  Professor  of 
Mathematics  in  Marischal  College,  and 
author  of  “ A Commentary  on  Newton’s 
Quadrature  of  Curves.”  His  predilection 
for  mathematical  pursuits  was  confirmed 
and  strengthened  by  this  connection.  1 have 
often  heard  him  mention  it  with  much 
pleasure,  while  he  recollected  the  ardour 
with  which  they  both  prosecuted  these  fas- 
cinating studies,  and  the  lights  which  they 
imparted  mutually  to  each  other,  in  their 
first  perusal  of  the  “ Principal,”  at  a time 
when  a knowledge  of  the  Newtonian  dis- 
coveries was  only  to  be  acquired  in  the 
writings  of  their  illustrious  author. 

In  1736,  Dr  Reid  resigned  his  office  of 
librarian,  and  accompanied  Mr  Stewart  on 
an  excursion  to  England.  They  visited 
together  London,  Oxford,  and  Cambridge, 
and  were  introduced  to  the  acquaintance  of 
many  persons  of  the  first  literary  eminence. 
Ilia  relation  to  Dr  David  Gregory  procured 
him  a ready  access  to  Martin  Folkes,  w hose 
house  concentrated  the  most  interesting 
objects  which  the  metropolis  had  to  offer  to 
his  curiosity.  At  Cambridge  he  saw  Dr 
Bentley,  who  delighted  him  with  his  learn- 
ing, and  amused  him  with  his  vanity ; and 
enjoyed  repeatedly  the  conversation  of  the 
blind  mathematician,  Saunderson — a pheno- 
menon in  the  history  of  the  human  mind  to 
which  he  has  referred  more  than  once  in 
his  philosophical  speculations. 

With  the  learned  and  amiable  man  who 
was  his  companion  in  this  journey,  he  main- 
tained an  uninterrupted  friendship  till  176b, 
when  Mr  Stewart  died  of  a malignant  fever. 
His  death  was  accompanied  with  circum- 
stances deeply  afflicting  to  Dr  Reid's  sensi- 
bility ; the  same  disorder  proving  fatal  to 
his  wife  and  daughter,  both  of  whom  were 
buried  with  him  in  one  grave. 

In  1737»  Dr  Reid  was  presented,  by  the 
King’s  College  of  Aberdeen,  to  the  liviug  of 
New-Macliar,  in  the  some  county  ; but  the 
circumstances  in  which  he  entered  on  his 
preferment  were  far  from  auspicious.  The 
intemperate  zeal  of  one  of  his  predecessors, 
and  an  aversion  to  the  law  of  patronage,  had 
so  inflamed  the  minds  of  his  parishioners 
against  him,  that,  in  the  first  discharge  of 
his  clerical  functions,  he  had  not  only  to  en- 
counter the  most  violent  opposition,  but  was 
exposed  to  personal  danger.  His  unwearied 
attention,  however,  to  the  duties  of  his 
office,  the  mildness  and  forbearance  of  his 
temper,  and  the  active  spirit  of  his  humanity, 
soon  overcame  all  these  prejudices ; and, 
not  many  years  afterwards,  when  he  was 
called  to  a different  situation,  the  same  per- 
sons who  had  suffered  themselves  to  be  so 
far  misled  as  to  take  a share  in  the  outrages 
against  him,  followed  him,  or  his  de|»arture, 
with  their  blessings  and  tears. 


Dr  Reid’s  popularity  at  New-Machar  (os 
I am  informed  by  the  respectable  clergy- 
man* who  now  holds  that  living)  increased 
greatly  after  his  marriage,  in  1740,  with 
Elizabeth,  daughter  of  his  uncle,  Dr  George 
Reid,  physician  in  London.  The  accom- 
modating manners  of  this  excellent  woman, 
and  her  good  offices  among  the  sick  and 
necessitous,  are  still  remembered  with  gra- 
titude, and  so  endeared  the  family  to  the 
neighbourhood,  that  its  removal  was  re- 
garded as  a general  misfortune.  The  simple 
and  affecting  Language  in  which  some  old 
men  expressed  themselves  on  this  subject, 
in  conversing  with  the  present  minister, 
deserves  to  be  recorded  : — “ We  fought 
ayaiml  Dr  Reid  when  he  came,  and  would 
have  fought  for  him  w hen  he  went  aw’ay.” 

In  some  notes  relative  to  the  earlier  part 
of  his  history,  which  have  been  kindly  com- 
municated to  me  by  the  Rev.  Mr  Davidson, 
minister  of  Rayne,  it  is  mentioned,  as  a 
proof  of  his  uncommon  modesty  and  diffi- 
dence, that,  long  after  he  became  minister  of 
New-Machar,  he  was  accustomed,  from  a 
distrust  in  his  own  powers,  to  preach  the 
sermons  of  Dr  Tillotson  and  of  Dr  Evans. 
I have  heard,  also,  through  other  channels, 
tliat  he  had  neglected  the  practice  of  com- 
position to  a more  than  ordinary  degree  in 
the  earlier  part  of  his  studies.  The  fact  is 
curious,  when  contrasted  with  that  ease, 
perspicuity,  and  purity  of  style,  which  he 
afterwards  attained.  From  some  informa- 
tion, however,  which  has  been  lately  trans- 
mitted to  me  by  one  of  his  nearest  relations, 
I have  reason  to  believe  that  the  number 
of  original  discourses  which  he  wrote  while 
a country  clergyman,  was  not  inconsider- 
able. 

The  satisfaction  of  his  own  mind  was 
probably,  at  this  peri»>d,  a more  powerful 
incentive  to  his  philosophical  researches, 
than  the  hope  of  being  able  to  instruct  the 
world  as  an  author.  But,  whatever  his  views 
were,  one  thing  is  certain,  that,  during  his 
residence  at  New-Machar,  the  greater  part 
of  his  time  was  spent  in  the  most  intense 
study;  more  particularly  in  a careful  exami- 
nation of  the  laws  of  external  perception, 
and  of  the  other  principles  which  form  the 
groundwork  of  human  knowledge.  His 
chief  relaxations  were  gardening  and  botany, 
to  both  of  which  pursuits  he  retained  his 
attachment  even  in  old  age. 

A paper  which  he  published  in  the  Phi- 
losophical Transactions  of  the  Royal  Society 
of  London,  for  the  year  1748,  affords  some 
light  with  respect  to  the  progress  of  his 
speculations  about  this  period.  It  is  en- 
titled, “ An  Essay  on  Quantity,  occasioned 
by  reading  a Treatise  in  which  Simple  and 
ConiDound  Ratios  arc  applied  to  Virtue  and, 
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Merit and  shewn  plainly,  by  its  contents, 
that,  although  he  had  not  yet  entirely  re- 
linquished the  favourite  researches  of  his 
youth,  he  was  beginning  to  direct  his  thoughts 
to  other  objects. 

The  treatise  alluded  to  in  the  title  of  this 
paper,  was  manifestly  the  “ Inquiry  into 
the  Origin  of  our  Ideas  of  Beauty  and  F*>« 
tut  by  Dr  Hutcheson  of  Glasgow.  Ac- 
cording to  this  very  ingenious  writer,  the 
moment  of  public  good  produced  by  an  indi- 
vidual, depending  partly  on  his  benevolence, 
and  partly  on  his  ability,  the  relation  between 
these  different  moral  ideas  may  be  expressed 
in  the  technical  form  of  algebraists,  by  say- 
ing that  the  first  is  in  the  compound  pro- 
portion of  the  two  others.  Hence,  Dr 
Hutcheson  infers,  that  “ the  benevolence  of 
an  agent  (which  in  this  system  is  synony- 
mous with  his  moral  merit)  is  proportional 
to  a fraction,  having  the  moment  of  good 
for  the  numerator,  and  the  ability  of  the 
agent  for  the  denominator.”  Various  other 
examples  of  a similar  nature  occur  in  the 
same  work ; and  are  stated  with  a gravity 
not  altogether  worthy  of  the  author.  It  is 
probable  that  they  were  intended  merely  as 
« Butt  rations  of  his  general  reasonings,  not  as 
media  of  investigation  for  the  discovery  of 
new  conclusions  ; but  they  appeared  to  Dr 
Reid  to  be  an  innovation  which  it  was  of 
importance  to  resist,  on  account  of  the  ten- 
dency it  might  have  (by  confounding  the 
evidence  of  different  branches  of  science)  to 
retard  the  progress  of  knowledge.  The  very 
high  reputation  which  Dr  Hutcheson  then 
possessed  in  the  universities  of  Scotland, 
added  to  the  recent  attempts  of  Pitcairn  and 
Cheyne  to  apply  mathematical  reasoning  to 
medicine,  would  bestow,  it  is  likely,  an  in- 
terest on  Dr  Reid’s  Essay  at  the  time  of 
its  publication,  which  it  can  scarcely  be 
expected  to  possess  at  present.  Many  of 
the  observations,  however,  which  it  contains, 
are  acute  and  original ; and  all  of  them  are 
expressed  with  that  clearness  and  precision 
so  conspicuous  in  his  subsequent  composi- 
tions. The  circumstance  which  renders  a 
subject  susceptible  of  mathematical  consider- 
ation, is  accurately  stated  ; and  the  proper 
province  of  that  science  defined  in  such  a 
manner  as  sufficiently  to  expose  the  absur- 
dity of  those  abuses  of  its  technical  phrase- 
ology which  were  at  that  time  prevalent. 
From  some  passages  in  it,  there  is,  I think, 
ground  for  concluding  that  the  author’s 
reading  had  not  been  very  extensive  pre- 
vious to  this  period.  The  enumeration,  in 
particular,  which  he  has  given  of  the  differ- 
ent kinds  of  proper  quantity,  affords  a proof 
that  he  was  not  acquainted  with  the  re- 
fined yet  sound  disquisitions  concerning  the 
nature  of  number  and  of  proportion , which 
had  appeared,  almost  a century  before,  in 
the  “ Mathematical  Lectures”  of  Dr  Har- 


row ; nor  with  the  remarks  on  the  sains 
subject  introduced  by  Dr  Clarke  in  one  of 
his  controversial  letters  addressed  to 
Leibnitz. 

In  the  same  paper,  Dr  Reid  takes  occa- 
sion to  offer  some  reflections  on  the  dispute 
betwoen  the  Newtonians  and  Leibnitzians, 
concerning  the  measure  of  forces.  The 
fundamental  idea  on  which  these  reflections 
proceed,  is  just  and  important ; and  it 
leads  to  the  correction  of  an  error  com- 
mitted very  generally  .by  the  partisans  of 
both  opinions —that  ofpnistaking  a question 
concerning  the  comparative  advantages  of 
two  definition*  for  a difference  of  statement 
with  respect  to  a physical  fact.  I It  must,  I 
think,  be  acknowledged,  at  thd  same  time, 
that  the  whole  merits  of  the  controversy 
are  not  here  exhausted ; and  that  the  hon- 
our of  placing  this  very  subtle  and  abstruse 
question  in  a point  of  view  calculated  to 
reconcile  completely  the  contending  parties, 
was  reserved  for  M.  D'Alembeit  To  have 
fallen  short  of  the  success  which  attended 
the  inquiries  of  that  eminent  man,  on  a 
subject  so  congenial  to  his  favourite  habits 
of  study,  will  not  reflect  any  discredit  on  the 
powers  of  Dr  Reid’s  mind,  in  the  judgment 
of  those  who  are  at  all  acquainted  with  the 
history  of  this  celebrated  discussion. 

In  1762,  the  professors  of  King’s  Col- 
lege elected  Dr  Reid  Professor  of  Philoso- 
phy, in  testimony  of  the  high  opinion  they 
had  funned  of  his  learning  and  abilities. 
Of  the  particular  plan  which  he  followed 
in  his  academical  lectures,  while  he  held 
this  office,  I have  not  been  able  to  obtain 
any  satisfactory  account ; but  the  depart- 
ment of  science  which  was  assigned  to  him 
by  the  general  system  of  education  in  that 
university,  was  abundantly  extensive  ; com- 
prehending Mathematics  and  Physics  os 
well  as  Logic  and  Ethics.  A similar  system 
was  pursued  formerly  in  the  other  univer- 
sities of  Scotland  ; the  same  professor  then 
conducting  his  pupil  through  all  those 
branches  of  knowledge  which  are  now  ap- 
propriated to  different  teachers.  And  where 
he  happened  fortunately  to  possess  those 
various  accomplishments  which  distin- 
guished Dr  Reid  in  so  remarkable  a degree, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  unity  and 
comprehensiveness  of  method  of  which  such 
academical  courses  admitted,  must  neces- 
sarily have  possessed  important  advantages 
over  that  more  minute  subdivision  of  liter- 
ary labour  which  has  since  been  introduced. 
Hut,  as  public  establishments  ought  to  adapt 
themselves  to  what  is  ordinary,  rather  than 
to  what  is  possible,  it  is  not  surprising  that 
experience  should  have  gradually  suggested 
an  arrangement  more  suitable  to  the  narrow 
limits  which  commonly  circumscribe  human 
genius. 

Soon  after  Dr  Reid’s  removal  to  A her- 
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deen,  he  projected  (in  conjunction  with  his 
friend  Dr  John  Gregory)  a literary  society, 
which  subsisted  for  many  years,  and  which 
seems  to  have  had  the  happiest  effects  in 
awakening  and  directing  that  spirit  of  philo- 
sophical research  which  has  since  reflected 
so  much  lustre  on  the  north  of  Scotland. 
The  meetings  of  this  society  were  held 
weekly  ; and  afforded  the  members  (beside 
the  advantages  to  be  derived  from  a mutual 
communication  of  their  sentiments  on  the 
common  objects  of  their  pursuit)  an  oppor- 
tunity of  subjecting  their  intended  publica- 
tions to  the  test  of  friendly  criticism.  The 
number  of  valuable  works  which  issued, 
nearly  about  the  same  time,  from  individuals 
connected  with  this  institution— more  par- 
ticularly the  writings  of  Reid,  Gregory, 
Campbell,  Beattie,  and  Gerard — furnish  the 
best  panegyric  on  the  enlightened  views  of 
those  under  whose  direction  it  was  originally 
formed. 

Among  these  works,  the  most  original 
and  profound  was  unquestionably  the  “ In- 
quiry into  the  Human  Mind,”  published  by 
Dr  Reid  in  1764.  The  plan  appears  to  have 
been  conceived,  and  the  subject  deeply  medi- 
tated, by  the  author  long  before ; but  it  is 
doubtful  whether  his  modesty  would  have 
ever  permitted  him  to  present  to  the  world 
the  fruits  of  his  solitary  studies,  without  the 
encouragement  which  he  received  from  the 
general  acquiescence  of  his  associates  in  the 
most  important  conclusions  to  which  he  had 
been  led. 

From  a passage  in  the  dedication,  it  would 
seem  that  the  speculations  which  termi- 
nated in  these  conclusions,  had  commenced 
as  early  as  the  year  1739 ; at  which  period 
the  publication  of  Mr  Hume’s  “ Treatise  of 
Human  Nature,”  induced  him,  for  the  first 
time,  (as  he  himself  informs  us,^  “ to  call 
in  question  the  principles  commonly  received 
with  regard  to  the  human  understanding.” 
In  his  ‘‘Essays  on  the  Intellectual  Powers,” 
he  acknowledges  that,  in  his  youth,  he  had, 
without  examination,  admitted  the  esta- 
blished opinions  on  which  Mr  Hume’s  sys- 
tem of  scepticism  was  raised ; and  that  it 
was  the  consequences  which  these  opinions 
seemed  to  involve,  which  roused  his  suspi- 
cions concerning  their  truth.  **  If  I may 
presume,”  says  he,  “ to  speak  my  own  sen- 
timents, I once  believed  the  doctrine  of  Ideas 
so  firmly  as  to  embrace  the  whole  of  Berke- 
ley’s system  along  with  it ; tilljfinding other 
consequences  to  follow  from  it,  which  gave 
me  more  uneasiness  than  the  want  of  a ma- 
terial world,  it  came  into  my  mind,  more 
tlian  forty  years  ago,  to  put  the  question, 
What  evidence  have  I for  this  doctrine,  that 
all  the  objects  ofjiiiy  knowledge  are  ideas  in 
my  own  mind  ? j From  that  time  to  the  pre- 
sent, I have  been  candidly  and  impartiy,all 
■s  I think,  seeking  for  the  evidence  of  this 
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principle ; but  can  find  none,  excepting  the 
authority  of  philosophers.”! 

In  following  the  train  of  Dr  Reid’s  re- 
searches, this  last  extract  merits  attention, 
as  it  contains  an  explicit  avowal,  on  his 
own  part,  that,  at  one  period  of  his  life,  he 
had  been  led,  by  Berkeley’s  reasonings,  to 
abandon  the  belief  of  the  existence  of  matter. 
The  avowal  does  honour  to  his  candour, 
and  the  fact  reflects  no  discredit  on  his  saga- 
city. The  truth  is,  that  this  article  of  the 
Berkleian  system,  however  contrary  to  the 
conclusions  of  a sounder  philosophy,  was 
the  error  of  no  common  mind.  Considered 
in  contrast  with  that  theory  of  materialism 
which  the  excellent  author  was  anxious  to 
supplant,  it  possessed  important  advantages, 
not  only  in  its  tendency,  but  in  its  scientific 
consistency  ; and  it  afforded  a proof,  wher- 
ever it  met  with  a favourable  reception,  of 
an  understanding  superior  to  those  casual 
associations  which,  in  the  apprehensions  of 
most  men,  blend  indissolubly  the  pheno- 
mena of  thought  with  the  objects  of  external 
perception.  It  is  recorded  as  a saying  of 
M.  Turgot,  (whose  philosophical  opinions  in 
some  important  points  approached  very 
nearly  to  tbose  of  Dr  Reid,*)  that  “ he 
who  had  never  doubted  of  the  existence  of 
matter,  might  be  assured  he  had  no  turn  for 
metaphysical  disquisitions.” 

As  the  refutation  of  Mr  Hume’s  sceptical 
theory  was  the  great  and  professed  object  of 
Dr  Reid's  “ Iuquiry,”  ho  was  anxious,  before 
taking  the  field  as  a controversial  writer,  to 
guard  against  the  danger  of  misapprehend- 
ing or  misrepresenting  the  meaning  of  his 
adversary,  by  submitting  his  reasonings  to 
Mr  Hume’s  private  examination.  With 
this  view,  he  availed  himself  of  the  good 
offices  of  Dr  Blair,  with  whom  both  he  and 
Mr  Hume  had  long  lived  in  habits  of  friend- 
ship. The  communications  which  he  at 
first  transmitted,  consisted  only  of  detached 
parts  of  the  work ; and  appear  evidently, 
from  a correspondence  which  I have  per- 
used, to  have  conveyed  a very  imperfect 
idea  of  his  general  system.  In  one  of  Mr 
Hume's  letters  to  Dr  Blair,  he  betrays  some 
want  of  his  usual  good  humour,  in  looking 
forward  to  his  new  antagonist.  “ I wish,” 
says  lie,  “ that  the  parsons  would  confine 
themselves  to  their  old  occupation  of  worry- 
ing one  another,  and  leave  philosophers  to 
argue  with  temper,  moderation,  and  good 
manners.”  After  Mr  Hume,  however,  had 
read  the  manuscript,  he  addressed  himself 
directly  to  the  Author,  in  terms  so  candid 
and  liberal,  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  his 
memory  to  withhold  from  the  public  so 
pleasing  a memorial  of  his  character  : — 

“ By  Dr  Blair's  means  I have  been 
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favoured  with  the  perusal  of  your  perform- 
ance, which  I have  read  with  great  pleasure 
and  attention.  It  is  certainly  very  rare 
that  a piece  so  deeply  philosophical  is  wrote 
with  so  much  spirit,  and  affords  so  much 
entertainment  to  the  reader ; though  I must 
still  regret  the  disadvantages  under  which  I 
read  it,  as  I never  had  the  whole  perform- 
ance at  once  before  me,  and  could  not  be 
able  fully  to  compare  one  part  with  another. 
To  this  reason,  chiefly,  I ascribe  some 
obscurities,  which,  in  spite  of  your  short 
analysis  or  abstract,  still  seem  to  hang  over 
your  system ; for  I must  do  you  the  jus- 
tice to  own  that,  when  I enter  into  your 
ideas,  no  man  appears  to  express  himself 
with  greater  perspicuity  than  you  do — a 
talent  which,  above  all  others,  is  requisite 
in  that  species  of  literature  which  you  have 
cultivated.  There  are  some  objections 
which  I would  willingly  propose  to  the  chap- 
ter, ‘ Of  Sight,*  did  I not  suspect  that  they 
proceed  from  my  not  sufficiently  under- 
standing it ; and  I am  the  more  confirmed 
in  this  suspicion,  as  Dr  Blair  tells  me  that 
the  former  objections  I made  had  been 
derived  chiefly  from  that  cause.  I shall, 
therefore,  forbear  till  the  whole  can  be 
before  tne,  and  shall  not  at  present  propose 
any  farther  difficulties  to  your  reasonings. 
I shall  only  say  that,  if  you  have  been  able 
to  clear  up  these  abstruse  and  important 
subjects,  instead  of  being  mortified,  I shall 
be  so  vain  as  to  pretend  to  a share  of  the 
praise ; and  shall  think  tliat  my  errors,  by 
having  at  least  some  coherence,  luid  led  you 
to  make  a more  strict  review  of  my  prin- 
ciples, which  were  the  common  ones,  and  to 
|»erccive  their  futility. 

“ As  I was  desirous  to  be  of  some  use  to 
you,  I kept  a watchful  eve  all  along  over 
your  style  ; but  it  is  really  so  correct,  and 
so  good  English,  that  I found  not  anything 
worth  the  remarking.  There  is  only  one 
passage  in  this  chapter,  where  you  make 
use  of  the  phrase  hinder  to  do,  instead  of 
hinder  ftom  doing,  which  is  the  English 
one  ; but  I could  not  find  the  passage  when 
I sought  for  it.  You  may  judge  how  un- 
exceptionable the  whole  appeared  to  me, 
vhen  I could  remark  so  small  a blemish. 
1 beg  my  compliments  to  my  friendly  adver- 
saries, Dr  Campbell  and  Dr  Gerard ; and 
also  to  Dr  Gregory,  whom  I suspect  to  be 
of  the  same  disposition,  though  be  has  not 
openly  declared  himself  such.” 

Of  the  particular  doctrines  contained  in 
Dr  Reid's  “ Inquiry,*'  I do  not  think  it 
necessary  here  to  attempt  any  abstract ; 
nor,  indeed,  do  his  speculations  (conducted, 
as  they  were,  in  strict  conformity  to  the 
rules  of  inductive  philosophizing)  afford  a 
subject  for  the  same  species  of  rapid  out- 
line which  is  so  useful  in  facilitating  the 
study  of  a merely  hypothetical  theory. 


Their  great  object  was  to  record  and  to 
classify  the  phenomena  which  the  operations 
of  the  human  mind  present  to  those  who 
reflect  carefully  on  the  subjects  of  their 
consciousness  ; and  of  such  a history,  it  is 
manifest  that  no  abridgement  could  be 
offered  with  advantage.  Some  reflections 
on  the  peculiar  plan  adopted  by  the  author, 
and  on  the  general  scope  of  his  researches 
in  this  department  of  science,  will  after- 
wards find  a more  convenient  place,  when  I 
shall  have  finished  my  account  of  his  subse- 
quent publications. 

j The  idea  of  prosecuting  the  study  of  the 
humau  mind,  on  a plan  analagous  to  that 
which  had  been  ho  successfully  adopted  in 
physics  by  the  followers  of  Lord  Bacon,  if 
not  first  conceived  by  Dr  Reid,  was,  at  least, 
first  carried  successfully  into  execution  in 
his  writings.  An  attempt  had,  long  before, 
been  announced  by  Mr  Hume,  iu  the  title- 
page  of  his  “ Treatise  of  Human  Nature,  ’ 
to  introduce  the  experimental  method  of 
reasoning  into  moral  subjects  ; and  some 
admirable  remarks  are  made  in  the  intro- 
duction to  that  work,  on  the  errors  into 
which  his  predecessors  had  been  betrayed 
by  the  spirit  of  hypothesis ; and  yet  it  is 
now  very  generally  admitted,  that  the  whole 
of  his  own  system  rests  on  a principle  for 
which  there  is  no  evidence  but  the  authority 
of  philosophers ; and  it  is  certain  that,  in 
no  part  of  it  has  he  aimed  to  investigate,  by 
a systematical  analysts,  those  general  prin- 
ciples of  our  constitution  which  can  alone 
afford  a synthetical  explanation  of  its  com- 
plicated phenomena. 

I have  often  been  disposed  to  think  that  M r 
H ume's  inattention  to  those  rules  of  philo**i- 
phizing  which  it  was  his  professed  intention 
to  exemplify,  was  owing,  in  part,  to  some 
indistinctness  in  his  notions  concerning  their 
import.  It  does  not  appear  that,  in  the 
earlier  part  of  his  studies,  he  had  paid  much 
attention  to  the  models  of  investigation  ex- 
hibited in  the  writings  of  Newton  and  of 
his  successors  ; and  that  he  was  by  no 
means  aware  of  the  extraordinary  merits  of 
Bacon  as  a philosopher,  nor  of  the  influence 
which  liis  writings  have  had  on  the  subse- 
quent progress  of  physical  discovery,  is 
demonstrated  by  the  cold  and  qualified 
encomium  which  is  bestowed  on  his  genius 
in  one  of  the  most  elaborate  passages  of 
the  “ History  of  England.” 

In  these  respects,  Dr  Reid  possessed 
important  advantages ; familiarized,  from 
his  early  years,  to  those  experimental 
inquiries  which,  in  the  course  of  the  two 
Last  centuries,  have  exalted  natural  philo- 
sophy to  the  dignity  of  a science,  and 
determined  strongly,  by  the  peculiar  bent 
of  his  genius,  to  connect  every  step  in  the 
progress  of  discovery  with  the  history  of  the 
human  mind.  The  influence  of  the  general 
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view*  opened  in  the  “ Novum  Organon” 
may  be  traced  in  almost  every  page  of  his 
writings  ; and,  indeed,  the  circumstance  by 
which  these  are  so  strongly  and  character- 
istically distinguished,  is,  that  they  exhibit 
the  first  systematical  attempt  to  exemplify, 
in  the  study  of  human  nature,  the  same 
plan  of  investigation  which  conducted 
Newton  to  the  properties  of  light,  and  to  , 
jthe  law  of  gravitation.  It  is  from  a steady t 
i adherence  to  this  plan,  and  not  from  the 
^superiority  of  his  inventive  powers,  that  he 
[claims  to  himself  any  merit  as  a philosopher  ;jl 
' and  he  seems  even  willing  (with  a modesty 
approaching  to  a fault)  to  abandon  the 
praise  of  what  is  commonly  called  g enius, 
to  the  authors  of  the  systems  which  he  was 
anxious  to  refute.  “ It  is  genius,**  he  ob- 
serves in  one  passage,  “ and  not  the  want 
of  it,  that  adulterates  philosophy,  and  fills 
it  with  error  and  false  theory.  A creative 
imagination  disdains  the  mean  offices  of 
digging  for  a foundation,  of  removing  rub- 
bish, and  carrying  materials  : leaving  these 
servile  employments  to  the  drudges  in 
science,  it  plans  a design,  and  raises  a fa- 
bric. Invention  supplies  materials  where 
they  are  wanting,  and  fancy  adds  colouring 
and  every  befitting  ornament.  The  work 
pleases  the  eye,  and  wants  nothing  but 
solidity  and  a good  foundation.  It  seems 
even  to  vie  with  the  works  of  nature,  till 
some  succeeding  architect  blows  it  into 
ruins,  and  builds  as  goodly  a fabric  of  his 
own  in  its  place.** 

u Success  in  an  inquiry  of  this  kind,**  he 
observes  farther,  “ it  is  not  in  human  power 
to  command  ; but  perhaps  it  is  possible,  by 
caution  and  humility,  to  avoid  error  and 
delusion.  The  labyrinth  may  be  too  intri- 
cate, and  the  thread  too  fine,  to  bo  traced 
through  all  its  windings ; but,  if  we  stop 
where  we  can  trace  it  no  farther,  and  secure 
the  ground  we  have  gained,  there  is  no  harm 
done ; a quicker  eye  may  in  time  trace  it 
farther.*’ 

The  unassuming  Language  with  which 
Dr  Reid  endeavours  to  remove  the  preju- 
dices naturally  excited  by  a new  attempt  to 
philosophize  on  so  unpromising,  and  hitherto 
so  ungrateful  a subject,  recalls  to  our  recol- 
lection those  passages  in  which  Lord  Bacon 
— filled  as  his  own  imagination  was  with  the 
future  grandeur  of  the  fabric  founded  by 
his  hand — bespeaks  the  indulgence  of  his 
readers,  for  an  enterprise  apparently  so 
hopeless  and  presumptuous.  The  apology 
he  offers  for  himself,  when  compared  with 
the  height  to  which  the  structure  of  physical 
knowledge  has  since  attained,  may  perhaps 
have  some  effect  in  attracting  a more  gene- 
ral attention  to  pursuits  still  more  im- 
mediately interesting  to  mankind;  and,  at 
any  rate,  it  forms  the  best  comment  on  tl.e 
prophetic  suggestions  in  which  Dr  R*id 


occasionally  indulges  himself  concerning  the 
future  progress  of  moral  speculation : — 

“ Si  homines  per  tanta  annorum  spatia 
viam  veram  inveniendi  et  eolendi  scientias 
tenuissent,  nec  tamen  ulterius  progredi  po- 
tuissent,  audax  procul  dubio  ct  temeraria 
foret  opinio,  posse  rem  in  ulterius  provehL 
Quod  si  in  via  ipsa  erratum  sit,  atque  homi- 
num  opera  in  iis  consumpta  in  quibus  minime 
oportebat,  sequitur  ex  eo,  non  in  rebus 
ipsis  difficultatem  oriri,  qua)  potestatis  nos- 
tra) non  sunt ; sed  in  intellectu  humano,  ej us- 
que usu  et  applicatione,  qute  res  remedium 
et  medicinam  suscipit.*’* — “De  nobis  ipsis 
silemus : de  re  autem  qua?  agitur,  petimus  ; 
Ut  homines  earn  non  opinionein,  sed  opus 
esse  cogitent ; ac  pro  eerto  habcant,  non 
seethe  nos  alicujus,  aut  placiti,  sed  utilitatia 
et  amplitudinis  humana)  fundaments  moliri. 
Prseterea,  ut  bene  sperent ; neque  Instau- 
ralioncm  nostrum  ut  quiddam  infinitum  et 
ultra  mortale  fingant,  et  animo  ooncipiant ; 
quum  revera  sit  iufiuiti  erroris  finis  et  ter- 
minus legitimus.”+ 

The  impression  produced  on  the  minds  «»f 
speculative  men,  by  the  publication  of  Dr 
Reid’s  “ Inquiry,”  woefully  as  great  os  could 
be  expected  from  the  nature  of  his  under- 
taking. It  was  a work  neither  addressed 
to  the  multitude,  nor  level  to  their  compre- 
hension ; and  the  freedom  with  which  it 
canvassed  opinions  sanctioned  by  the  highest 
authorities,  was  ill  calculated  to  conciliate 
the  favour  of  the  learned.  A few,  however, 
habituated,  like  the  author,  to  the  analytical 
researches  of  the  Newtonian  school,  soon 
perceived  the  extent  of  his  views,  and  re- 
cognised in  his  pages  the  genuine  spirit  and 
language  of  inductive  investigation.  Among 
the  members  of  this  University,  Mr  Fergu- 
son was  the  first  to  applaud  Dr  Reid‘s 
success ; warmly  recommending  to  his  pu- 
pils a steady  prosecution  of  the  same  plan, 
as  the  only  effectual  method  of  ascertaining 
the  general  principles  of  the  human  frame  : 
and  illustrating,  happily,  by  his  own  pro- 
found and  eloquent  disquisitions,  the  appli- 
cation of  such  studies  to  the  conduct  of  the 
understanding  and  to  the  great  concerns  of 
life.  I recollect,  too,  when  I attended  (about 
the  year  1771)  the  lectures  of  the  late  31  r 
Russell,  to  have  heard  high  encomiums  on 
the  philosophy  of  Reid,  in  the  course  of 
those  comprehensive  discussions  concerning 
the  objects  and  the  rules  of  experimental 
science,  with  which  he  so  agreeably  diversi- 
fied the  particular  doctrines  of  physics.  N or 
must  I oinit  this  opportunity  of  paying  a 
tribute  to  the  memory  of  my  old  friend,  Mr 
Stevenson,  then  Professor  of  Logic ; whose 
candid  mind,  at  the  age  of  seventy,  gave  a 
welcome  reception  to  a system  subversive 
of  the  theories  which  he  had  taught  for 
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forty  years ; and  whose  zeal  for  the  ad- 
vancement of  knowledge  prompted  him, 
when  his  career  was  almost  finished,  to 
undertake  the  laborious  task  of  new-model- 
ling that  useful  compilation  of  elementary 
instruction  to  which  a singular  diffidence 
of  his  own  powers  limited  his  literary  exer- 
tions. 

It  is  with  no  common  feelings  of  respect 
and  of  gratitude,  that  I now  recall  the  names 
of  those  to  whom  I owe  my  first  attach- 
ment to  these  studies,  and  the  happiness 
of  a liberal  occupation  superior  to  the  more 
aspiring  aims  of  a servile  ambition. 

From  the  University  of  Glasgow,  Dr 
Reid's  “ Inquiry"  received  a still  more 
substantial  testimony  of  approbation  ; the 
author  having  been  invited,  in  1763,  by 
that  learned  body,  to  the  Professorship  of 
Moral  Philosophy,  then  vacant  by  the 
resignation  of  Mr  Smith.  The  preferment 
was,  in  many  respects,  advantageous  ; 
affording  an  income  considerably  greater 
than  he  enjoyed  at  Aberdeen  ; and  enabling 
him  to  concentrate  to  his  favourite  objects,  i 
that  attention  which  had  been  hitherto  dis- 
tracted by  the  miscellaneous  nature  of  his 
academical  engagements.  It  was  not,  how- 
ever, without  reluctance,  that  he  consented  i 
to  tear  himself  from  a spot  where  he  had 
so  long  been  fastening  his  roots ; and,  | 
much  as  ho  loved  the  society  in  which  he 
passed  the  remainder  of  his  days,  I am 
doubtful  if,  in  his  iniud,  it  compensated  the 
sacrifice  of  earlier  habits  and  connections. 

Abstracting  from  the  charm  of  local 
attachment,  the  University  of  Glasgow,  at 
the  time  when  Dr  Reid  was  adopted  os  one 
of  its  members,  presented  strong  attrac- 
tions to  reconcile  him  to  his  change  of 
situation.  Robert  Simson,  the  great  re- 
storer of  ancient  geometry,  was  still  alive  ; 
and,  although  far  advanced  in  years,  pre- 
serve^ unimpaired  his  ardour  in  study,  his 
relish  for  social  relaxation,  and  his  amusing 
singularities  of  humour.  Dr  Moor  com- 
bined, with  a gaiety  and  a levity  foreign  to 
this  climate,  the  profound  attainments  of  a 
scholar  and  of  a mathematician.  In  Dr 
Black,  to  whose  fortunate  genius  a new  | 
world  of  science  had  just  opened,  Reid  1 
acknowledged  an  instructor  and  a guide; 
and  met  a simplicity  of  manners  congenial 
to  his  own.  The  Wilsons  (both  father  and 
son)  were  formed  to  attach  his  heart  by  the 
similarity  of  their  scientific  pursuits,  and 
an  entire  sympathy  with  his  views  and  sen- 
timents. Nor  was  he  less  delighted  with 
the  good-humoured  opposition  which  his 
opinions  never  failed  to  encounter  in  the 
acuteness  of  Millar — then  in  the  vigour  of 
youthful  genius,  and  warm  from  the  lessons 
of  a different  school.  Dr  Leech  man,  the 
friend  and  biographer  of  Hutcheson,  was  J 
the  official  head  of  the  College  ; and  added  j 


the  weight  of  a venerable  name  to  the  repu- 
tation of  a community  which  he  had  onco 
adorned  in  a more  active  station.* 

Animated  by  the  zc&l  of  such  associates, 
and  by  the  busy  scenes  which  his  new  resi- 
dence presented  In  every  department  of 
useful  industry,  Dr  Reid  entered  on  his 
functions  at  Glasgow  with  an  ardour  not 
common  at  the  period  of  life  which  he  had 
now  attained.  His  researches  concerning 
the  human  mind,  and  the  principles  of 
morals,  which  had  occupied  but  an  incon- 
siderable space  in  the  wide  circle  of  science 
allotted  to  him  by  his  former  office,  were 
extended  and  methodized  in  a course  which 
employed  fire  hours  every  week,  during  six 
months  of  the  year ; the  example  of  his 
illustrious  predecessor,  and  the  prevailing 
topics  of  conversation  around  him,  occa- 
sionally turned  his  thoughts  to  commercial 
politics,  and  produced  some  ingenious  essays 
on  different  questions  connected  with  trade, 
which  were  communicated  to  a private 
society  of  his  academical  friends ; his  early 
passion  for  the  mathematical  sciences  was 
revived  by  the  conveisation  of  Simson, 
Moor,  and  the  Wilsons ; and,  at  the  age  of 
fifty-five,  he  attended  the  lectures  of  Black, 
with  a juvenile  curiosity  and  enthusiasm. 

As  the  substance  of  Dr  Reid’s  lectures  at 
Glasgow  (at  least  of  that  part  of  them 
which  was  most  important  and  original) 
has  been  since  given  to  the  public  in  a moru 
improved  form,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to 
enlarge  on  the  plan  which  he  followed  in 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duties.  I shall 
therefore  only  observe,  that,  beside  his  spe- 
culations on  the  intellectual  and  active 
powers  of  man,  and  a system  of  practi- 
cal ethics,  his  course  comprehended  some 
general  views  with  respect  to  natural  juris- 
prudence, and  the  fundamental  principles  of 
politics.  A few  lectures  on  rhetoric,  which 
were  read,  at  a separate  hour,  to  a more 
advanced  class  of  students,  formed  a volun- 
tary addition  to  the  appropriate  functions 
of  his  office,  to  which  it  is  probable  he 
was  prompted,  rather  by  a wish  to  supply 
what  was  then  a deficiency  in  the  established 
course  of  education,  than  by  any  predilec- 
tion for  a branch  of  study  so  foreign  to  his 
ordinary  pursuits. 

The  merits  of  Dr  Reid  as  a public  teacher 
were  derived  chiefly  from  that  rich  fund  of 
original  and  instructive  philosophy  which  is 
to  be  found  in  his  writings,  and  from  his 
unwearied  assiduity  in  inculcating  principles 
which  he  conceived  to  be  of  essential  import- 
ance to  human  happiness.  In  his  elocution 
and  mode  of  instruction,  there  was  nothing 
peculiarly  attractive.  He  seldom,  if  ever, 
indulged  himself  in  the  warmth  of  extem- 
pore discourse  ; nor  was  his  manner  of 
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reading  calculated  to  increase  the  effect  of 
what  he  had  committed  to  writing.  Such, 
however,  was  the  simplicity  and  perspicuity 
of  his  style,  such  the  gravity  and  authority 
of  his  character,  and  such  the  general  in- 
terest of  his  young  hearers  in  the  doctrines 
which  he  taught,  that,  by  the  numerous 
audiences  to  which  his  instructions  were 
addressed,  he  was  heard  uniformly  with  the 
most  silent  and  respectful  attention.  On 
this  subject,  I speak  from  personal  know- 
ledge ; having  had  the  good  fortune,  during 
a considerable  part  of  winter  1772,  to  be 
one  of  his  pupils. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me,  from  what  I 
am  now  able  to  recollect  of  the  order  which 
he  observed  in  treating  the  different  parts 
of  his  subject,  that  he  had  laid  much  stress 
on  systematical  arrangement.  It  is  pro- 
bable that  he  availed  himself  of  whatever 
materials  his  private  inquiries  afforded,  for 
his  academical  compositions,  without  aiming 
at  the  merit  of  combining  them  into  a u>Ao/t , 
by  a comprehensive  and  regular  design — an 
undertaking  to  which,  if  I am  not  mistaken, 
the  established  forms  of  his  university, 
consecrated  by  long  custom,  would  have 
presented  some  obstacles.  One  thing  is 
certain,  that  neither  he  nor  his  immediate 
predecessor  ever  published  any  general  pro- 
spectus of  their  respective  plans,  nor  any 
heads  or  outlines  to  assist  their  students  in 
tracing  the  trains  of  thought  which  suggested 
■ their  vaiious  transitions. 

The  interest,  however,  excited  by  such 
details  as  these  even  if  it  were  in  my  power 
to  render  them  more  full  and  satisfactory, 
must  necessarily  be  temporary  and  local ; 
and  I,  therefore,  hasten  to  observations  of 
a more  general  nature,  on  the  distinguishing 
characteristics  of  Dr  Reid’s  philosophical 
genius,  and  on  the  spirit  and  scope  of  those 
researches  which  he  has  bequeathed  to 
posterity  concerning  the  phenomena  and 
laws  of  the  human  mind.  In  mentioning 
his  first  performance  on  this  subject,  I have 
already  anticipated  a few  remarks  which 
are  equally  applicable  to  his  subsequent 
publications  ; but  the  hints  then  suggested 
were  too  slight  to  place  in  so  strong  a 
1 1 light  as  I ci  uld  wish  the  peculiarities  of 
I that  mode  of  investigation  which  it  was  the 
i great  object  of  his  writings  to  recommend 
• and  to  exemplify.  His  own  anxiety  to 
neglect  nothing  that  might  contribute  to  its 
farther  illustration  induced  him,  while  his 
health  and  faculties  were  yet  entire,  to 
withdraw  from  his  public  labours,  and  to 
devote  himself,  with  an  undivided  attention, 
to  a task  of  more  extensive  and  permanent 
utility.  It  was  in  the  year  1781  that  he 
carriod  this  design  into  execution,  at  a 
period  of  life  (for  he  was  then  upwards  of 
•eventy)  when  the  infirmities  of  age  might 
be  supposed  to  account  sufficiently  for  his 


retreat  ; but  when,  in  fact,  neither  the 
vigour  of  his  mind  nor  of  his  body  seemed 
to  have  suffered  any  injury  from  time.  The 
works  which  he  published  not  many  years 
afterwards,  afford  a sufficient  proof  of  tho 
assiduity  with  which  ho  liad  availed  himself 
of  his  literary  leisure— his  “ Essays  on  the 
Intellectual  Powers  of  Man”  appearing  in 
1785,  and  those  on  the  “ Active  Powers” 
in  178a 

As  these  two  performances  are,  both  of 
them,  parts  of  one  great  work,  to  which  his 
“ Inquiry  into  the  Human  Mind”  may  be 
regarded  as  the  introduction,  I have  re- 
served for  this  place  whatever  critical  reflec- 
tions I have  to  offer  on  his  merits  as  an 
author;  conceiving  that  they  would  be  more 
likely  to  produce  their  intended  effect,  when 
presented  at  once  in  a connected  form,  than 
if  interspersed,  according  to  a chronological 
order,  with  the  details  of  a biographical 
narrative. 


SECTION  II. 

OBSERVATIONS  ON  THE  SPIRIT  AND  SCOPE  OP 

OR  reid's  philosophy. 


I have  already  observed  that  the  dis- 
tinguishing feature  of  Dr  Reid’s  philosophy, 
is  the  systematical  steadiness  with  which 
he  has  adhered  in  his  inquiries,  to  that  plan 
of  investigation  which  is  delineated  in  the 
a Novum  Organon,”  and  which  has  been  so 
happily  exemplified  in  physics  by  Sir  Isaac 
Newton  and  his  followers.  To  recommend  . 
this  plan  as  the  only  effectual  method  of 
enlarging  our  knowledge  of  nature,  was  the 
favourite  aim  of  all  his  studies,  and  a topic 
on  which  he  thought  he  could  not  enlarge  * 

1 too  much,  in  conversing  or  corresponding 
with  his  younger  friends.  In  a letter  to  Dr 
Gregory,  which  I have  perused,  he  particu- 
larly congratulates  him  upon  his  acquaint- 
ance with  Lord  Bacon’s  works ; adding, 

M I am  very  apt  to  measure  a man’s  under- 
standing by  the  opinion  he  entertains  of 
that  author.” 

It  were  perhaps  to  be  wished  that  he  had 
taken  a little  more  pains  to  illustrate  the 
fundamental  rules  of  that  logic  the  value 
of  which  he  estimated  bo  highly  ; more 
especially,  to  point  out  the  modifications 
with  which  it  is  applicable  to  the  science  of 
mind.  Many  important  hints,  indeed,  con- 
nected with  this  subject,  may  be  collected 
from  different  parts  of  his  writings  ; but  I 
am  inclined  to  think  that  a more  ample 
discussion  of  it,  in  a preliminary  dissertation ,1  f * c 
i might  have  thrown  light  on  the  scope  ofi 
'many  of  his  researches,  and  obviated  some 
of  the  most  plausible  objections  which  have 
been  stated  to  his  conclusions. 
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It  is  not,  however,  my  intention  at  pre- 
sent to  attempt  to  supply  a desideratum  of 
bo  great  a magnitude — an  undertaking 
which,  I trust,  will  find  a more  convenient 
place,  in  the  farther  prosecution  of  those 
speculations  with  respect  to  the  intellectual 
powers  which  I have  already  submitted  to 
the  public.  The  detached  remarks  which 
follow,  are  offered  merely  as  a supplement 
to  what  I have  stated  concerning  the  nature 
and  object  of  this  branch  of  study,  in  the 
Introduction  to  the  “ Philosophy  of  the 
Human  Mind.’* 

The  influence  of  Bacon’s  genius  on  the 
subsequent  progress  of  physical  discovery, 
has  been  seldom  fairly  appreciated — by  some 
writers  almost  entirely  overlooked,  and  by 
others  considered  as  the  sole  cause  of  the 
reformation  in  science  which  has  since  taken 
place.  Of  these  two  extremes,  the  latter 
certainly  is  the  least  wide  of  the  truth ; for, 
in  the  whole  history  of  letters,  no  other 
individual  can  be  mentioned,  whose  exer- 
tions have  had  so  indisputable  an  effect  in 
forwarding  the  intellectual  progress  of  man- 
kind. On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  ac- 
knowledged, that,  before  the  era  when  Bacon 
appeared,  various  philosophers  in  different 
parts  of  Europe  had  struck  into  the  right 
path  ; and  it  may  perhaps  be  doubted 
whether  any  one  important  rule  with  respect 
to  the  true  method  of  investigation  be  con- 
tained in  his  works,  of  which  no  hint  can 
be  traced  in  those  of  his  predecessors.  His 
great  merit  lay  in  concentrating  their  feeble 
and  scattered  lights  ; fixing  the  attention 
of  philosophers  on  the  distinguishing  cha-;| 
racteristics  of  true  and  of  false  science,  by  ' 
a felicity  of  illustration  peculiar  to  himself, 
seconded  by  the  commanding  powers  of  a 
bold  and  figurative  elonuence.  The  method 
of  investigation  which  he  recommended  had 
been  previously  followed  in  every  instance 
in  which  any  solid  discovery  had  been  made 
with  respect  to  the  laws  of  nature ; but  it 
had  been  followed  accidentally  and  without 
any  regular,  preconceived  design  ; and  it 
was  reserved  for  him  to  reduce  to  rule  and 
method  what  others  had  effected,  either 
fortuitously,  or  from  some  momentary 
glimpse  of  the  truth.  It  is  justly  observed 
by  Dr  Reid,  that  “ the  man  who  first  dis- 
covered that  cold  freezes  water,  and  that 
heat  turns  it  into  vapour,  proceeded  on  the  ; 
same  general  principle  by  which  Newton  ; 
discovered  the  law  of  gravitation  and  the  i 
properties  of  light.  His  4 Reguhe  Pliilo- 
soph&ndi*  are  maxims  of  commonsense,  and 
are  practised  every  day  in  common  life; 
and  he  who  philosophizes  by  other  rules, 
either  concerning  the  material  system  or 
concerning  the  mind,  mistakes  his  aim.” 

These  remarks  are  not  intended  to  detract 
from  the  just  glory  of  Bacon  ; for  they 
apply  to  all  those,  without  exception,  who 


have  systematized  the  principles  of  any  of 
the  arts.  Indeed,  they  apply  less  forcibly 
to  him  than  to  any  other  philosopher  whose 
studies  have  been  directed  to  objects  analo- 
gous to  his ; inasmuch  as  we  know  of  no 
art  of  which  the  ru  es  have  been  reduced 
successfully  into  & didactic  form,  when  the 
art  itself  was  as  much  in  infancy  as  expe- 
rimental philosophy  was  when  Bacon  wrote. 
Nor  must  it  be  supposed  that  the  utility 
was  small  of  thus  attempting  to  systematize 
the  accidental  processes  of  unenlightened 
ingenuity,  and  to  give  to  the  noblest  exer- 
tions of  human  reason,  the  same  advan- 
tages of  scientific  method  which  have 
contributed  so  much  to  insure  the  success 
of  genius  in  pursuits  of  inferior  importance. 
The  very  philosophical  motto  which  Rey- 
nolds has  so  happily  prefixed  to  his 
“ Academical  Discourses,”  admits,  on  this 
occasion,  of  a still  more  appropriate  appli- 
cation : — 44  Omnia  fere  quee  prtcceptis  con- 
tinentur  ab  ingeuiosis  hominibus  fiunt ; sed 
casu  quodam  magis  quam  scientia.  Idooque 
ductrina  et  animadversio  adhibenda  est,  ut 
ea  qute  interdum  sine  ratione  nobis  occur- 
runt,  semper  in  nostra  protestate  siiit  ; et 
quoties  res  postulaverit,  a nobis  ex  pnepa- 
rato  adhibeantur.” 

But,  although  a few  superior  minds  seem 
to  have  been,  in  some  measure,  predisposed 
for  that  revolution  in  science  which  Bacon 
contributed  so  powerfully  to  accomplish, 
the  case  was  very  different  with  the  great 
majority  of  those  who  were  then  most  dis- 
tinguished for  learning  and  talents.  His 
views  were  plainly  too  advanced  for  the  age 
in  which  he  lived ; and,  that  he  was  sen- ' 
sible  of  this  himself,  appears  from  those 
remarkable  passages  in  which  he  styles 
himself  14  the  servant  of  posterity,”  and 
44  bequeaths  his  fame  to  future  times.” 
Hobbes,  who,  in  his  early  youth,  had 
enjoyed  his  friendship,  speaks,  a consider- 
able time  after  Bacon’s  death,  of  experi- 
mental philosophy,  in  terms  of  contempt ; 
influenced,  probably,  not  a little  by  the 
tendency  he  perceived  in  the  inductive 
method  of  inquiry,  to  undermine  the  found- 
ations of  that  fabric  of  scepticism  which  it 
was  the  great  object  of  his  labours  to  rear. 
Nay,  even  during  the  course  of  the  last 
century,  it  has  been  less  from  Bacon’s  own 
speculations,  than  from  the  examples  of 
sound  investigation  exhibited  by  a few  emi- 
nent men,  who  professed  to  follow  him  as 
their  guide,  that  the  practical  spirit  of  his 
writings  has  been  caught  by  the  multitude 
of  physical  experimentalists  over  Europe  ; 
truth  and  geod  sense  descending  gradually, 
in  this  as  in  other  instances,  by  the  force  oi 
imitation  and  of  early  habit,  from  the 
higher  orders  of  intellect  to  the  lower.  Ill 
some  parts  of  the  Continent,  more  espo- 
clally,  the  circulation  of  Bacon’s  philoMi- 
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pineal  works  has  l»cen  surprisingly  Blow. 
It  is  doubtful  whether  Des  Cartes  himself 
ever  perused  them  ;•  and,  as  late  as  the 
year  1759,  if  we  may  credit  Montucla,  they 
were  very  little  known  in  France.  The 
introductory  discourse  prefixed  by  D’Alem- 
bert to  the  M Encyclopedic,"  first  recom- 
mended them,  in  that  country,  to  general 
attention. 

The  change  which  has  taken  place,  dur- 
ing the  two  last  centuries,  in  the  plan  of 
physical  research,  and  the  success  which 
has  so  remarkably  attended  it,  could  not 
fail  to  suggest  an  idea,  that  something 
analogous  might  probably  be  accomplished 
at  a future  period,  with  respect  to  the 
phenomena  of  the  intellectual  world.  And, 
accordingly,  various  hints  of  this  kind  may 
be  traced  in  different  authors,  since  the 
era  of  Newton's  discoveries.  A memorable 
instance  occurs  in  the  prediction  with  which 
that  great  man  concludes  his  “ Optics  :** — 
“ That,  if  natural  philosophy,  in  all  its 
parts,  by  pursuing  the  inductive  method, 
bIiaII  at  length  be  perfected,  the  bounds  of 
moral  philosophy  will  also  be  enlarged. n 
Similar  remarks  may  be  found  in  other 
publications  ; particularly  in  Mr  Hume's 
“ Treatise  of  Human  Nature,*’  where  the 
subject  is  enlarged  on  with  much  ingenuity. 
As  far,  however,  os  I am  able  to  judge,  Dri 
Reid  was  the  first  who  conceived  justly  and 
clearly  the  analogy  between  these  two  dif- 
ferent branches  of  human  knowledge ; de- 
fining, with  precision,  the  distinct  provinces 
of  observation  and  reflection, in  furnish- 
ing the  data  of  all  our  reasonings  concerning 
matter  and  mind ; and  demonstrating  the 
necessity  of  a careful  separation  between  the 
phenomena  which  they  respectively  exhibit, 
while  we  adhere  to  the  same  mode  of  philo- 
sophizing in  investigating  the  laws  of  both. 

That  so  many  philosophers  should  have 
thus  missed  their  aim,  in  prosecuting  the 
study  of  the  human  mind,  will  appear  the 
less  surprising  when  we  consider  in  how 
many  difficulties,  peculiar  *to  iisclf,  this 


• ThU  (•  a mUtakr,  which  it  n the  more  rrquliltr 
»o  correct,  because  >lr  Stewart**  authority  In  hutori- 
cai  points  is.  in  consequence  of  hishabi'ual  accuracy, 
deservedly  high.  It  is  repeated,  if  I recollect  aright. 
In  more  articulate  term*,  in  the”  Dissertation  on  the 
Pro*re*s  »>f  Metaphysical  Philosophy.**  Des  Cartes, 
in  three  or  four  passages  of  tils  *•  Letters."  makes 
honourable  men' ion  of  Macon  and  his  method;  his 
work*  he  ^eema  not  only  to  have  perused  but  studied 
There  <*,  however,  no  reason  to  suppose  that  De«  Car. 
tes  was  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  his  great 
predecessor  in  the  early  part  of  hi*  life,-  and  his  own 
views  in  philosophy  were  probably  not  affected  by 
this  influence.  Mr  Stewart,  likewise,  greatly  under- 
rate* th  - influence  of  the  Hacnnian  writings  in  gene- 
ral. previous  to  the  recommendation  or  D’Alem- 
beit.  On  this  subject,  the  reader  is  referred  to  a 
valtiahie  paper  by  Professor  Napier  on  the  “ Scope 
anj  Influence  of  the  Bacoi  inn  Philosophy,"  in  the 
Transactions  of  the  Royal  Society  of  Edinburgh.— H. 

f See  * note  on  Retd's  >ixth  “ Es*ay  on  the  Intel, 
lei  tual  Powers,"  chap  I.,  and  of  thcoriginal  edit. on, 
P&7,— H 


science  is  involved.  It  i»  sufficient  at 
present  to  mention  those  which  arise  from 
the  metaphorical  origin  of  all  the  words 
which  express  the  intellectual  phenomena  ; 
from  the  subtle  and  fugitive  nature  of  the 
objects  of  our  reasonings ; from  the  habits 
of  inattention  we  acquire,  in  early  life,  to  tho 
subjects  of  our  consciousness  ; and  from  the 
prejudices  which  early  impressions  and  asso- 
ciations create  to  warp  our  opinions.  It 
must  be  remembered,  too,  that,  in  the 
science  of  mind,  (so  imperfectly  are  its  logi- 
cal rules  as  yet  understood  ! ) we  have  not 
the  same  checks  on  the  abuses  of  our  rea- 
soning powers  which  serve  to  guard  ua 
against  error  in  our  other  researches.  In 
physics,  a speculative  mistake  is  abandoned 
when  contradicted  by  facts  which  strike 
the  senses.  In  mathematics,  an  absurd  or 
inconsistent  conclusion  is  admitted  as  a 
demonstrative  proof  of  a faulty  hypothesis. 
But,  in  those  inquiries  which  relate  to  the 
principles  of  human  nature,  the  absurdities 
and  inconsistencies  to  which  we  are  led  by 
almost  all  the  systems  hitherto  proposed,', 
instead  of  suggesting  corrections  and  im- 
provements on  these  systems,  have  too 
frequently  had  tho  effect  of  producing 
scepticism  with  respect  to  all  of  them  alike. 
How  melancholy  is  the  confession  of 
Hume  ! — “ The  intense  view  of  these 
manifold  contradictions  and  imperfections 
in  human  reason,  has  bo  wrought  upon  me, 
and  heated  my  brain,  that  1 am  ready  to 
reject  all  belief  and  reasoning,  and  can 
look  upon  no  opinion  even  as  more  prob- 
able or  likely  than  another.** 

Under  these  discouragements  to  this 
branch  of  study,  it  affords  ur  some  comfort 
to  reflect  on  the  great  number  of  important 
facts  with  respect  to  the  mind,  which  are 
scattered  in  the  writings  of  philosophers. 
As  the  subject  of  our  inquiry  here  lies 
within  our  own  breast,  a considerable  mix- 
ture of  truth  may  be  expected  even  in  those 
systems  which  are  most  erroneous ; not 
only  because  a number  of  men  can  scarcely 
be  long  imposed  on  by  a hypothesis  which 
is  perfectly  groundless,  concerning  the  ob- 
jects of  their  own  consciousness,  but  because 
it  is  generally  by  an  alliance  with  truth, 
and  with  the  original  principles  of  human 
nature,  that  prejudices  and  associations 
produce  their  effects.  Perhaps  it  may  even 
be  affirmed,  that  our  progress  in  this  re- 
search depends  less  on  the  degree  of  our 
industry  and  invention,  than  on  our  saga- 
city and  good  sense  in  separating  old  dis- 
coveries from  the  errors  which  have  bei  n 
blended  with  them  ; and  on  that  candid 
and  dispassionate  temper  that  nuy  prevent 
us  from  being  led  astray  by  the  love  of 
novelty,  or  the  affectut  on  of  singularity. 
In  this  respect,  ihe  science  of  mini  pos- 
sesses a very  important  advantage  over 
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that  which  relates  to  the  laws  of  tlfe  mate- 
rial world.  The  former  has  been  culti- 
vated with  more  or  less  success  in  all  ages 
and  countries : the  facta  which  serve  as 
the  basis  of  the  latter  have,  with  a very  few 
exceptions,  been  collected  duringkthe  course 
of  the  two  b»9t  centuries.  An  observation 
similar  to  this  is  applied  to  systems  of 
ethics  by  Mr  Smith,  in  his  account  of  the 
theory  of  Mandeville  ; and  the  illustration 
he  gives  of  it  may  be  extended  with  equal 
propriety  to  the  science  of  mind  in  general : 
— “ A system  of  natural  philosophy,**  he 
remarks,  “ may  appear  very  plausible,  and 
be,  for  a long  time,  very  generally  received 
in  the  world,  and  yet  have  no  foundation  in 
nature,  nor  any  sort  of  resemblance  to  the 
truth.  But  it  is  otherwise  w ith  systems  of 
moral  philosophy.  When  a traveller  gives 
an  account  of  some  distant  country,  he  may 
impose  upon  our  credulity  the  most  ground- 
less and  absurd  fictions  as  the  most  certain 
matters  of  fact ; but  when  a person  pretends 
to  inform  us  of  what  passes  in  our  neighbour- 
hood, and  of  the  affairs  of  the  very  parish 
we  live  in — though  here,  too,  if  we  are  so 
careless  as  not  to  examine  things  with  our 
own  eyes,  he  may  deceive  us  in  many  re- 
spects— yet  the  greatest  falsehood*  which 
he  imposes  on  us  must  bear  some  resem- 
blance to  the  truth,  and  must  even  liave  a 
considerable  mixture  of  truth  in  them.** 

These  considerations  demonstrate  the  es- 
sential importance,  in  this  branch  of  study, 
of  forming,  at  the  commencement  of  our 
inquiries,  just  notions  of  the  criteria  of  true 
and  false  science,  and  of  the  rules  of  philoso- 
phical investigation.  They  demonstrate,  at 
the  same  time,  that  an  attention  to  the  rules 
of  philosophizing,  as  they  are  exemplified  in 
the  physical  researches  of  Newton  and  his  fol- 
lowers, although  the  best  of  all  preparations 
for  an  examination  of  the  mental  phenomena, 
is  but  one  of  the  steps  necessary  to  insure 
our  success.  On  an  accurate  comparison  of 
the  two  subjects,  it  might  probably  appear, 
that,  after  this  preliminary  step  has  been 
gained,  the  most  arduous  part  of  the  process 
still  remains.  One  thing  is  certain,  that  it 
is  not  from  any  defect  in  the  power  of  ratio- 
cination or  deduction,  that  our  speculative 
errors  chiefly  arise  — a fact  of  which  we 
liave  a decisive  proof  in  the  facility  with 
which  most  students  may  be  taught  the 
mathematical  and  physical  sciences,  when 
compared  with  the  difficulty  of  leading  their 
minds  to  the  truth,  on  questions  of  morals 
and  politics. 

The  logical  rules  which  lay  the  foundation 
of  sound  and  useful  conclusions  concerning 
the  laws  of  this  internal  world,  although 
not  altogether  overlooked  by  Lord  Bacon, 
were  plainly  not  the  principal  object  of  his 
w ork  ; and  what  he  has  written  on  the  sub- 
j <i*t,  consists  chiefly  of  detached  hints  dropped 


casually  in  the  course  of  other  speculations. 

A comprehensive  view  of  the  sciences  and 
arts  dependent  on  the  philosophy  of  the 
human  mind,  exhibiting  the  relations  whick 
they  bear  to  each  other,  and  to  the  general 
system  of  human  knowledge,  would  form  a 
natural  and  useful  introduction  to  the  study 
of  these  logical  principles  ; but  such  a view 
remains  still  a desideratum,  after  all  the 
advances  made  towards  it  by  Bacon  and 
D’Alembert.  Indeed,  in  the  present  im- 
proved state  of  things,  much  is  wanting  to 
complete  and  perfect  that  more  simple  part 
of  their  intellectual  map  which  relates  to 
the  material  universe.  Of  the  inconsider- 
able progress  hitherto  made  towards  a just 
delineation  of  the  method  to  be  pursued  in 
studying  the  mental  phenomena,  no  other 
evidence  is  necessary  than  this,  That  the 
sources  of  error  and  false  judgment,  so  pe- 
culiarly connected,  in  consequence  of  the 
association  of  ideas,  with  studies  in  which 
our  best  interests  are  immediately  and  deeply 
concerned,  have  never  yet  been  investigated 
with  such  accuracy  as  to  afford  effectual 
aid  to  the  student,  in  his  attempts  to  coun- 
teract their  influence.  One*>f  these  sources 
alone — that  which  arises  from  the  imper- 
fections of  language — furnishes  an  exception 
to  the  general  remark.  It  attracted,  fortu- 
nately, the  particular  notice  of  Locke,  whose 
observations  with  respect  to  it,  compose, 
perhaps,  the  most  valuable  part  of  his  philo- 
sophical writings;  and,  since  the  time  of 
Condillac,  the  subject  has  been  still  more 
deeply  analyzed  by  others.  Even  on  this 
article,  much  yet  remains  to  be  done ; but 
enough  has  been  already  accomplished  to 
justify  the  profound  aphorism  in  which  Bacon 
pointed  it  out  to  the  attention  of  his  follow- 
ers : — “ Credunt  homines  rationem  suam 
verbis  imperare ; sed  fit  etiam  ut  verba  vim 
suam  super  rationem  retorqueant,**" 

[Into  these  logical  discussions  concerning 
the  means  of  advancing  the  philosophy  of 
human  nature,  Dr  Reid  nas  seldom  entered ; | 
and  still  more  rarely  has  he  indulged  him- 
f self  in*  tracing  the  numerous  relations  by 
which  this  philosophy  is  connected  with  the  I 
1 practical  business  of  life.  But  he  has  done 
what  was  still  more  essential  at  the  time  he 
wrote : he  has  exemplified,  with  the  happiest 
success,  that  method  of  investigation  by 
which  alone  any  solid  progress  can  be  made ; l 
directing  his  inquiries  to  a subject  which 
forms  a necessary  groundwork  for  the  labours 
of  his  successors — an  analysis  of  the  various 
powers  and  principles  belonging  to  our  con- 
stitution. Of  the  importance  of  this  under- 
taking, it  is  sufficient  to  observe,  that  it 
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stands  somewhat,  although  I confess  not 
altogether,  in  the  same  relation  to  the  dif- 
ferent branches  of  intellectual  and  moral 
science,  (such  as  grammar,  rhetoric,  logic, 
ethics,  natural  theology,  and  politics,)  in 
which  the  anatomy  of  the  human  body 
stands  to  the  different  branches  of  physio- 
logy and  pathology.  And,  as  a course  of 
medical  education  naturally,  or  rather  ne- 
cessarily, begins  with  a general  survey  of 
man's  animal  frame,  so  I apprehend  that 
the  proper,  or  rather  the  essential  prepara- 
tion for  those  studies  which  regard  our 
nobler  concerns,  is  an  examination  of  the 
principles  which  belong  to  man  as  an  intel- 
ligent, active,  social,  and  moral  being.  Nor 
does  the  importance  of  such  an  analysis  rest 
here  ; it  exerts  an  influence  over  all  those 
sciences  and  arts  which  are  connected  with 
the  material  world  ; and  the  philosophy  of 
Racon  itself,  while  it  points  out  the  rood  to 
physical  truth,  is  but  a branch  of  the  philo- 
sophy of  the  human  mind. 

The  substance  of  these  remarks  is  admir- 
ably expressed  by  Mr  Hume  in  the  follow- 
ing passage— allowances  being  made  for  a 
few  trifling  peculiarities  of  expression,  bor-  / 
rowed  from  the  theories  which  were  pre-  ' 
valent  at  the  time  when  he  wrote : — “ *Tia  J 
evident  that  all  the  sciences  have  a relation, 
greater  or  less,  to  human  nature;  and  that, 
however  wide  any  of  them  may  seem  to  run 
from  it,  they  still  return  back  by  one  pass- 
age or  another.  Even  mathematics,  natural 
philosophy,  and  natural  religion, are  in  some 
measure  dependent  on  the  science  of  man  ; 
since  they  lie  under  the  cognizance  of  men, 
and  are  judged  of  by  their  powers  and  facul- 
ties. It  is  impossible  to  tell  what  changes 
and  improvements  we  might  make  in  these 
sciences,  were  we  thoroughly  acquainted 
with  the  extent  and  force  of  human  under- 
standing, and  could  explain  the  nature  of 
the  ideas  we  employ,  and  of  the  operations 
we  perforin  in  our  reasonings. 

“ If,  therefore,  the  sciences  of  mathe- 
matics, natural  philosophy,  and  natural 
religion,  have  Buch  a dependence  on  the 
knowledge  of  man,  what  may  be  expected 
in  the  other  sciences,  whose  connection  with 
human  nature  is  more  close  and  intimate  ? 
The  sole  end  of  logic  is  to  explain  the  prin- 
ciples and  operations  of  our  reasoning 
faculty,  and  the  nature  of  our  ideas  ; morals 
and  criticism  regard  our  tastes  and  senti- 
ments ; and  politics  consider  men  as  united 
in  society  and  dependent  on  each  other.  In 
these  four  sciences  of  logic,  morals,  criti- 
cism, and  politics,  is  comprehended  almost 
everything  which  it  can  any  way  import  us 
to  be  acquainted  with,  or  which  can  tend 
either  to  the  improvement  or  ornament  of 
the  human  mind. 

“ Here,  then,  is  the  only  expedient  from 
which  we  can  hope  for  success  in  our  philo- 


sophical researches  : to  leave  the  tedious, 
lingering  method,  which  we  have  hitherto 
followed  ; and,  instead  of  taking,  now  and 
then,  a castle  or  village  on  the  frontier,  to 
march  up  directly  to  the  capital  or  centre 
of  these  sciences — to  human  nature  itself; 
which  being  once  masters  of,  we  may  every- 
where else  hope  for  an  easy  victory.  From 
this  station,  we  may  extend  our  conquests 
overall  those  sciences  which  more  intimately 
concern  human  life,  and  may  afterwards 
proceed  at  leisure  to  discover  more  fully 
those  which  are  the  objects  of  pure  curiosity. 
There  is  no  question  of  importance  whose 
decision  is  not  comprised  in  the  science  of 
man  ; and  there  is  none  which  can  be  de- 
cided with  any  certainty  before  we  become 
acquainted  with  that  science.” 

To  prepare  the  way  for  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  design  so  forcibly  recommended 
in  the  foregoing  quotation — by  exemplifying, 
in  an  analysis  of  our  most  important  intel- 
lectual and  active  principles,  the  only  method 
of  carrying  it  successfully  into  execution — 
was  the  great  object  of  Dr  Reid  in  all  his 
various  philosophical  publications.  In  ex-  / 
amining  these  principles,  he  had  chiefly  in 
, view  a vindication  of  those  fundamental  laws  . 
IlLJidkf  which  form  the  groundwork  o7  ( 
human  knowledge,  against  the  attacks  made 
on  their  authority  in  some  modern  systems 
of  scepticism  ; leaving  to  his  successors  the 
more  agreeable  task  of  applying  the  philo- 
sophy of  the  mind  to  its  practical  uses.  On 
the  analysis  and  classification  of  our  powers, 
which  he  has  proposed,  much  room  for  im- 
provement must  have  been  left  in  so  vast 
an  undertaking ; but  imperfections  of  this 
kind  do  not  necessarily  affect  the  justness 
of  his  conclusions,  even  where  they  may 
suggest  to  future  inquirers  the  advantages 
of  a simpler  arrangement,  and  a more  de- 
finite phraseology.  Nor  must  it  be  forgotten 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  plan  he  has  fol- 
lowed, the  mistakes  which  may  be  detected 
in  particular  parts  of  his  works  imply  no 
such  w eakness  in  the  fabric  he  has  reared 
as  might  have  been  justly  apprehended,  had 
he  presented  a connected  system  founded 
on  gratuitous  hypothesis,  or  on  arbitrary 
definitions.  The  detections,  on  the  con- 
trary, of  his  occasional  errors,  may  be  ex- 
pected, from  the  invariable  consistency  and 
harmony  of  truth,  to  throw  new  lights  on 
those  parts  of  his  work  where  his  inquiries 
have  been  more  successful ; as  the  correc- 
tion of  a particular  mistatement  in  an 
authentic  history  is  often  found,  by  com- 
pleting an  imperfect  link,  or  reconciling  a 
seeming  contradiction,  to  dispel  the  doubts 
which  hung  over  the  most  faithful  and 
accurate  details  of  the  narrative. 

In  Dr  Reid’s  first  performance,  he  con- 
fined himself  entirely  to  the  five  senses,  and 
the  principles  of  our  nature  necessarily 
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connected  with  them  ; reserving  the  further 
prosecution  of  the  subject  for  afuture  period. 
At  that  time,  indeed,  he  seems  to  have 
thought,  tliat  a more  comprehensive  exami- 
nation of  the  mind  was  an  enterprise  too 
great  for  one  individual.  “ The  powers,** 
he  observes,  “ of  memory,  of  imagination, 
of  taste,  of  reasoning,  of  moral  perception, 
the  will,  the  passions,  the  affections,  and  all 
the  active  powers  of  the  soul,  present  a 
boundless  field  of  philosophical  disquisition, 
which  the  author  of  this  * Inquiry*  b far 
from  thinking  himself  able  to  explore  with 
accuracy.  Many  authors  of  ingenuity, 
ancient  and  modern,  have  made  incursions 
into  thb  vast  territory,  and  have  commu- 
nicated useful  observations ; but  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  those  who  have  pre- 
tended to  give  us  a map  of  the  whole,  have 
satisfied  themselves  with  a very  inaccurate 
and  incomplete  survey.  If  Galileo  had 
attempted  a complete  system  of  natural 
philosophy,  he  had  probably  done  little 
service  to  mankind  ; but,  by  confining  him- 
self to  what  was  within  hb  comprehension, 
he  laid  the  foundation  of  a system  of  know- 
lodge,  which  rises  by  degrees,  and  does 
honour  to  the  human  understanding.  New- 
ton, building  upon  thb  foundation,  and  in 
like  manner,  confiuing  hb  inquiries  to  the 
law  of  gravitation,  and  the  properties  of 
light,  performed  wonders.  If  he  had  at- 
tempted a great  deal  more,  he  had  done  a 
great  deal  less,  and  perhaps  nothing  at  all. 
Ambitious  of  following  such  great  examples, 
with  unequal  steps,  alas!  and  unequal  force, 
we  have  attempted  an  inquiry  into  one  little 
corner  only  of  the  human  mind  ; that  cor- 
ner which  seems  to  be  most  exposed  to 
vulgar  observation,  and  to  be  most  easily 
comprehended ; and  yet,  if  we  have  deli- 
neated it  justly,  it  must  be  acknowledged 
that  the  accounts  heretofore  given  of  it 
were  very  lame,  and  wide  of  the  truth.’* 
From  these  observations,  when  compared 
with  the  magnitude  of  the  work  which  the 
author  lived  to  execute,  there  b some 
ground  for  supposing,  that,  in  the  progress 
of  his  researches,  he  became  more  and  more 
sensible  of  the  mutual  connection  and  de- 
pendence which  exists  among  the  conclu- 
sions we  form  concerning  the  various  prin- 
ciples of  human  nature  ; even  concerning 
those  which  seem,  on  a superficial  view, 
to  have  the  most  remote  relation  to  each 
other  : and  it  was  fortunate  for  the  world, 
that,  in  thb  respect,  he  was  induced  to  ex- 
tend hb  views  so  far  beyond  the  limits  of 
his  original  dosign-  Hb  examination,  in- 
deed, of  the  powers  of  external  perception, 
and  of  the  questions  immediately  connected 
with  them,  bears  marks  of  a still  more 
minute  diligence  and  accuracy  than  appear 
in  some  of  hb  speculations  concerning  the 
other  parts  of  our  frame ; and  what  he  has 


written  on  the  former  subject,  in  hb  “In- 
quiry into  the  Human  Mind,**  b evidently 
more  highly  finbhed,  both  in  matter  and 
form,  than  the  volumes  which  he  publbhed 
in  hb  more  advanced  years.  The  value, 
however,  of  these  b inestimable  to  future 
adventurers  in  the  same  arduous  under- 
taking ; not  only  in  consequence  of  the  aids 
they  furnbh  as  a rough  draught  of  the  field 
to  be  examined,  but  by  the  example  they 
exhibit  of  a method  of  investigation  on  such 
subjects,  hitherto  very  imperfectly  under- 
stood by  philosophers.  It  b by  the  origin- 
ality of  thb  method,  so  systematically  pur- 
sued in  all  hb  researches,  still  more  than 
by  the  importance  of  hb  particular  conclu- 
sions, that  lie  stands  so  conspicuously  dis- 
tinguished among  those  who  have  hitherto 
prosecuted  analytically  the  study  of  man. 

I have  heard  it  sometimes  mentioned,  as 
a subject  of  regret,  that  the  writers  who 
have  applied  themselves  to  thb  branch  of 
knowledge  have,  in  general,  aimed  at  a 
great  deal  more  tlian  it  was  possible  to  ac- 
complish ; extending  their  researches  to 
all  the  different  parts  of  our  constitution, 
while  a long  life  might  be  well  employed  in 
examining  and  describing  the  phenomena 
connected  with  any  one  particular  faculty. 
Dr  Reid,  in  a passage  already  quoted  from 
hb  “ Inquiry,**  might  have  been  supposed 
to  give  some  countenance  to  thb  opinion, 
if  hb  own  subsequent  labours  did  not  so 
strongly  sanction  the  practice  in  question. 
The  truth,  I apprehend,  is,  that  such  de- 
tached researches  concerning  the  human 
mind  can  seldom  be  attempted  with  much 
hope  of  success  ; and  that  those  who  have 
recommended  them,  liave  not  attended  suf- 
ficiently to  the  circumstances  which  so  re- 
markably distinguish  thb  study  from  that 
which  has  for  its  object  the  philosophy  of 
the  material  world-  A few  remarks  in 
illustration  of  thb  proposition  seem  to  mo 
to  be  necessary,  in  order  to  justify  the  rea- 
sonableness of  Dr  Reid’s  undertaking ; and 
they  will  be  found  to  apply  w ith  still  greater 
force  to  the  labours  of  such  as  may  wish 
to  avail  themselves  of  a similar  analysb  in 
explaining  the  varieties  of  human  genius 
and  character,  or  in  developing  the  latent 
capacities  of  the  youthful  mind. 

One  consideration  of  a more  general 
nature  b,  in  the  first  place,  worthy  of 
notice  ; that,  in  the  infancy  of  every  science, 
the  grand  and  fundamental  desideratum  b 
a bold  and  comprehensive  outline  ; some- 
what for  the  same  reason  that,  in  the  cul- 
tivation of  an  extensive  country,  forests 
must  bo  cleared  and  wildernesses  reclaimed, 
befoie  the  limits  of  private  property  are 
fixed  with  accuracy  ; and  long  before  the 
period  when  the  divbions  and  subdivbions 
of  separate  possessions  give  rise  to  the  de- 
tails of  a curious  and  refined  husbandry. 
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•The  speculations  of  Lord  Bacon  embraced 
lall  the  objects  of  human  knowledge.  Those 
of  Newton  and  Boyle  w ere  confined  to  phy- 
sics ; but  included  an  astonishing  range  of 
the  material  universe.  The  labours  of  their 
successors,  in  our  own  times,  have  been 
employed  with  no  less  zeal  in  pursuing 
those  more  particular,  but  equally  abstruse 
investigations,  in  which  they  were  unable 
to  engage,  for  want  of  a sufficient  stock 
both  of  facts  and  of  general  principles;  and 
which  did  not  perhaps  interest  their  curio- 
sity in  any  considerable  degree. 

If  these  observations  are  allowed  to  hold 
to  a certain  extent  with  respect  to  all  the 
sciences,  they  apply  in  a more  peculiar 
manner  to  the  subjects  treated  of  in  Dr 
Reid's  writings— subjects  which  are  all 
so  intimately  connected,  that  it  may  be 
doubted  if  it  be  possible  to  investigate  any 
one  completely,  without  some  general  ac- 
quaintance, at  least,  with  the  rest.  Even 
the  theory  of  the  understanding  may  re- 
ceive important  lights  from  an  examination 
of  the  active  and  the  moral  powers ; the 
state  of  which,  in  the  mind  of  every  indivi- 
dual, will  be  found  to  have  a powerful  in- 
fluence on  his  intellectual  character ; — 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  an  accurate  analy- 
sis of  the  faculties  of  the  understanding, 
would  probably  go  far  to  obviate  the  scep- 
tical difficulties  which  have  been  started 
concerning  the  origin  of  our  moral  ideas. 
It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that,  whatever 
be  the  department  of  mental  science  that 
we  propose  more  particularly  to  cultivate, 
it  is  necessary  to  begin  with  a survey  of 
human  nature  in  all  its  various  parts  ; 
studying  these  parts,  however,  not  so  much 
on  their  own  account,  as  with  a reference 
to  the  applications  of  which  our  conclusions 
are  susceptible  to  our  favourite  purpose. 
The  researches  of  Dr  Reid,  when  consid- 
ered carefully  in  the  re'atiun  which  they  bear 
to  each  other,  afford  numberless  illustra- 
tions of  the  truth  of  this  remark.  His  lead- 
ing design  was  evidently  to  overthrow  the 
modern  system  of  scepticism  ; and,  at  every 
successive  step  of  his  progress,  new  and 
unexpected  lights  break  in  on  his  funda- 
mental principles. 

It  is,  however,  chiefly  in  their  practical 
application  to  the  conduct  of  the  under- 
standing, and  the  culture  of  the  heart,  that 
such  partial  views  are  likely  to  be  danger- 
ous ; for  here,  they  tend  not  only  to  mislead 
our  theoretical  conclusions,  but  to  counter- 
act our  improvement  and  happiness.  Of 
this  I am  so  fully  convinced,  that  the  most 
faulty  theories  of  human  nature,  provided 
only  they  embrace  the  whole  of  it,  appear 
to  me  less  mischievous  in  their  probable 
effects  than  those  more  accurate  and  micro- 
scopical researches  which  are  habitually 
confined  to  one  particular  comer  of  our 


constitution.  It  is  easy  to  conceive  that, 
where  the  attention  is  wholly  engrossed 
with  the  intellectual  powers,  the  moral  prin- 
ciples will  be  in  danger  of  running  to  w aste  ; 
and  it  is  no  less  certain,  on  the  other  hand, 
that,  by  confining  our  care  to  the  moral 
constitution  alone,  we  may  suffer  the  under- 
standing to  remain  under  the  influence  of 
unhappy  prejudices,  and  destitute  of  thoso 
just  and  enlightened  views  without  which 
the  worthiest  dispositions  are  of  little  use, 
either  to  ourselves  or  to  society.  An  exclu- 
sive attention  to  any  one  of  the  subordinate 
parts  of  our  frame — to  the  culture  of  taste, 
for  example,  or  of  the  argumentative  powers, 
or  even  to  the  refinement  of  our  moral  sen- 
timents and  feelings — must  be  attended  with 
a hazard  proport tonally  greater. 

“ In  forming  the  human  character,” says  f 
Bacon,  in  a passage  w hich  Lord  Bolingbroke 
has  pronounced  to  bo  one  of  the  finest  and 
deepest  in  his  w ritings, 44  w e must  not  proceed 
as  a statuary  does  in  forming  a statue,  who 
works  sometimes  on  the  face,  sometimes  on 
the  limbs,  sometimes  on  the  folds  of  the 
drapery  ; but  we  must  proceed  (and  it  is  in 
our  power  to  proceed)  as  Nature  does  in 
forming  a flower,  or  any  other  of  her  pro- 
ductions : she  throws  out  altogether,  and 
ut  once,  the  whole  system  of  being,  and 
the  rudiments  of  all  the  parts.  liwhmmta 
pariium  minium  ximul  pant  et  producit .**• 

Of  this  passage,  so  strongly  marked  with 
Bacon’s  capacious  intellect,  and  so  ricbly 
adorned  with  his  44  philosophical  Coney,’*  I 
will  not  weaken  the  impression  by  any 
comment ; and,  indeed,  to  those  who  do 
not  intuitively  perceive  its  evidence,  no 
comment  would  be  useful. 

In  w hat  1 have  hitherto  said  of  Dr  Reid  s 
speculations,  I have  confined  myself  to  such 
general  views  of  the  scope  of  his  researches, 
and  of  his  mode  of  philosophizing,  as  seemed 
most  likely  to  facilitate  the  perusal  of  his 
works  to  those  readers  who  have  not  been 
much  conversant  with  these  abstract  disqui- 
sitions. A slight  review  of  some  of  the  more 
important  and  fundamental  objections  which 
have  been  proposed  to  his  doctrines,  may, 

I hope,  be  useful  as  a farther  preparation 
for  the  same  course  of  study. 

Of  these  objections,  the  four  following 
appear  to  me  to  be  chiefly  entitled  to  atten- 
tion : — 

1.  That  he  has  assumed  gratuitously,  in 
all  his  reasonings,  that  theory  concerning 
the  human  soul  which  the  scheme  of 
materialism  calls  in  question. 

2.  That  his  views  tend  to  damp  the 
ardour  of  philosophical  curiosity,  by  stat- 
ing as  ultimate  facts,  phenomena  which 


• In  I he  foregoing  paragraph.  I have  tx-rrnwrtj 
(with  a very  Miffing  alteration)  l<ord  Itolingt.r-  k. *• 
word*,  in  a beautiful  paraphrase  on  Uacon'*  remark 
— Sec  hia  “ lilt  a ut  a Patriot  Ku  g.” 
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may  be  resolved  into  principles  more  simple 
and  gem  rob 

3.  That,  by  an  unnecessary  multiplica- 
tion of  original  or  instinctive  principles,  he 
has  brought  the  science  of  mind  into  a state 
more  perplexed  and  unsatisfactory  than 
that  in  which  it  was  left  by  Locke  and  his 
successors. 

4.  That  his  philosophy,  by  sanctioning 
an  appeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  learned 
to  the  voice  of  the  multitude,  is  unfavour- 
able to  a spirit  of  free  inquiry,  and  lends 
additional  stability  to  popular  errors. 

1.  With  respect  to  Dr  Reid’s  supposed 
assumption  of  a doubtful  hypothesis  con- 
cerning the  nature  of  the  thinking  and 
sentient  principle,  it  is  almost  sufficient  for 
me  to  observe,  that  the  charge  is  directed 
against  that  very  point  of  his  philosophy  in 
which  it  is  most  completely  invulnerable. 
The  circumstance  which  peculiarly  charac- 
terises the  inductive  science  of  inind  is, 
that  it  professes  to  abstain  from  all  specu- 
i'  lations  concerning  its  nature  and  essence 
''  confining  the  attention  entirely  to  pheno- 
mena for  which  we  have  the  evidence  of 
consciousness,  and  to  the  laws  by  which 
these  phenomena  are  regulated.  In  this 
respect,  it  differs  equally,  in  its  scope, 
from  the  pneumatological  discussions  of  the 
schools,  and  from  the  no  less  visionary 
theories  bo  loudly  vaunted  by  the  physio- 
logical metaphysicians  of  more  modern 
times.  Compared  with  the  first,  it  differs 
as  the  inquiries  of  the  mechanical  philoso- 
phers concerning  the  laws  of  moving  bodies 
differ  from  the  discussions  of  the  ancient 
sophists  concerning  the  existence  and  the 
nature  of  motion.  Compared  w-ith  the 
other,  the  difference  is  analogous  to  what 
exists  between  the  conclusions  of  Newton 
concerning  the  law  of  gravitation,  and  his 
query  concerning  the  invisible  ether  of 
which  ho  supposes  it  might  possibly  he 
the  effect.  The  facts  which  this  inductive 
science  aims  at  ascertaining,  rest  on  their 
own  proper  evidence ; an  evidence  uncon- 
nected with  all  these  hypotheses,  and  which 
would  not,  in  the  smallest  degree,  he 
afTected,  although  the  truth  of  any  one  of 
them  should  be  fully  established.  It  is  not, 
therefore,  on  account  of  its  inconsistency 
with  any  favourite  opinions  of  my  own,  that 
I would  oppose  the  disquisitions  either  of 
scholastic  pneuinatology,  or  of  physiological 
metaphysics  ; but  because  I consider  them 
as  an  idle  waste  of  time  and  genius  on  ques- 
tions where  our  conclusions  can  neither  he 
verified  nor  overturned  by  an  appeal  to  ex- 
periment or  observation.  Sir  Isaac  New/ 
ton’s  query  concerning  the  cause  of  gravi- 
tation was  certainly  not  inconsistent  with 
his  own  discoveries  concerning  its  laws; l 
but  what  would  have  been  the  consequences 


to  the  world,  if  he  had  indulged  himself  in  / 
the  prosecution  of  hypotliet  cai  theories  with 
respect  to  the  former,  instead  of  directing  'j 
his  astonishing  powers  to  an  investigation 
of  the  latter  ? 

That  the  general  spirit  of  Dr  Reids 
philosophy  is  hostile  to  the  conclusions 
of  the  materialist,  is  indeed  a fact.  Not, 
however,  because  his  system  rests  on  the 
contrary  hypothesis  as  a fundamental  prin- 
ciple, but  because  his  inquiries  have  a 
powerful  tendency  to  wean  the  understand- 
ing gradually  from  those  obstinate  associa- 
tions and  prejudices  to  which  the  common 
mechanical  theories  of  mind  owe  all  their 
plausibility.  It  is,  in  truth,  much  more 
from  such  examples  of  sound  research  con- 
cerning the  laws  of  thought,  than  from 
any  direct  metaphysical  refutation,  that  a 
change  is  to  be  expected  in  the  opinions  of 
those  who  have  been  accustomed  to  con- 
found together  two  classes  of  phenomena, 
so  completely  and  essentially  different.  But 
this  view  of  the  subject  does  not  belong  to 
the  present  argument. 

It  has  been  recommended  of  late,  by  a 
medical  author  of  great  reputation,  to  those 
who  wish  to  study  the  human  mind,  to 
begin  with  preparing  themselves  for  the 
task  by  the  study  of  anatomy.  I must  con- 
fess, I cannot  perceive  the  advantages  of 
this  ordorof  investigation  ; as  the  anatomy 
of  the  body  does  not  seem  to  mo  more  likely 
to  throw  light  on  the  philosophy  of  the 
mind,  than  an  aitalysisof  the  miud  to  throw 
light  on  the  physiology  of  the  body.  To  . 
ascertain,  indeed,  the  general  laws  of  their 
connection  from  facts  established  by  observ- 
ation or  experiment,  is  a reasonable  and 
most  interesting  object  of  philosophical 
curiosity ; and  in  this  inquiry,  (which  was 
long  ago  proposed  and  recommended  by 
Lord  Bacon,)  a knowledge  of  the  constitu- 
tion both  of  mind  and  body  is  indispensably 
requisite  ; hut  even  here,  if  we  wish  to  pro- 
ceed on  firm  ground,  the  two  classes  of  facts 
must  be  kept  completely  distinct ; so  that 
neither  of  them  may  be  warped  or  distorted 
in  consequence  of  theories  suggested  by 
their  supposed  relations  or  analogies.* 
Thus,  in  many  of  the  phenomena  connected 
with  custom  and  habit,  there  is  ample  scope 
for  investigating  general  laws,  both  with 
respect  to  our  mental  aud  our  corporeal 
frame ; but  what  light  do  we  derive  from 
such  information  concerning  this  part  of 
our  constitution  as  is  contained  in  the  fol- 
lowing sentence  of  Locke  ? — “ Habits  seem 
to  be  hut  trains  of  motion  in  the  animal 
spirits,  which,  once  sot  a-going,  continue  ii. 
the  same  steps  they  had  been  used  to, 
which,  by  often  treading,  are  worn  into  a 
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smooth  path.”  In  like  manner,  the  laws 
which  regulate  the  connection  between  the 
mind  and  our  external  organs,  in  the  caSte 
of  perception,  have  furnished  a very  fertile 
subject  of  examination  to  some  of  the  best 
of  our  modern  philosophers ; but  how  Im- 
potent does  the  genius  of  Newton  itself 
appear,  when  it  attempts  to  shoot  the  gulf 
which  separates  the  sensible  world  and  the 
sentient  principle  ! “ Is  not  the  sen9orium 

of  animals,”  he  asks  in  one  of  his  queries, 
“ the  place  where  the  sentient  substance  is 
present,  and  to  which  the  sensible  species 
of  things  are  brought  through  the  nerves 
and  bruin,  that  they  may  be  perceived  by 
the  mind  present  in  that  place  ?*' 

It  ought  to  be  remembered,  also,  that  this 
inquiry,  with  respect  to  the  laws  regulating 
the  connection  between  our  bodily  organiz- 
ation, and  the  phenomena  subjected  to  our 
own  consciousness,  is  but  one  particular 
department  of  the  philosophy  of  the  mind  ; 
and  that  there  still  remains  a wide,  and, 
indeed,  boundless  region,  where  all  our  data 
must  be  obtained  from  our  own  mental 
operations.  In  examiniug,  for  instance,  the 
powers  of  judgment  and  reasoning,  let  any 
person  of  sound  understanding,  after  perus- 
ing the  observations  of  Bacon  on  the  differ- 
ent classes  of  our  prejudices,  or  those  of 
Locke  on  the  abuse  of  words,  turn  his  atten- 
tion to  the  speculations  of  some  of  our  con- 
temporary theorists,  and  he  will  at  once 
perceive  the  distinction  between  the  two 
modes  of  investigation  which  I wish  at  pre- 
sent to  contrast.  “ Reasoning,”  says  one 
of  the  most  ingenious  and  original  of  these, 
“ is  tliat  operation  of  the  sennoriu  m by 
which  we  excite  two  or  many  tribes  of  ideas, 
and  then  re-excite  the  ideas  in  which  they 
differ  or  correspond.  If  we  determine  this 
difference,  it  is  called  Judgment;  if  we  in 
vuin  endeavour  to  determine  it,  it  is  called 
Doubting;  if  we  re-excite  the  ideas  in  which 
they  differ,  it  is  called  Distinguishing ; if 
we  re-excite  those  in  which  they  correspond, 
it  is  called  Comparing.”*  In  what  accept- 
ation the  word  idea  is  to  be  understood  in 
the  foregoing  passage,  may  be  learned  from 
the  following  definition  of  the  same  author: 
— “The  word  idea  has  various  meanings  in 
the  writers  of  metaphysic  : it  is  here  used 
simply  for  those  notions  of  external  things 
which  our  organs  of  sense  bring  us  ac- 
quainted with  originally ; and  is  defined  a 
contraction,  or  motion,  or  configuration,  of 
the  fibres  which  constitute  the  immediate 
organ  of  sense.  ”+  Mr  Hume,  who  was  less 
of  a physiologist  than  Dr  Darwin,  has  made 
use  of  a language  by  no  means  so  theoretical 
and  arbitrary,  but  still  widely  removed  from 
the  simplicity  and  precision  essentially  necea- 
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sary  in  studies  where  everything  depends 
on  the  cautious  use  of  terms.  “ Belief, ’’ 
according  to  him,  is“a  lively  idea  related 
to  or  associated  with  a present  impression  ; 
Memory  is  the  faculty  by  whicli  we  repeat 
our  impressions,  so  as  that  they  retain  n 
considerable  degree  of  their  first  vivacity, 
and  are  somewhat  intermediate  betwixt  an 
idea  and  an  impression.” 

According  to  the  views  of  Dr  Reid,  the 
terms  which  express  the  simple  powers  of 
the  mind,  are  considered  as  unsusceptible 
of  definition  or  explanation  ; the  words, 
Feeling,  for  example,  Knowledge,  Will, 
Doubt,  Belief,  being,  in  this  respect,  on  the 
same  footing  with  the  words,  Green  or 
Scarlet,  Sweet  or  Bitter.  To  the  names  of 
these  mental  operations,  all  men  annex 
some  notions,  more  or  loss  distinct ; and 
the  only  way  of  conveying  to  them  notions 
more  correct,  is  by  teaching  them  to  ex- 
ercise their  own  powers  of  reflection.  The 
definitions  quoted  from  Hume  and  Darwin, 
even  if  they  were  more  unexceptionable  in 
point  of  phraseology,  would,  for  these  rea- 
sons, be  unphilosophical,  as  attempts  to 
simplify  what  is  incapable  of  analysis  ; but, 
as  they  are  actually  stated,  they  not  only 
envelope  truth  in  mystery,  but  lay  a found- 
ation, at  the  very  outset,  for  an  erroneous 
theory.  It  is  worth  while  to  add,  that,  of 
the  two  theories  in  question,  that  of  Darwin, 
how  inferior  soever,  in  the  estimation  of 
competent  judges,  as  a philosophical  work, 
is  by  far  the  best  calculated  to  impose  on 
a very  wide  circle  of  readers,  by  the  mix- 
ture it  exhibits  of  crude  and  visionary  me- 
taphysics, with  those  important  facts  and 
conclusions  which  might  be  expected  from 
the  talents  and  experience  of  such  a writer, 
in  the  present  advanced  state  of  medical 
and  physiological  science.  The  questions 
which  have  been  hitherto  confined  to  a few, 
prepared  for  such  discussions  by  habits  of 
philosophical  study,  are  thus  submitted  to 
the  consideration,  not  only  of  the  cultivated 
and  enlightened  minds  which  adorn  the 
medical  profession,  but  of  the  half-informed 
multitude  who  follow  the  medical  trade  : 
nor  is  it  to  be  doubted,  that  many  of  these 
will  give  the  author  credit,  upon  subjects  of 
whiph  they  feel  themselves  incompetent  to 
judge,  for  the  same  ability  which  he  dis- 
play- within  their  own  professional  sphere. 
The  hypothetical  principles  assumed  by 
Hume  are  intelligible  to  those  only  who  are 
familiarized  to  the  language  of  the  schools ; 
and  his  ingenuity  and  elegance,  captivating 
as  they  are  to  men  of  taste  and  refinement, 
possess  slight  attractions  to  the  majority 
of  such  as  are  most  likely  to  be  misled  by 
his  conclusions. 

f After  all,  I do  not  apprehend  that  thsi 
I physiological  theories  concerning  the  mind  J 
which  have  made  so  much  noise  of  late  i 
c * 


ACCOUNT  OF  THE  LIFE  AND  WRITINGS 


20 


will  produce  a very  lasting  impression.  1 
The  splendour  of  Dr  Darwin’s  accomplish*  j 
ments  could  not  fail  to  bestow  a tern posary  j 
importance  on  whatever  opinions  were  sanc- 
tioned by  his  name  ; as  the  chemical  dis- 
coveries which  have  immortalized  that  of  j 
Priestley,  have,  for  a while,  recalled  from  | 
oblivion  the  reveries  of  Hartley.  But,  ab- 
stracting from  these  accidental  instances, 
in  which  human  reason  seems  to  have  held 
a retrograde  course,  there  has  certainly  been, 
since  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  a continual, 
and,  on  the  whole,  a very  remarkable  ap- 
proach to  the  inductive  plan  of  studying 
human  nature.  We  may  trace  this  in  the 
writings  even  of  those  who  profess  to  con- 
sider thought  merely  as  an  agitation  of  the 
brain— in  the  writings  more  particularly 
of  Hume  and  of  Helvetius ; both  of  whom, 
although  they  may  have  occasionally  cx- 
presr/xl  themselves  in  an  unguarded  man- 
ner concerning  the  nature  of  mind,  have, 
in  their  mrst  useful  and  practical  disquisi- 
tions, been  prevented,  by  their  own  good 
sense,  from  blending  any  theory  with  re- 
spect to  the  causes  of  the  intellectual  phe- 
nomena with  the  history  of  facts,  or  the 
investigation  of  general  laws.  The  authors 
who  form  the  most  conspicuous  exceptions 
to  this  gradual  progress,  consist  chiefly  of 
men  whose  errors  may  be  easily  accounted 
for,  by  the  prejudices  connected  with  their 
circumscribed  habits  of  observation  and 
inquiry  : of  physiologists,  accustomed  to 
attend  to  that  part  alone  of  the  human 
frame  which  the  knife  of  the  anatomist 
can  lay  open  ; or  of  chemists,  who  enter  on 
the  analysis  of  thought,  fresh  from  the 
decompositions  of  the  laboratory — carrying 
into  the  theory  of  mind  itself  (what  Bacon 
expressively  calls)  “ the  smoke  and  tarnish 
of  the  furnace.*’  Of  the  value  of  such  pur- 
suits, none  can  think  more  highly  than 
myself ; but  I must  he  allowed  to  observe, 
that  the  most  distinguished  pre-eminence 
in  them  does  not  necessarily  imply  a capa- 
city of  collected  and  abstracted  reflection, 
or  an  understanding  superior  to  the  preju- 
dices of  early  association,  and  the  illusions 
of  popular  language.  I will  not  go  so  far 
as  Cicero,  when  he  ascribes  to  those  who 
possess  these  advantages,  a more  tlrnn 
ordinary  vigour  of  intellect  : — “ A tagni  cat 
ingemi  revocare  mentem  a sensibus , et  cogita - 
tionem  a coniuetudinc  abducerr .**  I would 
only  c^aim  for  them  the  merit  of  patient 
and  cautious  research  ; and  would  exact 
from  their  antagonists  the  same  qualifica- 
tions.* 

In  offering  these  remarks,  I have  no 
wish  to  exalt  any  one  brunch  of  useful 
knowledge  at  the  expense  of  another,  but 
to  combat  prejudices  equally  fatal  to  the 
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progress  of  them  all.  With  the  same  new, 

I cannot  help  taking  notice  of  a prevailing, 
but  very  mistaken  idea,  that  the  formation 
of  a hypothetical  system  is  a stronger  proof 
of  inventive  genius  tlmn  the  patient  ill-  J 
vestigatiou  of  Nature  in  the  way  of  indue-  / 
tion.  To  form  a system,  apjM*ars  to  the  1 
young  and  inexperienced  understanding,  a 
species  of  creation  ; to  asceud  slowly  to 
general  conclusions,  from  the  observation 
and  conq>ariwm  of  particular  facts,  is  tc 
comment  servilely  on  the  works  of  another. 

No  opinion,  surely,  can  he  more  ground- 
less. To  fix  on  a few  principles,  or  even 
on  a single  principle,  as  the  foundation  of  a 
theory ; and,  by  an  artful  statement  of  sup- 
posed facts,  aided  by  a dexterous  use  ol 
language,  to  give  a plausible  explanation, 
by  means  of  it,  of  an  immense  number  of 
phenomena,  is  within  the  reach  of  most 
men  whose  talents  have  been  a little  exer- 
cised among  the  suhtilties  of  the  schools  : 
whereas,  to  follow  Nature  through  all  her 
varieties  with  a quick  yet  an  exact  eye — 
to  record  faithfully  what  she  exhibits,  and 
to  record  nothing  more — to  trace,  amidst 
the  diversity  of  her  operations,  the  simple 
and  comprehensive  laws  by  which  they  are 
regulated,  and  sometimes  to  guess  at  the 
beneficent  purposes  to  which  they  are  sub- 
servient-may be  safely  pronounced  to  be 
the  highest  effort  of  a created  intelligence. 
And,  accordingly,  the  number  of  ingenious 
theorists  has,  in  every  age,  been  great ; 
that  of  sound  philosophers  has  been  won- 
derfully small ; — or,  rather,  they  are  only 
beginning  now  to  have  a glimpse  of  their 
way,  in  consequence  of  the  combined  lights 
furnished  by  their  predecessors. 

Des  Cartes  aimed  at  a complete  system 
of  physics,  deduced  a priori  from  the  abstract 
suggestions  of  his  own  reason  ; Newton  as- 
pired no  higher  than  at  a faithful  “ inter- 
pretation of  Nature,”  in  a few  of  the  more 
general  laws  which  she  presents  to  our  no- 
tice : and  yet  the  intellectual  pow  erdisp’ayed 
in  the  voluminous  writings  of  the  former 
vanishes  into  nothing  when  compared  with 
what  we  may  trace  in  a single  page  of  the 
latter.  On  this  occasion,  a remark  of  Lord 
Bacon  appears  singularly  apposite—  that 
“ Alexander  and  Cicsar,  though  they  acted 
without  the  aid  of  magic  or  prodigy,  per- 
formed exploits  that  are  truly  greater  than 
what  fable  reports  of  King  Arthur  or  Aina- 
dis  de  Gaul.” 

I shall  only  add  farther  on  this  head, 
that  the  last  observation  holds  more  strictly 
with  respect  to  the  philosophy  of  the  human 
mind,  than  any  other  branch  of  science ; 
for  there  is  no  subject  whatever  on  which 
it  is  so  easy  to  form  theories  calculated  to 
impose  on  the  multitude  ; and  none  where 
the  discovery  of  truth  is  attended  with  so 
many  difficulties.  One  great  cause  of  this 
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Is,  the  analogical  or  theoretical  terms  em- 
ployed in  ordinary  language  to  express  every 
thing  relating  either  to  our  intellectual  or 
active  powers  ; in  consequence  of  which, 
specious  explanations  of  the  most  mysteri- 
ous phenomena  may  be  given  to  superficial 
inquirers ; while,  at  the  same  time,  the  la- 
bour of  just  investigation  is  increased  to  an 
incalculable  degree. 

2.  To  allege  that,  in  this  circumscription 
of  the  field  of  our  inquiries  concerning  the 
mind,  there  is  any  tendency  to  repress  a 
reasonable  and  philosophical  curiosity,  is  a 
charge  no  less  unfounded  than  the  former ; 
inasmuch  as  every  physical  inquiry  concern- 
ing the  material  world  is  circumscribed  by 
limits  precisely  analogous.  In  all  our  in- 
vestigations, whatever  their  subject  may  be, 
the  business  of  philosophy  is  confined  to  a 
reference  of  particular  facts  to  other  facts 
more  general ; and  our  most  successful  re- 
searches must  at  length  terminate  in  some 
law  of  nature,  of  w hich  no  explanation  can 
be  given.  In  its  application  to  Dr  lteid’s 
writings,  this  objection  has,  I think,  been 
more  pointedly  directed  against  his  reason- 
ings concerning  the  process  of  nature  in 
]>erception ; a part  of  his  writings  which 
(as  it  is  of  fundamental  importance  in  his 
general  system)  he  has  laboured  with  pecu- 
liar care.  The  result  is,  indeed,  by  no  means 
flattering  to  the  pride  of  those  theorists  who 
profess  to  explain  everything;  for  it  amounts 
to  an  acknowledgment  that,  after  all  the 
lights  which  anatomy  and  physiology  siipply, 
the  information  we  obtain  by  means  of  our 
senses,  concerning  the  existence  and  the 
qualities  of  matter,  is  no  less  incomprehen- 
sible to  our  faculties  than  it  appears  to  the 
most  illiterate  peasant ; and  that  all  we 
have  gained,  is  a more  precise  and  complete 
acquaintance  with  some  particulars  in  our 
a n i mal  economy — h igli  ly  interest  ing,  indeed, 
w ben  regarded  in  their  proper  light,  as  ac- 
cessions to  our  physical  knowledge,  but, 
considered  in  connection  with  the  philoso- 
phy of  the  mind,  affording  only  a more 
accurate  statement  of  the  astonishing  phe- 
nomena which  we  would  vainly  endeavour 
to  explain.  This  language  has  been  charged, 
but  most  unjustly  and  ignorantly,  w ith  mys- 
ticiih  i for  the  same  charge  may  be  brought, 
with  equal  fairness,  against  all  the  most  im- 
portant discoveries  in  the  sciences.  It  was, 
in  truth,  the  very  objection  urged  against 
Newton,  when  his  adversaries  contended,  . 
that  gravity  was  to  be  ranked  with  the  occult 
qualitie.%  of  the  schoolmen,  till  its  mechanical  1 
cause  should  be  assigned  ; arid  the  answer 
given  to  this  objection,  by  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton’s commentator,  Mr  Maclaurin,  may  be 
literally  applied,  in  the  instance  before  us. 
to  the  inductive  philosophy  of  the  human 
mind  : — 

The  opponents  of  Newton,  finding  no- 


thing to  object  to  his  observations  and  reason- 
ings,  pretended  to  find  a resemblance  between 
his  doctrines  and  the  exploded  tenets  of  the 
scholastic  philosophy.  They  triumphed 
mightily  in  treating  gravity  as  an  occult 
quality,  because  he  did  not  pretend  to  de- 
duce this  principle  fullv  from  its  cause.  . 

...  I know  not  tliat  ever  it  was  made 
an  objection  to  the  circulation  of  the  blood, 
that  there  is  no  small  difficulty  in  account- 
ing for  it  mechanically.  They,  too,  who 
first  extended  gravity  to  air,  vapour,  and  to 
all  bodies  round  the  earth,  had  their  praise; 
though  the  cause  of  gravity  was  as  obscure 
as  before  ; or  rather  appeared  more  mv* tr- 
ier ious,  after  they  had  shewn  that  there 
was  no  body  found  near  the  earth,  exempt 
from  gravity,  that  might  be  supposed  to  be 
its  cause.  Why,  then,  were  his  admirable 
discoveries,  by  w Inch  this  principle  was  ex- 
tended over  the  universe,  so  ill  relished 
by  some  philosophers  ? The  truth  is,  he 
had,  with  great  evidence,  overthrown  the 
boasted  schemes  by  which  they  pretended 
to  unravel  all  the  mysteries  of  nature ; and 
the  philosophy  he  introduced  in  place  of 
them,  carrying  with  it  a sincere  confession 
of  our  being  far  from  a complete  and  perfect 
knowledge  of  it,  could  not  please  those  who 
had  been  accustomed  to  imagine  themselves 
jiossessed  of  the  eternal  reasons  and  primary 
causes  of  all  things. 

“It  was,  however,  no  new  thing  that 
this  philosophy  should  meet  w ith  opposition. 
All  the  useful  discoveries  that  were  made  in 
former  times,  and  particularly  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  had  to  struggle  with  the 
prejudices  of  those  who  had  accustomed 
themselves,  not  so  much  as  to  think  but  in 
a certain  systematic  way;  who  could  not  be 
prevailed  on  to  abandon  their  favourite 
schemes,  while  they  were  able  to  imagine 
the  least  pretext  for  continuing  the  dispute. 
Every  art  and  talent  was  dbplayed  to  sup- 
port their  falling  cause ; no  aid  seemed 
foreign  to  them  that  could  in  any  manner 
annoy  their  adversary  ; and  such  often  was 
their  obstinacy,  that  truth  was  able  to  make 
little  progress,  till  they  were  succeeded  by 
younger  persons,  who  had  not  so  strongly 
imbibed  their  prejudices.” 

These  excellent  observations  are  not  the 
less  applicable  to  the  subject  now*  under 
consideration,  that  the  part  of  Dr  Reid’s 
writings  which  suggested  the  quotation, 
leads  only  to  the  correction  of  an  inveterate 
prejudice,  not  to  any  new  general  conclu- 
sion. It  is  probable,  indeed,  (now  that  the 
ideal  theory  has,  in  a great  measure,  dis- 
appeared from  our  late  metaphysical  sys- 
tems,) that  those  who  have  a pleasure  in 
detracting  from  the  merits  of  tneir  prede- 
cessors, may  be  disposed  to  represent  it  as 
an  idle  w aste  of  labour  and  ingenuity  to  ha%e 
.entered  into  a serious  refutation  of  a hypo- 
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thesis  at  once  gratuitous  and  inconceivable. 
A different  judgment,  however,  will  be 
formed  by  such  as  are  acquainted  with  the 
extensive  influence  which,  from  the  ear- 
liest accounts  of  science,  this  single  preju- 
dice has  had  in  vitiating  almost  every 
branch  of  the  philosophy  of  the  mind  ; and 
who,  at  the  same  time,  recollect  the  names 
of  the  illustrious  men  by  whom,  in  more 
modern  times,  it  has  been  adopted  as  an 
incontrovertible  principle.  It  is  sufficient 
for  me  to  mention  those  of  Berkeley,  Hume, 
Locke,  Clarke,  and  Newton.  To  the  two 
first  of  these,  it  has  served  os  the  basis  of 
their  sceptical  conclusions,  which  seem,  in- 
deed, to  follow  from  it  as  necessary  conse- 
quences ; while  the  others  repeatedly  refer 
to  it  in  their  reasonings,  as  one  of  those 
facts  concerning  the  mind  of  which  it 
would  be  equally  superfluous  to  attempt  a 
proof  or  a refutation. 

I have  enlarged  on  this  part  of  Dr 
Reid's  writings  the  more  fully,  us  he  was 
himself  disposed,  on  all  occasions,  to  rest 
upon  it  his  chief  merit  as  nn  author.  In 
proof  of  this,  1 shall  transcribe  a few  sen- 
tences from  a letter  of  his  to  Dr  Gregory, 
dated  20th  August  1700: — 

“ It  would  be  want  of  candour  not  to 
ew*n  that  I think  there  is  some  merit  in 
what  you  are  pleasetj  to  call  my  Philoso- 
phy : but  I think  it  dies  chiefly  in  having 
called  in  question  the  common  theory  of 
Ideas,  or  Images  of  things  in  •he  mind  being 
the  only  objects  of  thought  ; a theory 
founded  on  uaturul  prejudices,  and  so  uni- 
versally received  os  to  be  interwoven  with 
the  structure  of  language.  Yet,  were  I to 
give  you  a detail  of  what  led  me  to  call  in 
question  this  theory,  after  I had  long  held 
it  as  self-evident  and  unquest  tollable,  you 
would  think,  as  I do,  that  there  was  much 
of  chance  in  the  matter.  The  discovery 
was  the  birth  of  time,  not  of  genius  ; and 
Berkeley  and  Hume  did  more  to  bring  it 
to  light  than  the  man  that  hit  upon  it.  I 
think  there  is  hardly  anything  that  can  he 
called  mine  in  the  philosophy  of  the  mind, 
which  does  not  follow  w ith  ease  from  the 
detection  of  this  prejudiced 

“ I must,  therefore,  beg  of  you  most  ear- 
nestly, to  make  no  contrast  in  my  favour 
to  the  disparagement  of  my  predecessors 
in  the  same  pursuit.  I can  truly  suy  of 
them,  and  shall  always  avow,  what  you  are 
pleased  to  say  of  me,  that,  but  for  the 
assistance  I have  received  from  their  writ- 
ings, I never  could  have  wrote  or  thought 
what  I have  done." 

3.  Somewhat  connected  with  the  last 
objection,  are  the  censures  w hich  have  been 
so  frequently  bestowed  on  Dr  Reid,  for  an 
unnecessary  and  unsystematical  multiplica- 
tion of  original  or  instinctive  principles. 

In  reply  to  these  censures,  1 have  little  ; 


to  add  to  what  I have  remarked  on  the 
same  topic,  in  the  “ Philosophy  of  the 
Human  Mind.”  That  the  fault  which  is 
thus  ascribed  to  Dr  Reid  has  been  really 
committed  by  some  ingenious  writers  in 
this  part  of  the  island,  I most  readily  allow  ; 
nor  will  I take  upon  me  to  assert  that  he 
has,  in  no  instance,  fallen  into  it  himself. 
Such  instances,  however,  will  he  found,  on 
an  accurate  examination  of  his  works,  to 
be  comparatively  few,  and  to  hear  u very 
trifling  proportion  to  those  in  which  he  has 
most  successfully  and  decisively  displaced 
his  acuteness  in  exposing  the  premature 
and  flimsy  generalizations  of  his  prede- 
cessors. 

A certain  degree  of  leaning  to  that  ex- 
treme to  which  Dr  Reid  seems  to  have 
inclined,  was,  at  the  time  when  he  wrote, 
much  safer  than  the  opposite  bias.  From 
the  earliest  ages,  the  sciences  in  general, 
and  more  particularly  the  science  of  the 
human  mind,  have  been  vitiated  hv  an 
undue  lo\e  of  simplicity  ; and,  in  the  course 
of  the  last  century,  tiiis  dis|»o*ition,  after 
having  been  long  displayed  in  subtle  theo- 
ries concerning  the  active  powers,  or  the 
principles  of  human  conduct,  has  been 
directed  to  similar  refinements  with  respect 
to  the  faculties  of  the  understanding,  and 
the  truths  with  which  they  are  conversant. 
Mr  Hume  himself  has  coincided  so  fur  with 
the  llartleian  school,  as  to  represent  the 
“ principle  of  union  and  cohesion  among 
our  simple  ideas  as  a kind  of  attraction,  of 
as  universal  application  in  the  mental 
w orld  as  in  the  natural  and  Dr  Hartley, 
with  a still  more  sanguine  imagination, 
looked  forward  to  au  era  when  future 
generations  shall  put  all  kinds  of  evidences 
and  inquiries  into  mathematical  forms ; 
reducing  Aristotle's  ten  categories,  and 
Bishop  Wilkin’s  forty  snmma  genera,  to 
the  head  of  quantity  alone,  60  as  to  make 
mathematics  and  logic,  natural  history  and 
civil  history,  natural  philosophy  and  philo- 
sophy of  all  other  kinds,  coincide,  omnt  e.r 

It  is  needless  to  remark  the  obvious  ten- 
dency of  such  premature  generalizations, 
to  withdraw  the  attention  from  the  study  of 
particular  phenomena ; while  the  effect  of 
Reid's  mode  of  philosophizing,  even  in 
those  instances  where  it  is  carried  to  an  ex- 
cess, is  to  detain  us,  in  this  preliminary 
step,  a little  longer  than  is  absolutely  ne- 
cessary. The  truth  is,  that,  when  the 
phenomena  are  once  ascertained,  generaliz- 
ation is  here  of  comparatively  little  value, 
and  a task  of  far  less  difficulty  than  to 
observe  facts  with  precision,  and  to  record 
them  w ith  fairness. 

• " TtMtlicof  Human  Nature,"  tol.  I.  p.  .'iO. 

■f  Manley  **  On  Man,"  p.  *07,  4t«»  edit,  l^tmou, 

nvi. 
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In  no  part  of  Dr  Reid's  writings,  I am 
inclined  to  think,  could  more  plausible  criti- 
cisms be  made  on  this  ground,  than  in  Ills 
classification  of  our  active  principles : but, 
even  there,  the  facts  are  always  placed 
fully  and  distinctly  before  the  reader.  That 
several  of  the  benevolent  affections  which 
he  has  stated  as  ultimate  facts  in  our  con- 
stitution, might  be  analyzed  into  the  same 
general  principle  differently  modified,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances,  there  can,  in  my 
opinion,  be  little  doubt.  This,  however, 
(as  I have  elsewhere  observed,*)  notwith- 
standing the  stress  which  has  been  some- 
times laid  upon  it,  is  chiefly  a question 
of  arrangement.  Whether  we  suppose 
these  affections  to  be  all  ultimate  fucts,  or 
some  of  them  to  be  resolvable  into  other 
facts  more  general,  they  are  equally  to  be 
regarded  as  constituent  parts  of  human 
nature  ; and,  upon  either  supposition,  we 
have  equal  reason  to  admire  the  wisdom 
with  which  that  nature  is  ndapted  to  the 
situation  in  which  it  is  placed.  The  laws 
which  regulate  the  acquired  perceptions  of 
sight,  are  surely  os  much  a part  of  our 
frame  as  those  which  regulate  any  of  our 
original  perceptions  ; and,  although  they 
require,  for  their  developenient,  a certain 
degree  of  experience  and  observation  in 
the  individual,  the  uniformity  of  the  result 
shews  that  there  is  nothing  arbitrary  nor 
accidental  in  their  origin.  In  this  point  of 
view,  what  can  be  more  philosophical,  as 
well  as  beautiful,  than  the  words  of  Mr 
Ferguson,  that  “ natural  affection  springs 
up  in  the  soul  of  the  mother,  as  the  milk 
springs  in  her  breast,  to  furnish  nourish- 
ment to  her  child  !"  “The  effect  is  here 
to  the  race,"  as  the  same  author  has  excel- 
lently observed,  “ what  the  vital  motion  of 
the  heart  is  to  the  individual ; too  neces- 
sary to  the  preservation  of  nature's  works, 
to  be  intrusted  to  the  precarious  will  or 
intention  of  those  most  nearly  concerned.  ”-f 

The  question,  indeed,  concerning  the 
origin  of  our  different  affections,  leads  to 
some  curious  analytical  disquisitions;  but 
is  of  very  subordinate  importance  to  those 
inquiries  which  relate  to  their  laws,  and 
uses,  and  mutual  references.  In  many 
ethical  systems,  however,  it  seems  to  have 
been  considered  as  the  most  interesting 
subject  of  disquisition  which  this  wonder- 
ful part  of  our  frame  presents. 

In  Dr  Reid’s  “Essays  on  the  Intellec- 
tual Powers  of  Man,”  and  in  his  “ Inquiry 
into  the  Human  Mind,''  I recollect  little 


• " Outline*  of  Moral  Philosophy,"  jip.  T9,  80, 
2d  ed’t.  Edinburgh,  iHnl. 

f •'  Principle*  of  Moral  and  Political  Science,'* 
part  1.  chap.  I.  «ect  3.  •*  Ol  the  Principles nf  Society 
in  Human  Nature  ” The  whole  dtscuvion  unites.  In 
a singular  decree,  the  win  <ie»t  phikrto,  hy  with  the 
moft  eloquent  description. 


! that  can  justly  incur  a similar  censure, 
notwithstanding  the  ridicule  which  Dr 
Priestley  has  attempted  to  throw  on  the 
last  of  these  performances,  in  his  “ Table 
of  Reid*B  Instinctive  Principles."*  To 
examine  all  the  articles  enumerated  in  that 
table,  would  require  a greater  latitude  of 
disquisition  than  the  limits  of  thi9  memoir 
allow ; and,  therefore,  I shall  coniine  my 
observations  to  a few  instances,  where  the 
precipitancy  of  the  general  criticism  seems 
to  me  to  admit  of  little  dispute.  In  this 
light  I cannot  help  considering  it,  when 
applied  to  those  dispositions  or  determina- 
tions of  the  mind  to  which  Dr  Reid  has 
given  the  names  of  the  “ Principle  of 
Credulity,"  and  the  “ Principle  of  Vera- 
city." How  far  these  titles  are  happily 
chosen,  is  a question  of  little  moment ; 
and  on  that  point  I am  ready  to  make 
every  concession.  I contend  only  for 
what  is  essentially  connected  with  the 
objection  which  has  given  rise  to  these 
remarks. 

“That  any  man,"  says  Dr  Priestley, 
“ should  iinagiue  that  a peculiar  instinctive 
principle  was  necessary  to  explain  our 
giving  credit  to  the  relations  of  others, 
appears  to  me,  who  have  been  used  to  see 
things  in  a different  light,  very  extraordi- 
nary ; and  yet  this  doctrine  is  advanced  by 
Dr  Reid,  and  adopted  by  Dr  Beattie.  But 
really,’’  he  adds,  “ what  the  former  says  in 
favour  of  it,  is  hardly  deserving  of  the 
slightest  notice. "*!• 

The  passage  quoted  by  Dr  Priestley,  in 
justification  of  this  very  peremptory  deci- 
sion, is  as  follows  : — “ If  credulity  were  the 
effect  of  reasoning  and  experience,  it  must 
grow  up  and  gather  strength  in  the  same 
proportion  as  reason  and  experience  do. 
But,  if  it  is  the  gift  of  nature,  it  will  lx? 
the  strongest  in  childhood,  and  limited  and 
restrained  by  experience ; and  the  most 
superficial  view  of  human  life  shews  that 
this  last  is  the  case,  and  not  the  first." 

To  my  own  judgment,  this  argument  of 
Dr  Reid's,  when  connected  with  the  ex- 
cellent illustrations  which  accompany  it, 
carries  complete  conviction  ; and  I am  con- 
firmed in  my  opinion  by  finding,  that  Mr 
Smith  (a  writer  inferior  to  none  in  acute- 
ness, and  strongly  disposed,  by  the  peculiar 
bent  of  his  genius,  to  simplify,  as  far  as 
possible,  the  philosophy  of  human  nature) 
has,  in  the  latest  edition  of  his  “ Theory 
of  Moral  Sentiments,"  acquiesced  in  this 
very  conclusion ; urging  in  support  of  it 
the  same  reasoning  which  Dr  Priestley 
affects  to  estimate  so  lightly.  “ There 
seems  to  be  in  young  children  an  instinctive 
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disposition  to  believe  wliatever  they  are 
told.  Nature  seems  to  have  judged  it  ne- 
cessary for  their  preservation  that  they 
should,  for  some  time  at  least,  put  implicit 
confidence  in  those  to  whom  the  care  of 
their  childhood,  and  of  the  earliest  and 
most  necessary  part  of  their  education,  is 
intrusted.  Their  credulity,  accordingly,  is 
excessive ; and  it  requires  long  and  much 
experience  of  the  falsehood  of  mankind  to 
reduce  them  to  a reasonable  degree  of  diffi- 
dence and  distrust.” * That  Mr  Smith’s 
opinion  also  coincided  with  Dr  Reid's,  in 
what  he  has  stated  concerning  the  principle 
of  veracity , appears  evidently  from  the 
remarks  which  immediately  follow  the  pas- 
sage just  quoted.  But  1 must  not  add  to 
the  length  of  this  memoir  by  unnecessary 
citations. 

Another  instinctive  principle  mentioned 
by  Reid,  is  “ our  belief  of  the  continuance 
of  the  present  course  of  nature.*'  “ All  our 
knowledge  of  nature,”  he  observes,  44  be- 
yond our  original  perceptions,  is  got  by 
experience,  and  consists  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  natural  signs.  The  appearance  of 
the  sign  is  followed  by  the  belief  of  Jhe 
thing  signified.  Upon  this  principle  of  our 
constitution,  not  only  acquired  perception, 
but  also  inductive  reasoning,  and  all  rea- 
soning from  analogy,  is  grounded ; and, 
therefore,  for  want  of  a better  uume,  we 
shall  beg  leave  to  Citll  it  the  iw  furtive  prin- 
ciple. It  is  from  the  force  of  this  principle 
that  we  immediately  assent  to  that  axiom 
upon  which  all  our  knowledge  of  nature  is 
built,  that  effects  of  the  same  kind  must 
have  the  some  cause.  Take  away  the 
light  of  this  inductive  principle,  and  ex- 
perience is  as  blind  as  a mole.  She  may 
indeed  feel  what  is  present,  and  what  im- 
mediately touches  her,  but  she  sees  nothing 
that  is  cither  before  or  behind,  upon  the 
right  liaud  or  upon  the  left,  future  or 
past.” 

On  this  doctrine,  likewise,  the  same 
critic  has  expressed  himself  with  much 
severity ; calling  it  44  a mere  quibble 
and  adding,  “ every  step  that  I take  among 
this  writer’s  sophisms,  raises  my  astonish- 
ment higher  than  before.”  In  this,  how- 
ever, as  in  many  other  instances,  he  has 
been  led  to  censure  Dr  Reid,  not  because 
he  was  able  to  see  farther  than  his  antago- 
nist, but  because  he  did  not  see  quite  so 
far.  Turgot,  in  an  article  inserted  in  the 
French  “ Encyclop<$die,”  and  Condorcet,  in 
a discourse  prefixed  to  one  of  his  mathe- 
matical publications^  have,  both  of  them, 
stated  the  fact  with  a true  philosophical 
precision ; and,  after  doing  so,  have  de- 
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duced  from  it  an  inference,  not  only  the 
same  in  substance  with  that  of  Dr  Reid, 
but  almost  expressed  in  the  same  form  of 
words. 

In  these  references,  ns  well  as  in  that 
already  made  to  Mr  Smith's  “ Theory,”  I 
would  not  be  understood  to  lay  any  undue 
stress  on  authority  in  a philosophical  argu- 
ment. I wish  only — by  contrasting  the 
modesty  and  caution  resulting  from  habits 
of  profound  thought,  with  that  theoretical 
intrepidity  which  a blindness  to  insuper- 
able difficulties  has  a tendency  to  inspire — 
to  invite  those  whose  prejudices  against  this 
part  of  Reid's  system  rest  chiefly  on  the 
great  names  to  which  they  conceive  it  to 
bo  hostile,  to  re-examine  it  with  a little 
more  attention,  before  they  pronounce 
finally  on  its  merits. 

The  prejudices  which  are  apt  to  occur 
against  a mode  of  philosophizing  so  morti- 
fying to  scholastic  arrogance,  are  encour- 
aged greatly  by  that  natural  disposition,  do 
refer  particular  facts  to  general  laws,  which 
is  the  foundation  of  all  scientific  arrange- 
ment ; a principle  of  the  utmost  importance 
to  our  intellectual  constitution,  but  which 
requires  the  guidance  of  a sound  and  ex- 
perienced understanding  to  accomplish  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  destined.  They 
arc  encouraged  also,  in  no  inconsiderable 
degree,  by  the  acknowledged  success  of 
mathemat  cians,  in  raising,  on  the  basis  of  a 
few  simple  data,  the  most  magnificent,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  the  most  solid  fabric  of 
science,  of  which  human  genius  can  boast. 

The  absurd  references  which  logicians  are 
accustomed  to  make  to  Euclid's  44  Elements 
of  Geometry,*’  as  a model  which  cannot  be 
too  studiously  copied,  both  in  physics  and 
in  morals,  have  contributed,  in  this  as  in  a 
variety  of  other  instances,  to  mislead  phi- 
losophers from  the  study  of  facts,  into  the 
false  refinements  of  hypothetical  theory. 

I On  these  misapplications  of  mathemati-^ 
cal  method  to  sciences  which  rest  ujti--^l 
nj.it oly  on  exjierimcnt  and  observation, 
shall  take  another  opportunity  of  offering 
some  strictures.  At  present,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  remark  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
truths  about  which  pure  or  abstract  mathe- 
matics are  conversant.  As  these  truths 
have  all  a necessary  connection  with  each 
other,  (all  of  them  resting  ultimately  on 
those  definitions  or  hypotheses  which 
arc  the  principles  of  our  reasoning,)  the 
beauty  of  the  science  cannot  fail  to  increase 
in  proportion  to  the  simplicity  of  the  data, 
compared  with  the  incalculable  variety  of 
ci msequenccs  which  they  involve : and  to 
the  simplifications  and  generalizations  of 
theory  on  such  a subject,  it  is  perhaps  im- 
possible to  conceive  any  limit.  How  dif- 
ferent is  the  case  in  those  inquiries  where 
our  first  principles  are  not  rfeji  tv  turns  but 


Google 


OF  THOMAS  REID,  D.D. 


fnrt,*t  and  where.  our  business  is  not  to 
trace  necessary  couitcctious,  but  the  laws 
which  regulate  the  established  order  of  the 
universe  ! 

In  various  attempts  which  have  been 
lately  made,  more  especially  on  the  Conti- 
nent, towards  a systematical  exposition  of 
the  elements  of  physics,  the  effects  of  the 
mistake  1 am  now  censuring  are  extremely 
remarkable.  The  happy  use  of  mathema- 
tical principles,  exhibited  in  the  writings 
of  Newton  and  his  followers,  having  ren- 
dered an  extensive  knowledge  of  them  an 
indispensable  preparation  for  the  Btudy  of 
the  mechanical  philosophy,  the  early  habits 
of  thought  acquired  in  the  former  pursuit 
are  naturally  transferred  to  the  latter. 
Hence  the  illogical  and  obscure  manner  in 
which  its  elementary  principles  have  fre- 
quently been  stated ; an  attempt  being 
made  to  deduce,  from  the  smallest  possible 
number  of  data,  the  whole  system  of  truths 
which  it  comprehends.  The  analogy  exist- 
ing among  some  of  the  fundamental  laws  of 
mechanics,  bestows,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
multitude,  an  appearance  of  plausibility  on 
such  attempts ; and  their  obvious  tendency 
is  to  withdraw  the  attention  from  that  unity 
of  design  which  it  is  the  noblest  employ- 
ment of  philosophy  to  illustrate,  by  dis- 
guising it  under  the  semblance  of  au  eter- 
nal and  necessary  order,  similar  to  what 
the  mathematician  delights  to  trace  among 
the  mutual  relations  of  quantities  and 
figures. 

These  slight  hints  may  serve  as  a reply  in 
part  to  what  Dr  Priestley  has  suggested 
with  respect  to  the  consequences  likely  to 
follow,  if  the  spirit  of  Reid's  philosophy 
should  be  introduced  into  physics.*  Ono 
consequence  would  unquestionably  be,  a 
careful  separation  between  the  principles 
which  we  learn  from  experience  alone,  and 
those  which  are  fairly  resolvable,  by  ma- 
thematical or  physical  reasoning,  into  other 
facts  still  more  general ; and,  of  course,  a 
correction  of  that  false  logic  which,  while 
it  throws  an  air  of  mystery  over  the  plainest 
and  most  undeniable  facts,  levels  the  study 
of  nature,  in  point  of  moral  interest,  with 
the  investigations  of  the  geometer  or  of  the 
algebraist. 

It  must  not,  however,  be  supposed,  that, 
in  the  present  state  of  natural  philosophy, 
a false  logic  threatens  the  same  dangerous 
effects  as  in  the  philosophy  of  the  mind. 
It  may  retard  somewhat  the  progress  of  the 
student  at  his  first  outset ; or  it  may  con- 
found, in  his  apprehensions,  the  harmony 
of  systematical  order  with  the  consistency 
and  mutual  dependency  essential  to  a series 
of  mathematical  theorems  t but  the  funda- 
mental truths  of  physics  are  now  too  well 
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established,  and  the  checks  which  it  fur- 
nishes against  sophistry  are  too  numerous 
and  palpable,  to  admit  the  possibility  of  any 
permanent  error  in  our  deductions.  In  the 
philosophy  of  the  mind,  so  difficult  is  the 
acquisition  of  those  habits  of  reflection 
which  can  alone  lend  to  a correct  knowledge 
of  the  intellectual  phenomena,  that  a faulty 
hypothesis,  if  skilfully  fortified  by  the  im- 
posing, though  illusory  strength  of  arbitrary 
definitions  and  a systematical  phraseology, 
may  maintain  its  ground  for  a succession 
of  ages. 

It  will  not,  I trust,  be  inferred  from 
anything  I luive  here  advanced,  that  I 
mean  to  offer  an  apology  for  those  who, 
either  in  physics  or  morals,  would  pre- 
sumptuously state  their  own  opinions  with 
respect  to  the  laws  of  nature,  as  a bar 
against  future  attempts  to  simplify  and 
generalize  them  still  farther.  To  assert 
that  none  of  the  mechanical  explanations 
yet  given  of  gravitation  are  satisfactory, 
and  even  to  hint  that  ingenuity  mi.ht  he 
more  profitably  employed  than  in  the  search 
of  such  a theory,  is  something  different  from 
a gratuitous  assumption  of  u timate  facts  in 
physics ; nor  does  it  imply  an  obstinate  de- 
termination to  resist  legitimate  evidence, 
should  some  fortunate  inquirer — contrary 
to  what  seems  probable  at  present  - succeed 
where  the  genius  of  Newton  has  failed.  If 
Dr  Reid  has  gone  farther  than  this  in  his 
conclusions  concerning  the  principles  which 
he  calls  original  or  instinctive,  he  has  de- 
parted from  that  guarded  language  in  which 
be  commonly  expresses  himself — for  all  that 
it  was  of  importance  for  him  to  conclude 
was,  that  the  theories  of  his  predecessors 
were,  in  these  instances,  exceptionable ; 
and  the  doubts  he  may  occasionally  insinu- 
ate, concerning  the  success  of  future  adven- 
turers, so  far  from  betraying  any  overween- 
ing confidence  in  his  own  understanding, 
are  an  indirect  tribute  to  the  talents  of  those 
from  who^e  failure  he  draws  an  argument 
against  the  possibility  of  their  undertaking. 

The  same  eagerness  to  simplify  and  to 
generalize,  which  led  Priestley  to  complain 
of  the  number  of  Reid's  instinctive  prin- 
ciples, has  carried  some  later  philosophers 
a step  farther.  According  to  them,  the 
very  word  instinct  is  unphilosophieal ; and 
everything,  either  in  man  or  brute,  which 
has  been  hitherto  referred  to  this  mysteri- 
ous source,  may  be  easily  accounted  for  by 
experience  or  imitation.  A few  instances 
in  which  this  doctrine  ap|>car8  to  have  been 
successfully  verified,  have  been  deemed 
sufficient  to  establish  it  without  any  limit- 
ation. 

In  a very  original  work,  on  which  I have 
already  hazarded  some  criticisms,  much  in- 
genuity has  been  employed  in  analyzing  the 
wonderful  efforts  which  the  human  infant 
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is  enabled  to  make  for  its  own  preservation 
the  moment  after  its  introduction  to  the 
light.  Thus,  it  is  observed  that  the/® 
while  still  in  the  utent*,  learns  to  perform 
the  operation  of  swallowing ; and  also  learns 
to  relieve  itself,  by  a change  of  posture, 
from  the  irksomeness  of  continued  rest : 
and,  therefore,  (if  we  admit  these  proposi- 
tions,) we  must  conclude  that  some  of  the 
actions  which  infants  arc  vulgarly  supposed 
to  perform  in  consequence  of  instincts  coeval 
with  birth,  are  only  a continuation  of  actions 
to  which  they  were  determined  at  an  earlier 
period  of  their  being.  The  remark  is  inge- 
nious, and  it  may  perhaps  bo  just ; but  it 
does  not  prove  that  instinct  is  an  unphiloso- 
phical  term  ; nor  does  it  render  the  nitra- 
tions of  the  infant  less  mysterious  than  they 
seem  to  be  on  the  common  supposition. 
How  far  soever  the  analysis,  in  such  in- 
stances, may  be  carried,  we  must  at  last 
arrive  at  some  phenomenon  no  less  wonder- 
ful than  that  we  mean  to  explain  : in  other 
words,  we  must  still  admit  as  an  ultimate 
fact,  the  existence  of  an  original  determina- 
tion to  a particular  mode  of  action  salutary7 
or  necessary  to  the  animal ; and  all  w7e 
have  accomplished  is,  to  connect  the  origin 
of  this  instinct  with  au  earlier  period  in  the 
history  of  the  human  mind. 

The  same  author  has  attempted  to  ac- 
count, in  a manner  somewhat  similar,  for 
the  different  degrees  in  which  the  young 
of  different  animals  are  able,  at  the  moment 
of  birth,  to  exert  their  bodily  powers. 
Thus,  calves  and  chickens  are  able  to  walk 
almost  immediately ; while  the  human  in- 
fant, even  in  the  most  favourable  situations, 
is  six  or  even  twelve  months  old  before  he 
can  stand  alone.  For  this  Dr  Darwin 
assigns  two  causes.  1.  That  the  young  of 
some  animals  come  into  the  world  in  a more 
complete  state  than  that  of  others—  the  colt 
and  lamb,  for  example,  enjoying,  in  this 
respect,  a striking  advantage  over  the  puppy 
and  the  rabbit,  2.  That  the  mode  of  walk- 
ing of  some  animals,  coincides  more  per- 
fectly than  that  of  others,  with  the  previous 
motions  of  the  fetus  in  utero.  The  struggles 
of  all  animals,  he  observes,  in  the  womb, 
must  resemble  their  manner  of  swimming, 
ns  by  this  kind  of  motion  they  can  best 
change  their  attitude  in  water.  But  the 
swimming  of  the  calf  and  of  the  chicken 
resembles  their  ordinary  movements  on  the 
ground,  which  they  have  thus  learned  in 
part  to  execute  while  concealed  from  our 
observation  ; whereas,  the  swimming  of  the 
human  infant  differing  totally  from  his 
manner  of  walking,  be  has  no  opportunity 
of  acquiring  the  Inst  of  these  arts  till  he  is 
exposed  to  our  view.  The  theory  is  ex- 
tremely plausible,  and  does  honour  to  the 
author’s  sagacity  ; but  it  only  places  in  a 
new  light  that  provident  earc  which  Nature 


has  taken  of  all  her  offspring  in  the  infancy 
of  their  existence. 

Another  instance  may  contribute  to  wants 
a more  ample  illustration  of  the  same  sub- 
ject. A lamb,  not  many  minutes  after  it 
is  dropped,  proceeds  to  search  for  its  nour- 
ishment in  that  spot  where  alone  it  is  to  be 
found ; applying  both  its  limbs  and  its  eyes  to 
their  respective  offices.  The  |>casant  ob- 
serves the  fact,  and  gives  the  name  of  »»i- 
atinctj  or  some  corresponding  term,  to  the 
unknowrn  principle  by  which  the  animal  is 
guided.  On  a more  accurate  examination 
of  circumstances,  the  philosopher  finds 
reason  to  conclude  that  it  is  by  the  sense 
of  smelling  it  is  thus  directed  to  its  object. 
In  proof  of  this,  among  other  curious  facts, 
the  following  has  been  quoted  : — “ On 
dissecting,”  says  Galen,  “ a goat  great 
with  young,  I found  a brisk  emhryon , and 
having  detached  it  from  the  matrix^  and 
snatching  it  away  l>efore  it  saw  its  dam,  1 
brought  it  into  a room  where  there  were 
many  vessels  ; some  filled  with  w ine,  others 
with  oil,  some  with  honey,  others  with 
milk,  or  some  other  liquor ; and  in  others 
there  were  grains  and  fruits-  We  first  ob- 
served the  young  animal  get  upon  its  feet 
and  walk ; then  it  shook  itself,  and  after- 
wards  scratched  its  side  with  one  of  its 
feet ; then  we  saw  it  smelling  to  every  one 
of  those  things  thnt  were  set  in  the  room  ; 
and,  when  it  had  smelt  to  them  all,  it 
drank  up  the  milk.”*  Admitting  *liis  very 
beautiful  story  to  be  true,  (and,  for  my  ow  n 
part,  I am  far  from  being  disposed  to  ques- 
tion its  probability,)  it  only  enables  us  to 
stote  the  fact  with  a little  more  precision, 
in  consequence  of  our  having  ascertained, 
that  it  is  to  the  sense  of  smelling  the  in- 
stinctive determination  is  attached.  The 
conclusion  of  the  peasant  is  not  here  at 
variance  with  that  of  the  philosopher.  It 
differs  only  in  this,  that  he  expresses  him- 
self in  those  general  terms  which  are  suited 
to  his  ignorance  of  the  particular  process 
by  whicn  Nature,  in  this  case,  accomplishes 
her  end  ; and,  if  he  did  otherwise,  he 
would  be  censurable  for  prejudging  a ques- 
tion of  which  he  is  incompetent  to  form  an 
accurate  opinion. 

The  application  of  these  illustrations  to 
some  of  Dr  Reid’s  conclusions  concerning 
the  instinctive  principles  of  the  human 
mind,  is,  I flatter  myself,  sufficiently  mani- 
fest. They  relate,  indeed,  to  a subject 
which  differs,  in  various  respects,  from  that 
which  has  fallen  under  his  more  particular 
consideration  ; but  the  same  rules  of  philo- 
sophizing will  he  found  to  apply  equally  to 
both. 

4.  The  criticisms  which  have  been  made 
on  what  Dr  Reid  has  written  concerning 
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the  iutuitive  truths  which  he  distinguishes 
by  the  title  of  “ Principles  of  Common 
Sense,"  would  require  a more  ample  dis- 
cussion than  I can  now  bestow  on  them ; 
not  that  the  importance  of  these  criticisms 
(of  such  of  them,  at  least,  as  I have  liappened 
to  meet  with)  demands  a long  or  elaborate 
refutation,  but  because  the  subject,  accord- 
ing to  the  view  I wish  to  take  of  it,  involves 
some  other  questions  of  great  moment  and 
difficulty,  relative  to  the  foundations  of 
human  knowledge.  Dr  Priestley,  the  most 
formidable  of  Dr  Reid's  antagonists,  has 
granted  as  much  in  favour  of  this  doctrine 
as  it  is  worth  while  to  contend  fur  on  the 
present  occasion.  “ Had  these  writers," 
he  observes,  with  respect  to  Dr  Reid  and 
his  followers,  *‘  assumed,  as  the  elements 
of  their  Common  Sense,  certain  truths  which 
are  so  plain  that  no  man  could  doubt  of 
them,  (without  entering  into  the  ground  of 
our  assent  to  them,)  their  conduct  would 
have  been  liable  to  very  little  objection.  All 
tliat  could  have  been  said  would  have  been, 
that,  without  any  necessity,  they  had  mude 
an  innovation  in  the  received  use  of  a term ; 
for  no  person  ever  denied  that  there  are 
self-evident  truths,  and  that  these  must  be 
assumed  as  the  foundation  of  all  our  reason- 
ing. I never  met  with  any  person  who  did 
not  acknowledge  this,  or  heard  of  any  argu- 
mentative treatise  that  did  not  go  upon  the 
supposition  of  it."*  After  such  an  acknow- 
ledgment, it  is  impossible  to  forbear  asking, 
(with  Dr  Campbell,)  “ What  is  the  great 
point  which  Dr  Priestley  would  controvert  ? 
Is  it,  whether  such  self-evideut  truths  shall 
be  denominated  Principles  of  Common  Sense, 
or  be  distinguished  by  some  other  appella- 
tion ?"*t* 

That  the  doctrine  in  question  has  been, 
in  some  publications,  presented  iu  a very 
exceptionable  form,  I most  readily  allow  ; 
nor  would  I be  understood  to  subscribe  to 
it  implicitly,  even  as  it  appears  in  the  works 
of  Dr  Reid.  It  is  but  an  act  of  justice  to 
him,  however,  to  request  that  his  opinions 
may  he  judged  of  from  his  own  works  alone, 
not  from  those  of  others  who  may  hnve 
happened  to  coincide  with  him  in  certain 
tenets,  or  in  certain  modes  of  expression  ; 
and  that,  before  any  ridicule  be  attempted 
on  his  conclusions  concerning  the  authority 
of  Common  Sense,  his  antagonists  would 
take  the  trouble  to  examine  in  what  accept- 
ation he  has  employed  that  phrase. 

The  truths  which  Dr  Reid  seems,  in  most 
instances,  disposed  to  refer  to  the  judguieut 
of  this  tribunal,  might,  in  my  opinion,  be 
denominated  more  uuexceptionably,  “ fun- 
damental laws  of  human  beliel."  They 
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have  been  called  by  a very  ingenious  fo- 
reigner, (M.  Treinbley  of  Geneva,)  but 
certainly  with  a singular  infelicity  of  lan- 
guage, Prejuycs  Ltyitimes.  Of  this  kind 
are  the  follow  ing  propositions  : — “ I am  the 
same  person  to-day  that  I was  yesterday 
“ The  material  world  has  an  existence  in- 
dependent of  that  of  percipient  beings 
w There  are  other  intelligent  beings  in  the 
uuiversc  beside  myself ;"  “ The  future 
course  of  nature  will  resemble  the  past." 
Such  truths  no  man  but  a philosopher  ever 
thinks  of  stating  to  himself  in  w’ords  ; but 
all  our  conduct  and  all  our  reasonings  pro- 
ceed on  the  supposition  that  they  are  admit- 
ted. The  belief  of  them  is  essential  for  the 
preservation  of  our  animal  existence  ; and 
it  is  accordingly  coeval  with  the  first  opera- 
tions of  the  intellect. 

One  of  the  first  writers  who  introduced 
the  phrase  Common  Sense  into  the  tech- 
nical or  appropriate  language  of  logic,  was 
Father  Buffier,  in  a book  entitled,  “ Trnilt 
<frj  Premieres  Verilts It  has  since  been 
adopted  by  several  authors  of  note  in  this 
country ; particularly  by  Dr  Reid,  Dr  Os- 
wald, and  Dr  Beattie ; by  all  of  w horn, 
however,  I am  afraid,  it  must  be  confessed, 
it  has  been  occasionally  employed  without 
a due  attention  to  precision.  The  last  of 
these  writers  uses  it*  to  denote  that  power 
by  which  the  mind  perceives  the  truth  of 
any  iutuitive  proposition  ; whether  it  he  an 
axiom  of  abstract  science  ; or  a statement 
of  some  fact  resting  on  the  immediate  inform- 
ation of  consciousness,  of  perception,  or 
of  memory ; or  one  of  those  fundamental 
laws  of  belief  which  are  implied  in  the  ap- 
plication of  our  faculties  to  the  ordinary 
business  of  life.  The  same  extensive  use 
of  the  word  may,  I believe,  be  found  in 
the  other  authors  just  mentioned.  But  no 
authority  can  justify  such  a laxity  in  the 
employment  of  language  in  philosophical 
discussions  ; for,  if  mathematical  axioms  be 
(•is  they  are,  manifestly  and  indisputably) 
a class  of  propositions  essentially  distinct 
from  the  other  kinds  of  intuitive  truths 
now  described,  why  refer  them  all  indis- 
criminately to  the  same  principle  in  our 
constitution  ? If  this  phrase,  therefore,  be 
at  all  retained,  precision  requires  that  it 
should  be  employed  in  a more  limited  ac- 
ceptation ; and,  accordingly,  in  the  works 
under  our  consideration,  it  is  appropriated 
most  frequently,  though  by  no  means  uni- 
formly, to  that  class  of  intuitive  truths 
which  I have  already  called  “ fundamental 
laws  of  belief/’-t*  When  thus  restricted, 
it  conveys  a notion,  unambiguous,  at  least, 
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and  definite  ; and,  consequently,  the  ques- 
tion about  its  propriety  or  impropriety 
turns  entirely  on  the  coincidence  of  this 
definition  with  the  meaning  of  the  word  as 
employed  in  ordinary  discourse.  What- 
ever objection*,  therefore,  may  bo  stated 
to  the  expression  as  now  defined,  will 
apply  to  it  with  additional  force,  when  used 
with  the  latitude  which  has  been  already 
censured. 

I have  said  that  the  question  about  the 
propriety  of  the  phrase  Common  Sense  as 
employed  by  philosophers,  must  be  decided 
by  an  appeal  to  general  practice ; for, 
although  it  be  allowable,  and  even  neces- 
sary, for  a philosopher  to  limit  the  accepta- 
tion of  words  which  are  employed  vaguely 
in  common  discourse,  it  is  always  dangerous 
to  give  to  el  word  a scientific  meaning 
essentially  distinct  from  that  in  which  it  is 
usually  understood.  It  has,  at  least,  the 
effect  of  misleading  those  who  do  not  enter 
deeply  into  the  subject ; and  of  giving  a 
paradoxical  appearance  to  doctrines  which, 
if  expressed  in  more  unexceptionable  terms, 
would  be  readily  ndmitted. 

It  appears  to  ine  that  this  has  actually 
happened  in  the  present  instance.  The 
phrase  Common  Sense,  os  it  is  generally 
understood,  is  nearly  synonymous  with 
mother-wit;  denoting  that  degree  of  sagacity 
(depending  partly  on  original  capacity,  and 
partly  on  personal  experience  and  observa- 
tion) which  qualifies  un  individual  for  those 
simple  and  essential  occupations  which  all 
men  are  called  on  to  exercise  habitually  by 
their  common  nature.  In  this  acceptation, 
it  is  opposed  to  those  mental  acquirements 
which  are  derived  from  a regular  education, 
and  from  the  study  of  books;  and  refers,  not 
to  the  speculative  convictions  of  the  under- 
standing, but  to  that  prudence  and  discretion 
which  arc  the  foundation  of  successful  con- 
duct. Such  is  the  idea  which  Pope  annexes 
to  the  word,  when,  speaking  of  good  sense, 
(which  means  only  a more  than  ordinary 
share  of  common  sense,)  he  calls  it — 

“ The  gift  of  E'eaven, 

Anri,  though  no  science,  fairly  north  the  terra.** 

To  s|n;ak,  accordingly,  of  appealing  from 
the  conclusions  of  philosophy  to  common 
sense,  had  the  appearance,  to  title-page 
readers,  of  appealing  from  the  verdict  of  the 
learned  to  the  voice  of  the  multitude  ; or  of 
attempting  to  silence  free  discussion  by  a 
reference  to  some  arbitrary  and  uudcfinable 
standard,  distinct  from  any  of  the  intel- 
lectual powers  hitherto  enumerated  by  logi- 
cians. Whatever  countenance  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  given  by  some  writers 
to  such  an  interpretation  of  this  doctrine,  I 
may  venture  to  assert  that  none  is  afforded 
by  the  works  of  Dr  Reid.  The  standard  to 
which  he  appeals  is  neither  the  creed  of  a 
particular  sect,  nor  the  inward  light  of 


enthusiastic  presumption,  but  that  constitu- 
tion of  human  nature  without  which  all  the 
business  of  the  world  would  immediately 
cease  ; and  the  substance  of  his  argument 
amounts  merely  to  this,  that  those  essential 
laws  of  belief  to  which  sceptics  have 
objected,  when  considered  in  connection 
with  our  scientific  reasonings,  arc  implied  in 
every  step  we  take  as  active  beings  ; and  if 
called  in  question  by  any  man  in  his  prac- 
tical concerns  would  expose  him  universally 
to  the  charge  of  insanity. 

In  statiug  this  important  doctrine,  it  were 
perhaps  to  he  wished  that  the  subject  had 
been  treated  with  somewhat  more  of  ana- 
lytical accuracy ; and  it  is  certainly  to  be 
regretted  that  a phrase  should  have  been 
employed,  so  well  calculated  by  its  ambiguity 
to  furnish  a convenient  handle  to  misre- 
presentations; but,  in  the  judgment  of  those 
who  have  perused  Dr  Reid  s writings  with 
an  intelligent  and  candid  attention,  these 
misrepresentations  must  recoil  on  their 
authors  ; while  they  who  arc  really  inter- 
ested in  the  progress  of  useful  science,  will 
be  disposed  rather  to  lend  their  aid  in  sup- 
plying what  is  defective  in  his  views  than 
to  reject  hastily  a doctrine  which  aims,  by 
the  developement  of  some  logical  principles 
overlooked  in  the  absurd  systems  which 
have  been  borrowed  from  the  schools,  to  vin- 
dicate the  authority  of  truths  intimately  and 
extensively  connected  with  human  happiness. 

In  the  prosecution  of  my  own  speculations 
on  the  human  mind,  I shall  have  occasion 
to  explain  myself  fully  concerning  this,  as 
well  as  various  other  questions  connected 
with  the  foundations  of  philosophical  evi- 
dence. The  new  doctrines  and  new  phrase- 
ology on  that  subject,  which  have  lately 
become  fashionable  among  some  metaphy- 
sicians in  Germany,  and  which,  in  my 
opinion,  have  contributed  not  a little  to 
involve  it  in  additional  obscurity,  are  a 
sufficient  proof  that  this  essential  and  funda- 
mental article  of  logic  is  not  os  yet  com- 
pletely exhausted. 

In  order  to  bring  the  foregoing  remarks 
within  some  compass,  1 have  found  it 
necessary  to  confine  myself  to  such  objec- 
tions as  strike  at  the  root  of  Dr  Reid's 
philosophy,  without  touching  on  any  of  his 
(•pinions  on  particular  topics,  however  im- 
portant. I have  been  obliged  also  to  com- 
press what  I have  stated  within  narrower 
limits  than  were  perhaps  consistent  with 
complete  perspicuity  ; and  to  reject  many 
illustrations  which  crowded  upon  me  at 
almost  every  step  of  my  progress. 

It  may  not,  perhaps,  be  superfluous  to 
add,  that,  supposing  some  of  these  objections 
to  possess  more  force  than  I have  ascribed 
to  them  in  my  reply,  it  will  not  therefore 
follow',  that  little  advantage  is  to  be  derived 
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from  a careful  perusal  of  the  speculations 
against  which  they  are  directed.  Even  they 
who  dissent  the  most  widely  from  Dr  Reid's 
conclusions,  can  scarcely  fail  to  admit,  that, 
as  a writer,  he  exhibits  a striking  contrast 
to  the  most  successful  of  his  predecessors, 
in  a logical  precision  and  simplicity  of 
language— his  statement  of  facts  being 
neither  vitiated  by  physiological  hypothesis, 
nor  obscured  by  scholastic  mystery.  Who- 
ever has  reflected  on  the  infinite  importance, 
in  such  inquiries,  of  a skilful  use  of  words 
as  the  essential  instrument  of  thought, 
must  bo  aware  of  the  influence  which  his 
works  are  likely  to  have  on  the  future  pro- 
gress of  science,  were  they  to  produce  no 
other  effect  than  a general  imitation  of  his 
mode  of  reasoning,  and  of  his  guarded 
phraseology. 

It  is  not,  indeed,  every  reader  to  whom 
these  inquiries  are  accessible  ; for  habits  of 
attention  in  general,  and  still  more  habits 
of  attention  to  the  phenomena  of  thought, 
require  early  and  careful  cultivation  ; but 
those  who  are  capable  of  the  exertion  will 
soon  recognise,  in  Dr  Reid’s  statements, 
the  faithful  history  of  their  own  minds,  and 
will  find  their  labours  amply  rewarded  by 
that  satisfaction  which  always  accompanies 
the  discovery  of  useful  truth-  They  may 
expect,  also,  to  be  rewarded  by  some  intel- 
lectual acquisitions  not  altogether  useless  in 
their  other  studies.  An  author  well  quali- 
fied to  judge,  from  his  own  experience,  of 
whatever  conduces  to  invigorate  or  to  em- 
bellish the  understanding,  has  beautifully 
remarked,  that  “ by  turning  the  soul  inward 
on  itself,  its  forces  are  concentrated,  and  are 
fitted  for  stronger  and  bolder  flights  of 
science ; and  that,  in  such  pursuits,  whether 
we  take,  or  whether  we  lose  the  game,  the 
chase  is  certainly  of  service.”*  In  this 
respect,  the  philosophy  of  the  mind  (ab- 
stracting entirely  from  that  pre-eminence 
which  belongs  to  it  in  consequence  of  its 
practical  applications)  may  claim  a distin- 
guished rank  among  those  preparatory  dis- 
ciplines which  another  writer,  of  no  less 
eminence,  lias  happily  compared  to  “ the 
crops  which  are  raised,  not  for  the  sake  of 
the  harvest,  but  to  be  ploughed  in  as  a dress- 
ing to  the  iand.”*f 


SECTION  III. 

CONCLUSION  OF  TH*  NARRATIVE. 

The  three  works  to  which  the  foregoing 
remarks  refer — together  with  the  Essay  on 
Quantity,  published  in  the  “ Philosophical 

• Preface  to  Mr  Burk  *a  " Essay  on  the  Sublitne 
and  Beautiful.** 

f Bn  hop  Beikeley't  " Qurrbt.** 


Transactions  of  the  Royal  Society  of  Lon- 
don,” and  a short  but  masterly  Analysis 
of  Aristotle’s  Logic,  which  forms  an  ap- 
pendix to  the  third  volume  of  Lord  Karnes’ 
“ Sketches'' — comprehend  the  w hole  of  Dr 
Reid’s  publications.*  The  interval  between 
thedatesof  the  first  and  last  of  these  amounts 
to  no  less  than  forty  years,  although  he  lmd 
attained  to  the  age  of  thirty -eight  before  he 
ventured  to  appear  as  an  author. 

With  the  ‘‘  Essays  on  the  Active  Powers 
of  Man,”  he  closed  his  literary  career ; but 
ho  continued,  notwithstanding,  to  prosecute 
his  studies  with  unabated  ardour  and  activity. 
The  more  modern  improvements  in  chemis- 
try attracted  his  particular  notice  ; and  he 
applied  himself,  with  his  wonted  diligence 
and  success,  to  the  study  of  its  new  doctrines 
and  new  nomenclature.  He  amused  him- 
self also,  at  times,  in  preparing,  for  a philo- 
sophical society  of  which  lie  was  a member, 
short  essays  on  particular  topics  which 
happened  to  interest  his  curiosity,  and  on 
which  he  thought  he  might  derive  useful 
hints  from  friendly  discussion.  The  most 
important  of  these  were — “ An  Examination 
of  Priestley’s  Opinions  concerning  Matter 
and  Mind;”  “Observations  on  the  * Utopia* 
of  Sir  Thomas  More and  “ Physiologi- 
cal Reflections  on  Muscular  Motion.”  This 
last  essay  appears  to  have  been  written  in 
the  eightv-sixth  year  of  his  age,  and  was 
read  by  the  author  to  his  associates,  a few 
months  before  his  death.  His  “ thoughts 
were  led  to  the  speculations  it  contains,” 
(os  he  himself  mentions  in  the  conclusion,) 
“ by  the  experience  of  some  of  the  effects 
which  old  age  produces  on  the  muscular 
motions,”  As  they  were  occasioned, 
therefore,”  he  adds,  “ by  the  infirmities  of 
age,  they  will,  I hope,  be  heard  with  the 
greater  indulgence.” 

Among  the  various  occupations  with 
winch  he  thus  enlivened  his  retirement,  the 
mathematical  pursuits  of  his  earlier  years 
held  a distinguished  place.  He  delighted 
to  converse  about  them  with  his  friends  ; 
and  often  exercised  his  skill  in  the  investi- 
gation of  particular  problems.  His  know- 
ledge of  ancient  geometry  had  not  probably 
been,  at  any  time,  very  extensive  ; but  he 
had  cultivated  diligently  those  parts  of 
mathematical  science  which  are  subservient 
to  the  study  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton’s  works. 
He  had  a predilection,  more  particularly, 
for  researches  requiring  the  aid  of  arith- 
metical calculation,  in  the  practice  of  which 
he  possessed  uncommon  expertness  and 
address.  I think  I have  sometimes  ob- 
served in  him  a slight  and  amiable  vanity, 
connected  with  this  accomplishment 


* Reid's  *•  History  of  the  Un  ven.it  y of  Glasgow'* 
was  published,  utter  hit  death,  in  the  *'  8 atlstlcal 
Account  of  Scotland  **  It  It  now,  fur  the  first  time, 
added  to  his  other  works.— H. 
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The  revival,  at  this  period,  of  Dr  Reid’s 
first  scientific  propensity,  has  often  recalled 
to  me  a favourite  remark  of  Mr  Smith’s 
— that  of  all  the  amusements  of  old  age, 
the  most  grateful  and  soothing  is  a renewal 
of  acquaintance  with  the  favourite  studies 
and  favourite  authors  of  our  youth  ; a re- 
mark which,  in  his  own  case,  seemed  to  be 
more  particularly  exemplified,  while  he  was 
re-perusing,  with  the  enthusiasm  of  a stu- 
dent, the  tragic  poets  of  ancient  Greece. 
I heard  him,  at  least,  repeat  the  observa- 
tion more  than  once,  while  Sophocles  or 
Euripides  lay  open  on  his  table. 

In  the  case  of  Dr  Reid,  other  motives 
perliaps  conspired  with  the  influence  of  the 
agreeable  associations  to  which  Mr  Smith 
probably  alluded.  His  attention  was  always 
fixed  on  the  state  of  his  intellectual  facul- 
ties ; and  for  counteracting  the  effects  of 
time  on  these,  mathematical  studies  seem 
to  be  fitted  in  a peculiar  degree.  They  are 
fortunately,  too,  within  the  reach  of  many 
individuals,  after  a decay  of  memory  dis- 
qualifies them  for  inquiries  which  involve 
a multiplicity  of  details.  Such  detached 
problems,  more  especially,  as  Dr  Reid  com- 
monly selected  for  his  consideration — pro- 
blems where  all  th edatn  are  brought  at  once 
under  the  eye,  and  where  a connected  train 
of  thinking  is  not  to  be  carried  on  from 
day  to  day — will  be  found,  (as  I have  wit- 
nessed with  pleasure  in  several  instances,) 
by  those  who  are  capable  of  such  a recrea- 
tion, a valuable  addition  to  the  scanty  re- 
sources of  a life  protracted  beyond  the  or- 
dinary limit. 

While  he  was  thus  enjoying  an  old  age 
happy  in  some  respects  beyond  the  usual 
lot  of  humanity,  his  domestic  comfort  suf- 
fered a deep  and  incurable  wound  by  the 
death  of  Mrs  Reid.  He  had  had  the  mis- 
fortune, too,  of  surviving,  for  many  years, 
a numerous  family  of  promising  children  ; 
four  of  whom  (two  sons  and  two  daughters) 
died  after  they  attained  to  maturity.  One 
daughter  only  was  left  to  him  when  he  Inst 
his  wife  ; and  of  her  affectionate  good  offices 
he  could  not  always  avail  himself,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  attentions  which  her  own 
husband's  infirmities  required.  Of  this 
lady,  who  is  still  alive,  (the  widow  of 
Patrick  Carmichael,  M.  D.,*)  I shall  have 
occasion  Again  to  introduce  the  name,  be- 
fore I conclude  this  narrative. 


• A learned  and  worthy  physician,  who,  after  a 
long  reikdexce  In  Holland,  where  he  practned  m**di. 
cine,  retired  to  Glasgow.  He  wm  a younger  son  of 
Profc*w>r  Ocr^chnm  Carmichael,  who  publ  shed, 
about  the  year  17V0,  an  edition  of  Puflbudnrlf,  De 
Officio  H mi  nit  et  Civil,  and  who  is  pronounced  by 

l)r  Hutchcaon,  ••  by  far  the  hot  commentator  on 
that  bonk  •*  [Carmichael  wa»  Hutcheaon'a  mime, 
diaie  pridecesaor  in  the  chair  of  M'-ral  Philosophy  in 
the  University  of  Glaagow,  and  may  be  regarded, 
on  go**l  grounds,  as  the  rsal  founder  of  the  ScotUab 
school  ot  philosophy.  — H.  J 


A short  extract  from  a letter  addressed 
to  myself  by  Dr  Reid,  not  many  weeks 
after  his  wife’s  death,  will,  I am  persuaded, 
be  acceptable  to  many,  as  an  interesting 
relic  of  the  writer. 

“ By  the  loss  of  my  bosom  friend,  with 
whom  I lived  fifty-two  years,  I am  brought 
into  a kind  of  new  world,  at  a time  of  life 
when  old  habits  arc  not  easily  forgot,  or  new 
ones  acquired.  But  every  world  is  God’s 
world,  and  I am  thankful  for  the  comforts 
he  lias  left  me.  Mrs  Carmichael  has  now 
the  care  of  two  old  deaf  men,  and  does  every 
thing  in  her  power  to  please  them ; and 
both  are  very  sensible  of  her  goodness.  1 
have  more  health  than,  at  my  time  of  life, 
I had  any  reason  to  expect.  I walk  about; 
entertain  myself  with  reading  what  I soon 
forget ; can  converse  with  one  person,  if  ho 
articulates  distinctly,  and  is  within  ten 
inches  of  my  left  ear  ; go  to  church,  without 
hearing  one  word  of  what  is  said.  You 
know  I never  had  any  pretensions  to  viva- 
city, but  I am  still  free  from  languor  and 
«nnui. 

“ If  you  are  weary  of  this  detail,  impute 
it  to  the  anxiety  you  express  to  know  the 
state  of  iny  health.  I wish  you  may  have 
no  more  uneasiness  at  my  age, — being  yours 
most  affectionately.” 

About  four  years  after  this  event,  he 
was  prevailed  on,  by  his  friend  and  relation, 
Dr  Gregory,  to  pass  a few  weeks,  during 
the  summer  of  1796,  at  Edinburgh.  He 
was  accompanied  by  .Mrs  Carmichael,  who 
lived  with  him  in  Dr  Gregory’s  house  ; a 
situation  which  united  under  the  same  roof, 
every  advantage  of  medical  care,  of  tender 
attachment,  and  of  philosophical  inter- 
course. As  Dr  Gregory's  professional  en- 
gagements, however,  necessarily  interfered 
much  with  his  atteutions  to  his  guest,  I 
enjoyed  more  of  Dr  Reid’s  society  thau 
might  otherwise  have  fallen  to  my  share. 
I had  the  pleasure,  accordingly,  of  spend- 
ing some  hours  with  him  daily,  and  of 
attending  him  in  his  w-alking  excursions, 
which  frequently  extended  to  the  distance 
of  three  or  four  miles.  His  faculties  (ex- 
cepting his  memory,  which  was  considerably 
impaired)  appeared  os  vigorous  as  ever  ; 
and,  although  his  deafness  prevented  him 
from  taking  any  share  in  general  conversa- 
tion, he  was  still  able  to  enjoy  the  company 
of  a friend.  Mr  Playfair  and  myself  were 
both  witnesses  of  the  acuteness  which  he 
displayed  on  one  occasion,  in  detecting  a 
mistake,  by  no  means  obvious,  in  a manu- 
script of  his  kinsman,  David  Gregory,  on  the 
subject  of  “ Prime  and  Ultimate  Ratios.” 
Nor  had  his  temper  suffered  from  the  hand 
of  time,  either  in  point  of  gentleness  or  of 
gaiety.  M Instead  of  repining  at  the  en- 
joyments of  the  young,  he  delighted  in  pro- 
moting them  ; and,  after  all  the  losses  he 
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bad  sustained  in  hb  own  family,  be  con- 
tinued to  treat  children  with  such  conde- 
scension and  benignity,  tliat  aoiue  very 
young  ones  noticed  the  peculiar  kindness 
of  h s eye.”*  In  apparent  soundness  and 
activity  of  body,  he  resembled  more  a man 
of  sixty  than  of  eighty-seven. 

He  returned  to  Glasgow  in  his  usual 
health  and  spirits ; and  continued,  for  some 
weeks,  to  devote,  us  formerly,  a regular  por- 
tion of  hb  time  to  the  exercise  both  of  body 
and  of  mind.  It  appears,  from  a letter  of 
Dr  Oleghorn’s  to  Dr  Gregory,  that  he  was 
still  able  to  work  with  his  own  hands  in  hb 
garden ; and  he  was  fouud  by  Dr  Brown, 
occupied  in  the  solution  of  an  algebraical 
problem  of  considerable  difficulty,  in  which, 
after  the  labour  of  a day  or  two,  he  at  last 
succeeded.  It  was  in  the  course  of  the 
same  short  interval,  that  he  committed  to 
writing  those  particulars  concerning  hb  an- 
cestors, which  I have  already  mentioned. 

This  active  and  useful  life  was  now,  how- 
ever, drawing  to  a conclusion.  A violent 
disorder  attacked  him  about  the  end  of 
September ; but  does  not  seem  to  have 
occasioned  much  alarm  to  those  about  him, 
till  he  was  visited  by  Dr  Cleghom,  who 
soon  after  communicated  hb  apprehensions 
in  a letter  to  Dr  Gregory.  Among  other 
symptoms,  he  mentioned  particularly  “that 
alteration  of  voice  and  features  which, 
though  not  easily  described,  b so  well 
known  to  all  who  have  opportunities  of 
seeing  life  cloje.*’  Dr  Reid's  own  opinion 
of  his  case  was  probably  the  same  with  that 
of  his  physician  ; as  he  expressed  to  him  on 
hb  first  visit  hb  hope  that  he  was  “soon  to 
get  his  dismission.”  After  a severe  struggle, 
attended  with  repeated  strokes  of  palsy,  he 
died  on  the  7th  of  October  following.  Dr 
Gregory  had  the  melancholy  satbfuction  of 
visiting  hb  venerable  friend  on  his  death- 
bed, and  of  paying  him  this  unavailing  mark 
of  attachment  before  bis  powers  of  recol- 
lection were  entirely  gone. 

The  only  surviving  descendant  of  Dr 
Reid  b Mrs  Carmichael,  a daughter  worthy 
in  every  respect  of  such  a father — long  the 
chief  comfort  and  support  of  hb  old  age, 
and  hb  auxious  nurse  in  hb  last  moments.  + 

In  point  of  bodily  constitution,  few  men 
have  been  more  indebted  to  nature  than  Dr 
Reid.  11b  form  was  vigorous  and  athletic ; 
and  hb  muscular  force  (though  he  was 
somewhat  under  the  middle  size)  uncom- 
monly great ; advantages  to  w hich  his  habits 
of  temperance  and  exercise,  and  the  un- 
clouded serenity  of  hb  temper,  did  ample  I 


• I have  borrowed  thU  rentenee  from  a just  and 
elegant  character  of  i;r  Hcul,  which  appeared,  a lew 
after  hi*  death,  iti  one  ol  the  <JI»»gow  journal* 

I had  occasion  frequently  »o  veilf?  the  truth  of  the 
oUerva'ioti  during  hia  visit  to  Edinburgh, 
t Note  F 


justice.  II b countenance  was  strongly 
expressive  of  deep  and  collected  thought ; 
but,  when  brightened  up  by  the  face  of  a 
friend,  what  chiefly  caught  the  attention 
w'us  a look  of  good-will  and  of  kindness.  A 
picture  of  him,  for  which  he  contented,  at 
the  particular  request  of  Dr  Gregory,  to  sit 
to  Mr  Raeburn,  during  hb  last  visit  to 
Edinburgh,  b generally  and  justly  ranked 
among  the  happiest  performances  of  that 
excellent  artist.  The  medallion  of  Tassic, 
also,  for  which  he  rat  in  the  eighty-first 
year  of  hb  age,  presents  a very  perfect 
resemblance. 

I have  little  to  add  to  what  the  foregoing 
pages  contain  with  respect  to  hb  character. 
Its  most  prominent  features  were,  intrepid 
and  inflexible  rectitude,  a pure  and  devoted 
attachment  to  truth,  and  an  entire  com- 
mand (acquired  by  the  unwearied  exertions 
of  a long  life)  over  all  hb  passions.  Hence, 
in  those  j«arts  of  hb  writings  where  hb 
subject  forces  him  to  dbpute  the  conclusions 
of  others,  a scrupulous  rejection  of  every 
expression  calculated  to  irritate  those  whom 
he  was  anxious  to  convince : and  a spirit  of 
liberality  and  good-humour  towards  hb 
opponents,  from  w hich  no  asperity  on  their 
part  could  provoke  him  for  a moment  to 
deviate.  The  progress  of  useful  knowledge, 
more  especially  in  what  relates  to  human 
nature  and  to  human  life,  he  believe d to  be 
retarded  rather  than  advanced  by  the  in- 
temperance of  controversy ; and  to  be 
secured  most  effectually  when  intrusted  to 
the  slow  but  irresistible  influence  of  sober 
reasoning.  That  the  argumentative  talents 
of  the  disputants  might  be  improved  by  such 
altercations,  lie  was  willing  to  allow  ; but, 
considered  in  their  connection  w ith  the  great 
objects  which  all  classes  of  writers  piofess 
equally  to  have  in  view,  he  was  convinced 
“ that  they  have  done  more  harm  to  the 
practice,  than  they  have  done  service  to  the 
theory,  of  morality.*  * 

in  private  life,  no  man  ever  maintained, 
more  eminently  or  more  uniformly,  the 
dignity  of  philosophy  ; combining  with  the 
most  amiable  modesty  and  gentleness,  the 
noblest  spirit  of  independence.  The  only 
preferments  which  he  ever  enjoyed  he  owed 
to  the  unsolicited  favour  of  the  two  learned 
bodies  who  successively  adopted  him  into 
their  number ; and  the  respectable  rank 
which  he  supported  in  society  was  the  well- 
earned  reward  of  hb  own  academical  la- 
bours. The  studies  in  which  he  delighted 
were  little  calculated  to  draw  on  him  the 
patronage  of  the  great ; and  he  w as  un- 
skilled in  the  art  of  courting  advancement 
by  “ fashioning  hb  doctrines  to  the  varying 
hour/’ 

As  a philosopher,  his  genius  was  more 
• Preface  to  " E**a y on  Man.** 
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peculiarly  characterised  by  a sound,  cautious, 
distinguishing  judgment,  by  a singular 
patience  and  perseverance  of  thought,  and 
by  habits  of  the  most  fixed  and  concentrated 
attention  to  his  own  mental  operations  ; 
endowments  which,  although  not  the  most 
splendid  in  the  estimation  of  the  multitude, 
would  seem  entitled,  from  the  history  of 
science,  to  rank  arnoug  the  rarest  gifts  of 
the  mind. 

With  these  habits  and  powers,  he  united 
(what  does  not  always  accompany  them) 
the  curiosity  of  a naturalist,  and  the  eye  of 
an  observer  ; and,  accordingly,  his  inform- 
ation about  everything  relating  to  physical 
science,  and  to  the  useful  arts,  was  exten- 
sive and  accurate.  Ills  memory  for  his- 
torical details  was  not  so  remarkable  ; and 
he  used  sometimes  to  regret  the  imperfect 
degree  in  which  he  possessed  this  faculty. 

I am  inclined,  however,  to  think,  that,  in 
doing  so,  he  underrated  his  natural  advan- 
tages ; estimating  the  strength  of  memory, 
as  men  commonly  do,  rather  by  the  recol- 
lection of  particular  facts,  than  by  the  pos- 
sess on  of  those  general  conclusions,  from  a 
subserviency  to  which  such  facts  derive  their 
principal  value. 

Towards  the  close  of  life,  indeed,  his 
memory  was  much  less  vigorous  than  the 
other  powers  of  his  intellect ; in  none  of 
which  could  I ever  perceive  any  symptom 
of  decline.  His  ardour  for  knowledge,  too, 
remained  unextinguished  to  the  last ; and, 
when  cherished  by  the  society  of  the  young 
and  inquisitive,  seemed  even  to  increase 
with  his  years.  What  is  still  more  remark- 
able, he  retained,  in  extreme  old  age,  all  the 
sympathetic  tenderness  and  all  the  moral 
sensibility  of  youth  ; the  liveliness  of  his  ! 
emotions,  wherever  the  happiness  of  others 
was  concerned,  forming  an  affecting  con- 
trast to  his  own  unconquerable  firmness 
under  the  severest  trials. 

Nor  was  the  sensibility  which  he  retained 
the  selfish  and  sterile  offspring  of  taste  and 
indolence.  It  was  alive  and  active,  wher- 
ever he  could  command  the  means  of  re- 
lieving the  distresses  or  of  adding  to  the 
comforts  of  others  ; and  was  often  felt  in  its 
effects,  where  he  was  unseen  and  unknown. 
Among  the  various  proofs  of  this  which 
have  happened  to  fall  under  my  own  know- 
ledge, I cannot  help  mentioning  particularly 
(upon  the  most  unquestionable  authority) 
the  secrecy  with  which  he  conveyed  his 
occasional  benefactions  to  his  former  parish- 
ioners at  New-Machar,  long  after  his  esta- 
blishment at  Glasgow.  One  donation,  in 
particular,  during  the  scarcity  of  17^2 — 
a donation  which,  notwithstanding  all  his 
precautions,  was  distinctly  traced  to  his 
l>eneficenee — might  perhaps  have  been 
thought  disproportionate  to  his  limited  in- 
come, had  not  his  own  simple  and  moderate 


i habits  multiplied  the  resources  of  his 
humanity. 

His  opinions  on  the  most  important  sub- 
| jects  arc  to  be  found  in  his  works  ; and  that 
spirit  of  piety  which  animated  every  part 
of  his  conduct  forms  the  best  comment  on 
their  practical  tendency.  In  the  state  in 
which  he  found  the  philosophical  world,  he 
believed  that  his  talents  could  not  be  so 
usefully  employed  as  in  combating  tho 
schemes  of  those  who  aimed  at  the  com- 
plete subversion  of  rel  gion,  both  natural 
and  revealed  ; convinced,  with  Dr  Clarke, 
that,  44  as  Christianity  presupposes  the 
truth  of  Natural  Religion,  whatever  tends 
to  discredit  the  latter  must  have  a propor- 
tionally greater  effect  in  weakening  the 
authority  of  the  former.4**  In  his  views  of 
both,  he  seems  to  have  coincided  nearly 
with  Bishop  Butler,  an  author  whom  he 
held  iu  the  highest  estimation.  A very 
careful  abstract  of  the  treatise  entitled 
“ Analogy,”  drawn  up  by  Dr  Reid,  many 
years  ago,  for  his  own  use,  still  exists 
among  his  manuscripts  ; and  the  short 
“Dissertation  on  Virtue**  which  Butler  has 
annexed  to  that  work,  together  with  the 
“ Discourses  on  Human  Nature**  published 
in  his  volume  of  Sermons,  lie  used  always 
to  recommend  as  the  most  satisfactory  ac- 
count that  has  yet  appeared  of  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  Morals  : nor  could  lie 
conceal  his  regret,  that  the  profound  philo- 
sophy which  these  Discourses  contain 
should  of  late  have  been  so  generally  sup- 
planted in  England  by  the  speculations  of 
some  other  moralists,  who,  while  they  pro- 
fess to  idolize  the  memory  of  Locke, 
“ approve  little  or  nothing  in  his  writings, 
but  his  errors.”t 

Deeply  impressed,  however,  as  he  was 
with  his  own  principles,  he  possessed  the 
most  perfect  liberality  towards  all  whom  he 
believed  to  be  honestly  and  conscientiously 
devoted  to  the  search  of  truth.  With  one 
very  distinguished  character,  the  late  Lord 
Karnes,  he  lived  in  the  most  cordial  ami 
affectionate  friendship,  notwithstanding  the 
avowed  opposition  of  their  sentiments  on 
some  moral  questions  to  which  he  attached 
the  greatest  importance.  Both  of  them, 
however,  were  the  friends  of  virtue  and  of 
mankind ; and  both  were  able  to  temper  the 
warmth  of  free  discussion  with  the  for- 
bearance and  good  humour  founded  on  re- 
ciprocal esteem.  No  two  men,  certainly, 
ever  exhibited  a more  striking  contrast  in 
their  conversation,  or  in  their  constitutional 
tempers : — the  one,  slow  and  cautious  in 


• Collection  of  Paper*  which  paioodhetwren  Leib. 
ni’x  anil  Clarke.  See  Dr  Clarke*!  Dedinin  n. 

f I have  adooted  here,  the  wnrdi  which  Dr  Cla<k< 
app'led  lo  Mime  of  Mr  Ixcke  t earlier  follower* 
They  are  «till  more  applicable  to  many  writer*  o<  the 
prrwmt  timet  See  Clatkv'e  Frit  Krplj  to  lyil* 
inta 
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lii*  (locutions,  even  on  those  topics  which 
he  had  most  diligently  studied ; reserved 
and  silent  in  promiscuous  society  ; and  re- 
taining, after  all  his  literary  eminence,  the 
same  simple  aud  unassuming  manners  which 
he  brought  from  his  country  residence  : 
the  other,  lively,  rapid, and  communicative; 
accustomed,  by  his  professional  pursuits, 
to  wield  with  address  the  weapons  of  con- 
troversy, and  not  averse  to  a trial  of  his 
powers  on  questions  the  most  foreign  to  his 
ordinary  habits  of  inquiry.  But  these  cha- 
ractcristical  differences,  while  to  their  com- 
mon friends  they  lent  an  additional  charm 
to  the  distinguishing  merits  of  each,  served 
only  to  enliven  their  social  intercourse,  and 
to  cement  their  mutual  attachment. 

I recollect  few,  if  any  anecdotes  of  Dr 
Reid,  which  appear  to  me  calculated  to 
throw  additional  light  on  hi*  character ; 
and  I suspect  strongly,  that  many  of  those 
which  are  to  be  met  with  in  biographical 
publications  are  more  likely  to  mislead 
than  to  inform.  A trifling  incident,  it  is 
true,  may  sometimes  paint  a peculiar  fea- 
ture better  than  the  most  elaborate  descrip- 
tion ; but  a selection  of  incidents  really 
characteristical,  presupposes,  in  the  ob- 
server, a rare  capacity  to  discriminate  and 
to  generalize ; and  where  this  capacity  is 
wanting,  a biographer,  with  the  most  scru- 
pulous attention  to  the  veracity  of  his  de- 
tails, may  yet  convey  a very  false  concep- 
tion of  the  individual  he  would  describe. 
Ah,  in  the  present  instance,  my  subject 
afforded  no  materials  for  such  a choice,  I 
have  attempted,  to  the  best  of  my  abilities, 
(instead  of  retailing  detached  fragments  of 
conversations,  or  recording  insulated  and 
unmeaning  occurrences,)  to  communicate 
to  others  the  general  impressions  which  Dr 
Reid’s  character  has  left  on  my  own  mind. 
In  this  attempt  I am  far  from  being  confi- 
dent that  I have  succeeded ; but,  how  barren 
soever  I may  have  thus  rendered  my  pages 
in  the  estimation  of  those  who  consider 
biography  merely  in  the  light  of  an  amusing 
tale,  I have,  at  least,  the  satisfaction  to 
think,  that  my  picture,  though  faint  in  the 
colouring,  does  not  present  a distorted  re- 
semblance of  the  original. 

The  confidential  correspondence  of  an 
individual  with  his  friends,  affords  to  the 
student  of  human  nature,  materials  of  far 
greater  authenticity  and  importance;  more 
particularly,  the  correspondence  of  a man 
like  Dr  Reid,  who  will  not  be  suspected  by 
those  who  knew  him,  of  accommodating  his 
letters  (as  has  been  alleged  of  Cicero)  to 
the  humours  and  principles  of  those  whom 
he  addressed.  I am  far,  at  the  same  time, 
from  thinking  that  the  correspondence  of 
Dr  Reid  would  be  generally  interesting; 
or  even  that  ho  excelled  in  this  species  of 
writing  : but  few  men,  1 sincerely  believe, 


who  have  written  so  much,  have  left  be- 
hind them  such  unblemished  memorials  of 
their  virtue. 

At  present,  I shall  only  transcribe  two 
letters,  which  I select  from  a considerable 
number  now  lying  before  me,  as  they  seem 
to  accord,  more  than  the  others,  with  the 
general  design  of  this  Memoir.  The  first 
(which  is  dated  January  13,  1773)  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  Rev.  William  Gregory, 
(now  Rector  of  St  Andrew’s,  Canterbury,) 
then  an  undergraduate  in  Balliol  College, 
Oxford.  It  relates  to  a remarkable  pecu- 
liarity in  Dr  Reid’s  physical  temperament, 
connected  with  the  subject  of  dreaming  ; 
and  is  farther  interesting  as  a genuine  re- 
cord of  some  particulars  in  his  early  habits, 
in  which  it  is  easy  to  perceive  the  openings 
of  a superior  mind. 

“ The  fact  which  your  brother  the  Doctor 
desires  to  he  informed  of,  was  as  you  men- 
tion it.  As  far  as  I remember  the  circum- 
stances, they  were  as  follow' : — 

u About  the  age  of  fourteen,  I was,  almost 
every  night,  unhappy  in  my  sleep,  from 
frightful  dreams  : sometimes  hanging  over 
a dreadful  precipice,  and  just  ready  to  drop 
down;  sometimes  pursued  for  my  life,  and 
stopped  by  a wall,  or  by  a sudden  loss  of 
all  strength  ; sometimes  ready  to  be  de- 
voured by  a wild  beast.  How  long  I was 
plagued  with  such  dreams,  I do  not  now 
recollect.  I believe  it  was  for  a year  or 
two  at  least ; and  I think  they  had  quite 
left  me  before  I was  fifteen.  In  those  days, 
I was  much  given  to  what  Mr  Addison,  in 
one  of  his  M Spectators,”  calls  castle-build- 
ing ; and,  in  my  evening  solitary  w alk,  which 
was  generally  all  the  exercise  I took,  my 
thoughts  would  hurry  me  into  some  active 
scene,  where  I generally  acquitted  myself 
much  to  my  own  satisfaction  ; and  in  these 
scenes  of  imagination  1 performed  many  a 
gallant  exploit.  At  the  same  time,  in  my 
dreams  I found  myself  the  most  arrant 
coward  that  ever  was.  Not  only  my  cour- 
age, hut  my  strength  failed  me  in  every 
danger ; and  I often  rose  from  my  led  in 
the  morning  in  such  a panic  that  it  took 
some  time  to  get  the  better  of  it.  I wished 
very  much  to  get  free  of  these  uneasy 
dreams,  which  not  only  made  me  uuliappy 
in  sleep,  but  often  left  a disagreeable  im- 
pression in  my  mind  for  some  part  of  the 
following  day.  I thought  it  was  worth 
trying  whether  it  was  possible  to  recollect 
that  it  was  all  a dream,  and  that  I was  in 
no  real  danger.  I often  went  to  sleep  with 
my  mind  as  strongly  impressed  as  I could 
with  this  thought,  that  I never  in  ray  life- 
time was  in  any  real  danger,  and  that  every 
fright  I had  was  a dream.  After  many 
fruitless  endeavours  to  recollect  this  when 
the  danger  appeared  I effected  it  at  last, 
and  have  often,  when  I was  sliding  over  a 
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precipice  into  the  abyss,  recollected  that  it 
was  all  a dream,  and  boldly  jumped  down. 
The  effect  of  this  commonly  was,  that  I 
immediately  awoke.  But  1 awoke  calm 
and  intrepid,  which  I thought  a great  ac- 
quisition. After  this,  my  dreams  were 
never  very  uneasy  ; and,  in  a short  time,  I 
dreamed  not  at  all. 

“ During  all  this  time  I was  in  perfect 
health  ; but  whether  my  ceasing  to  dream 
was  the  effect  of  the  recollection  above 
mentioned,  or  of  any  change  in  the  habit 
of  my  body,  which  is  usual  about  that 
period  of  life,  I cannot  tell.  I think  it  may 
more  probably  be  imputed  to  the  last. 
However,  the  fact  was,  that,  for  at  least 
forty  years  after,  I dreamed  none,  to  the 
best  of  my  remembrance  ; and  finding,  from 
the  testimony  of  others,  that  this  is  some- 
what uncommon,  I have  often,  as  soon  as 
I awoke,  endeavoured  to  recollect,  without 
being  able  to  recollect,  anything  that  passed 
in  my  sleep.  For  some  years  past,  I can 
sometimes  recollect  some  kind  of  dreaming 
thoughts,  but  so  incoherent  that  I can 
make  nothing  of  them. 

“ The  only  distinct  dream  I ever  had 
since  I was  about  sixteen,  as  far  as  I 
remember,  was  about  two  years  ago.  I 
had  got  my  head  blistered  for  a fall.  A 
plaster,  which  was  put  upon  it  after  the 
blister,  pained  me  excessively  for  a whole 
night.  In  the  morning  I slept  a little,  and 
dreamed,  very  distinctly,  that  I had  fallen 
into  the  hands  of  a party  of  Indians,  and 
was  scalped. 

“ I am  apt  to  think  that,  os  there  is  a 
state  of  sleep,  and  a state  wherein  we  are 
awake,  so  there  is  an  intermediate  state, 
which  partakes  of  the  other  two.  If  a 
man  peremptorily  resolves  to  rise  at  an 
early  hour  for  some  interesting  purpose,  he 
will  of  himself  awake  at  that  hour.  A sick- 
nurse  gets  the  habit  of  sleeping  in  such  a 
manner  tliat  she  hears  the  least  whisper  of 
the  sick  person,  and  yet  is  refreshed  by 
this  kind  of  half  sleep.  The  same  is  the 
case  of  a nurse  who  sleeps  with  a child  in 
her  arms.  I have  slept  on  horseback,  but 
so  as  to  preserve  my  balance  ; and,  if  the 
horse  stumbled,  I could  make  the  exertion 
necessary  for  saving  me  from  a fall,  as  if  I 
was  awake. 

“ I hope  the  sciences  at  your  good  uni- 
versity are  not  in  this  state.  Vet,  from  so 
many  learned  men,  so  much  at  their  ease, 
one  would  expect  something  more  than  we 
hear  of.” 

For  the  other  letter,  I am  indebted  to 
one  of  Dr  Reid’s  most  intimate  friends,  to 
whom  it  was  addressed,  in  the  year  1784, 
on  occasion  of  the  melancholy  event  to 
which  it  alludes. 

w I sympathize  with  you  very  sincerely 
in  the  loss  of  a most  amiable  wife.  I judge 


of  your  feelings  by  the  impression  she  made 
upon  my  own  heart,  on  a very  short  ac- 
quaintance. But  all  the  blessings  of  this 
world  arc  transient  and  uncertaiu  ; and  it 
would  be  but  a melancholy  scene  if  there 
were  no  prospect  of  another. 

“ I have  often  had  occasion  to  admire 
the  resignation  and  fortitude  of  young  per- 
sons, even  of  the  weaker  sex,  in  the  views 
of  death,  when  their  imagination  is  filled 
with  all  the  gay  prospects  which  the  world 
presents  at  tliat  period.  I have  been  wit- 
ness to  instances  of  this  kind,  which  I 

thought  truly  heroic,  and  I hear  Mrs  G 

gave  a remarkable  one. 

“ To  see  the  soul  increase  in  vigour  and 
wisdom,  and  in  every  amiable  quality,  when 
health,  and  strength,  and  auimal  spirits 
decay — when  it  is  to  be  torn  by  violence 
from  all  that  filled  the  imagination  and 
flattered  hope — is  a spectacle  truly  grand 
and  instructive  to  the  surviving.  To  think 
that  the  soul  perishes  in  that  fatal  moment 
when  it  is  purified  by  this  fiery  trial,  and 
fitted  for  the  noblest  exertions  in  another 
state,  is  an  opinion  which  I cannot  help 
looking  down  upon  with  contempt  and  dis- 
dain. 

“In  old  people,  there  is  no  more  merit  in 
leaving  this  world  with  perfect  acquiescence 
than  in  rising  from  a feast  after  one  is  full 
When  I have  before  mo  the  prospect  of  the 
infirmities,  the  distresses,  and  the  peevish- 
ness of  old  age,  and  when  I have  already 
received  more  than  my  share  of  the  good 
things  of  this  life,  it  would  be  ridiculous 
indeed  to  be  anxious  about  prolonging  it ; 
but,  when  I was  four-and-twenty,  to  have 
had  no  anxiety  for  its  continuance,  would, 
I think,  have  required  a noble  effort.  Such 
efforts  in  those  that  are  called  to  make  them 
surely  shall  not  lose  their  reward.’* 

I have  now  finished  all  that  the  limits  of 
my  plan  permit  me  to  offer  here  as  a tribute 
to  the  memory  of  this  excellent  person.  In 
the  details  which  I have  stated,  both  with 
respect  to  his  private  life  and  his  scientific 
pursuits,  1 have  dwelt  chiefly  ou  such  cir- 
cumstances as  appeared  to  me  most  likely 
to  interest  the  readers  of  his  works,  by 
illustrating  his  character  as  a man,  and  his 
views  as  an  author.  Of  his  merits  as  an 
instructor  of  youth,  I have  said  but  little  ; 
partly  from  a wish  to  avoid  unnecessary 
diffuseness,  but  chiefly  from  my  anxiety  to 
enlarge  on  those  still  more  important  la- 
bours of  which  he  has  bequeathed  the  fruits 
to  future  ages.  And  yet,  had  he  left  no 
such  monument  to  perj>etuate  his  name, 
the  fidelity  and  zeal  with  which  he  dis- 
charged, during  so  long  a period,  theobscure 
but  momentous  duties  of  his  official  station 
would,  in  the  judgment  of  the  wise  and 
good,  have  ranked  him  in  the  first  order  of 
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useful  citizens.  “ Nee  enirn  is  solus  rei-  i 
publico;  prodest,  qui  candidates  extrahit,  et 
tuetur  reos,  et  de  pace  belloque  censet ; sed 
qui  juventutem  exhortatur ; qui,  iu  tautd 
bonorum  pneceptorum  inopia,  virtute  in- 
struit  animos ; qui,  ad  pecuniam  luxuri- 
amque  cursu  ruentes  prensat  ac  retrahit,  et, 
si  nihil  aliud,  certe  moratur : in  privato, 
publicum  negotium  agit.*’* 

In  concluding  this  memoir,  I trust  I 
shall  be  pardoned,  if,  for  once,  I give  way 
to  a personal  feeling,  while  I express  the 
satisfaction  with  which  I now  close,  finally, 
my  attempts  as  a biographer.  Those  which 
I have  already  made,  were  imposed  on  me 
by  the  irresistible  calls  of  duty  and  attach- 
ment ; and,  feeble  us  they  are,  when  com-  1 
pared  with  the  magnitude  of  subjects  so 
splendid  and  so  various,  they  have  en- 
croached deeply  on  that  small  portion  of 
literary  leisure  which  indispensable  engage- 
ments allow  me  to  command.  I cannot, 
at  the  same  time,  be  insensible  to  the  grati- 
fication of  having  endeavoured  to  associate,  ' 
iu  some  degree,  my  name  with  three  of  the 
greatest  which  have  adorned  this  age — I 


• Seneca,4*  DcTranquUL  An.”  cap.  3. 
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happy,  if,  without  deviating  intentionally 
from  truth,  I may  have  succeeded,  however 
imperfectly,  in  my  wish  to  gratify  at  once 
the  curiosity  of  the  public,  and  to  soothe  the 

recollections  of  surviving  friends. But  I, 

too,  have  designs  and  enterprises  of  my 
own  ; and  the  execution  of  these  (which, 
alas  ! swell  in  magnitude,  as  the  time  for 
their  accomplishment  hastens  to  a period) 
claims,  at  length,  an  undivided  attention. 
Yet  I should  not  look  back  on  the  past 
with  regret,  if  I could  indulge  the  hope, 
that  the  facts  which  it  has  been  my  province 
to  record — by  displaying  those  fair  rewards 
of  extensive  usefulness,  and  of  permanent 
fame,  which  talents  and  industry,  when 
I worthily  directed,  cannot  fail  to  secure — 
may  contribute,  in  one  single  instance,  to 
foster  the  proud  and  virtuous  independence 
of  genius  ; or,  amidst  the  gloom  of  poverty 
and  solitude,  to  gild  the  distant  prospect  of 
the  unfriended  scholar,  whose  laurels  arc 
now  slowly  ripening  in  the  unnoticed  pri- 
! vacy  of  humble  life.* 


• On  Reid’a  doctrine*  Mr  Stewart  ha*  alao  tome 
| valuable  observation*  in  hi*  *'  Dissertation  on  the  Pro- 
grt'«*  of  Metaphysical  and  Ethical  Philosophy  **— H. 


NOTES.* 


Not*  A. — Page  4. 

In  the  account  given  in  the  text  of  Dr 
Reid's  ancestors,  I have  followed  scrupu- 
lously the  information  contained  in  his  own 
memorandums.  I have  some  suspicion, 
however,  that  he  has  committed  a mistake 
with  respect  to  the  name  of  the  translator 
of  Buchanan's  History  ; which  would  ap- 
pear, from  the  MS.  in  Glasgow  College,  to 
have  been,  not  Adam,  but  John.  At  the 
Baine  time,  as  this  last  statement  rests  on 
an  authority  altogether  unknown,  (being 
written  in  a hand  different  from  the  rest  of 
the  there  is  a possibility  that  Dr 

• If  another  edition  of  this  Memoir  ihnukl  ever 
be  called  for,  I must  request  that  ibe  printer  may 
adhere  to  the  p!«n  which  I mi  self  have  thought 
advisable  to  adopt  in  the  dbtributinn  of  inv  note*. 
A mistake  which  ha*  been  committed  in  a late  edi- 
tion of  my  Lite  of  Dr  Koliertton,  where  a loop 
Appendix  is  broken  down  into  foat-nut,  s,  will  au£ 
ficiently  account  for  this  request  to  those  who  have 
»ccn  that  puhhca'ion 

f It  i*  to  the  following  purport  “The  Historic 
of  Scotland,  first  written  in  the  Lat.n  tungue  by 
that  famous  and  learned  man,  George  Buchanan, 
and  afterwards  translated  In  o the  Scott  i*he  tungue 
by  John  Bead,  Kaquyar,  brother  to  Jame*  Read, 
person  of  Banchory-  l ernan,  whyle  he  lived.  They 
both  ly  intered  in  the  |wn*h  church  of  that  towne, 
seated  not  farm  from  the  banke  of  the  river  of  l]iee, 
ev prciing  the  genera!  resurrection,  and  the  glorious 
appearing  of  Jetus  Chris',  there  Keduner.“  The  date 


Reid’s  account  may  be  correct ; and,  there- 
fore, I have  thought  it  advisable,  in  a matter 
of  so  very  trifling  consequence,  to  adhere  to 
it  in  preference  to  the  other. 

The  following  particulars  with  respect  to 
Thomas  Reid  may,  perhaps,  be  acceptable 
to  some  of  my  readers.  They  are  copied 
from  Dempster,  a contemporary  writer ; 
whose  details  concerning  his  countrymen,  it 
must,  however,  be  confessed,  are  not  always 
to  be  implicitly  relied  on  : — 

“ Thomas  Re>dus,  Aberdonensis,  pueri- 
tiio  mete  et  infantilis  otii  sub  Thoma  Car- 
gillo  collega,  Lovanii  literal  in  Bchola  Lipsii* 
serio  didicit,  quas  magno  nomine  in  Ger- 
mania dociiit,  cams  Principibus.  Londini 
diu  in  comitatu  humanissimi  ac  clarissimi 
viri,  Fulconis  Grevilli,  Regii  Consiliarii 
Interioris  et  Anglhe  Proqutcstoris,  egit : 
turn  ad  amicitiam  Regis,  eodem  Fulcone 
dt  ducente,  evectns,  inter  Palatines  admis- 

of  the  transcript  is  Itfth  December  )(V<4.  Accord- 
ing to  (’aldetwood’i  MS.  History  of  the  Church  of 
Scotland,  John  Read  was  “ servitor  and  writer  to 
Mr  George  Buchanan.”  But  this  U not  likely.— H. 

* This  is  doubtful ; for  Sir  Robert  Aytoun,  in  the 
account  he  gives  of  Reid’s  studies,  makes  no  mention 
of  so  remarkable  a circumstance.  Dempster  possibly 
confuted  Thomas  Reid  with  Reid’vfnend,  Sir  Thorms 
Scghet,  another  learned  and  wandering  Scotchman, 
ami  a favourite  pupil  of  *‘  the  Prince  of  Latin  Let- 
ters.*—H. 
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bus,  a literis  La  tin  is  Regi  fuit.  Scripsit 
multa,  ut  est  magna  indole  et  varia  erudi- 
tione,”  &c.  “ Ex  aula  Re,  nomine  conflcio, 
nuper  proripuit,  dum  illi  omnia  festinati 
honoris  augmenta  singuli  ominarcntur,  nec 
quid  deinde  egerit  aut  quo  loeorum  se  con- 
tulerit  quisquam  indicare  potuit.  Multi 
suspicabantur,  ta>dio  aula'  affectum,  nion- 
fusticie  quieti  seipsum  tradidisse,  sub  an- 
num 1618.  Rumor  postea  fuit  in  nulam 
rediise,  et  meritissimis  lionoribus  redd  it  it  in, 
sod  nunquain  id  consequctur  quod  virtus 
promeretur.” — Hint.  Erc/csiastica  Centis 
Scitlorumy  lib.  xvi.  p.  576. 

What  was  the  judgment  of  Thomas 
Reid’s  own  times  with  respect  to  his  genius, 
and  what  their  hopes  of  his  posthumous 
fame,  may  l>e  collected  from  an  elegy  on 
his  death  by  his  learned  countryman  [Sir] 
Robert  Aytoun.  Already,  before  the  lapse 
of  two  hundred  years,  some  apology,  alas  ! 
may  be  thought  necessary  for  an  attempt  to 
rescue  his  name  from  total  oblivion. 

Aytoun’s  elegy  on  Reid  is  referred  to  in 
terms  very  flattering  both  to  its  author  and 
to  its  subject,  by  the  editor  of  the  collec- 
tion entitled,  “ Poetarum  Scotorum  Mums 
Sacra.”*  “ Tn  obi  turn  Thomae  Rhcidi 
[Rhsedi]  epiccdium  extat  elegantissimum 
Robert!  Aytoni,  viri  literis  ac  dignitatc 
clarissimi,  in  Delitiis  Poetarum  Scotorum, 
ubi  et  ipsius  quoque  poemata,  paucula  qui- 
dem  ilia,  sed  venusta,  sed  clegantia,  com- 
parent.”f 


• The  well-known  William  Lauder.— H. 
t I add  the  following  hrief  notice*,  which  I chance 
to  have,  in  regard  to  this  elegant  scholar  and  acute 
philosopher.  From  Sir  Robert  A vt  nun’s  Ehgy, 
it  api«cars  that,  alter  finishing  his  studies  in  Scot, 
land.  Reid  proceeded  to  France.  There,  however, 
he  did  no-  tarry  ; for,  at  ficotti*h’phi!moplior*.wrre 
then  in  high  academical  repute,  he  soon  rrceived  a 
call  to  Germany 

•*  attraxlt  Germania  philtro 

Et  precis  et  pretii.” 

In  that  country,  he  taught  philosophy  and  humane 
letters  for  several  veam  with  distinguished  reputation, 
in  the  universities  of  t-eipsic  and  Rostoch. 

•*  Palladia  In  cattri*  multa  hlc  cum  laude  mercnlem, 
Ft  riel  a de  Barbaric  «cin)i»quc  sophist  Is 
Dueentem  i»*ig<>rs  fama  victrice  triurm-hni 
J.iptia  dot  limit  lnnviim  Qui*  credidit  illic 
Se  rite  admiMum  in  Pbabi  sacraria.  Rh*dr> 

Non  pandentc  fores  ? Qul*  per  dumeta  I .*  r*i 
Ausus  iter  tentare,  nl«l  duct*  et  au*p>ce  Rhiedo  f 
Nee  tllil  fama  minor  qua  Ralthica  Ititora  •|xciat 
ftotlochfum,  paueis  istic  tibi  nlurimu*  anni« 

Crcvit  hono-,  nullo  non  admirante  prof  u ml* 
Doclrine  aggesto*  tot  in  uno  j*eetore  arervns, 
Fclicemque  viam  fandi,  quocunque  I beret 
Ore  loqtil,  quocunque  habttu  produerre  partus 
Mentis,  et  examines  script  is  animate  papyrus’* 

While  in  Germany,  he  WTote  the  following  treat" 
i tea,  which  display  great  philosophical  talent  :— 
•*  Thom*  Rhsdi,  Scotl,  lie  Object  o Metaphysic* 
Dissert  at  io  contra  Humingum  Arnnseurn.  Ros. 
tochii : 1013.'*  4*o 

**  Thom*  Rh*di,  Scotl,  Pervigilia  Metaphysics 
desideratiMima-  Rostocldi  : 1013.”  Ito 

I have  likewise  seen  referred  to,  a System  of  l.ogic 
bv  him,  published  at  Rostoeh;  but  in  what  year  I 
know  not.  Though  the  date  of  the  earliest  of  the 
|»receding  treatises  he  1010,  it  apiwait  that  he  was 
at  Rostocli  before  10!  I,  aod  that  he  then  had  pub- 


The  only  works  of  Alexander  Reid  of 
which  I have  beard  arc  “ Chirurgical  Lec- 
tures on  Tumors  and  Ulcers,”  London, 
1635;  and  a “Treatise  of  the  First  Tart 
of  Chirurgerie,”  London,  1638.  He  appears 
to  have  been  the  physician  and  friend  of 
the  celebrated  mathematician  Thomas 
Harriot,  of  whose  interesting  history  bo 
little  was  known  till  the  recent  discovery  of 
bis  manuscripts  by  MrZach  of  Saxe-Gotlm. 

A remarkable  instance  of  the  careless  or 
capricious  orthography  formerly  so  common 
in  writing  proper  names,  occurs  in  the  dif- 
ferent individuals  to  whom  this  note  refers. 
Sometimes  the  family  name  is  written  — 
Reid  ; on  other  occasions,  Ricde,  Read, 
Rhead,  or  Rhaid. 


Nuts  B. — Page  4. 

Dr  Turnbull’s  work  on  moral  philosophy 
was  published  at  London  in  1740.  As  I 
have  only  turned  over  a few  pages,  1 can- 
not say  anything  with  respect  to  its  merits. 
The  mottoes  on  the  title-page  are  curious, 
when  considered  in  connection  with  those 
inquiries  which  his  pupil  afterwards  prose- 
cuted with  so  much  success  ; and  may, 
perhaps,  without  his  perceiving  it,  have  had 
some  effect  in  suggesting  to  him  that  plan 
of  philosophizing  which  he  so  systemati- 
cally and  so  happily  pursued 

“If  natural  philosophy,  in  all  its  parts, 


to  hod  n dissertation  against  Arni**iu;  to  which 
I hi*  philosopher  In  that  year  replied  in  hi*  ••  Virwti. 
ci*  secundum  verifafem  pm  Arislotele  et  juininrthus 
uibutque  philosophi*  contra  Thom*  Rh*di,  Scott, 
tisscrtationcm  clenchticam  de  subjrcto  Mctaphycice* 
et  naturaEntis,  assert* »b  Ilenningo  Arno*o,'Hal. 
ber»tadien*i.  Francofurtl : 1011.”  4to. 

At  what  date  Reid  returned  to  England,  or  when 
he  waa  appointed  Latin  Secretary  to  King  Jane*, 
does  not  appear.  I find,  however,  from  Smith** 
Life  of  Patrick  Young,  who  wa«  associated  with 
him  in  the  translation  into  Latin  of  James'*  Kngli-h 
work*,  and  who  succeeded  him  a*  Secretary,  that 
Retd  died  In  10*4.  There  it  aim  to  be  found' in  the 
*ame  I-ife  (see  " Vii*  quomndam  eruditissitnort'tn 
virorum,”  Ac.)  the  fragment  of  a Dissertation  bv 
Reid— “ Quod  Regibus  et  Licltum  it  Decorum  sit 
Scrit'ere.  A considerable  number  of  Reid’*  poems 
are  to  l*  found  in  the  " Dcliti*  Poetarum  Scoto. 
rum and  his  paraphrase  of  the  |0lth  P*alin, 
which  is  not  among  these,  was  published  during  his 
life,  with  high  encomium,  by  William  Barclay  in  h s 
**  Judicium  de  Poctico  duello  Egliscmmii  **  The 
writing*  which  he  left  were,  however,  only  occa. 
sionnl  and  fugitive  piece*— only  indications  of  what 
he  would  have  accomplished  had  an  early  death  not 
frustrated  hi*  great  designs. 

*•  Fit  tu  Rhsede  jace*  opera  inter  manra.  minasque 
Scnptorum  ingeule*,  quei*  *i  supretnafuissel 
Cum  lima  porrertn  tnanus,  non  ulla  fuissct 
Calliopes  t«.to  Sophiwe  illuMrinr  all<o 
Quntnqu*  Rh*deum  pratferret  pagma  nomen. 

Nunc  ecu  rapta  tuis  suprrant  tantummodo  bu-tia 
Paucula  furtiva*  *chedia*mata  fu*a  per  floras, 
Quah.vrunque  'amen  sunt  h*c,  h*c  ipsa  rwincent 
K»«e  Calrdonii*  ctlamnutn  lumen  alumnis 
Ft  genmm,  quo  vel  Scot!  Suhtilis  acumen, 

Vei  potcrunl  dukes  Ruchanani  wquare  Canurnaa." 

Mr  S'ewart  (p  3)  Is  misinformed  In  stating  that 
Reid  published  any  collection  of  his  Dissertations.— 
H. 
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l*y  pursuing  this  method,  shall,  at  length, 
be  perfected,  the  bounds  of  moral  philoso- 
phy will  also  be  enlarged.” 

Newton's  Optics. 

**  Account  for  moral  &■  for  natural  thing*.” 
Pore. 

For  the  opinion  of  a very  competent 
judge,  with  respect  to  the  merits  of  the 
“ Treatise  on  Ancient  Painting,”  vide 
Hogarth’s  Print,  entitled  “Beer-Lane.” 


Noth  C. — Page  10. 

“ Dr  Moor  combined,”  Ac. — James 
Moor,  LL.I).,  author  of  a very  ingenious 
fragment  on  Greek  grammar,  and  of  other 
philological  essays.  He  was  also  distin- 
guished by  a profound  acquaintance  with 
ancient  geometry.  Dr  Simson,  an  excel- 
lent judge  of  his  merits,  both  in  literature 
and  science,  has  somewhere  honoured  him 
with  the  following  encomium  : — “ Turn  in 
Mathesi,  turn  in  Grtccis  Literis  wultum  et 
feliciter  versatus.” 

“The  Wilsons,”  (both  father  and  son,) 
Ac. — Alexander  Wilson,  M.D.,  and 
Patrick  Wilson,  Esq.,  well  known  over 
Europe  by  their  “ Observations  on  the 
Solar  Spots,”  and  many  other  valuable 
memoirs. 


Note  D. — Page  20. 


A writer  of  great  talents  (after  having 
reproached  Dr  Reid  with  “a  gross  igno- 
rance, disgraceful  to  the  university  of  which 
he  was  a member”!  boasts  of  the  trifling 
expense  of  time  and  thought  which  it  had 
cost  himself  to  overturn  his  philosophy. 
“ Dr  Oswald  is  pleased  to  pay  me  a com- 
pliment in  saying,  that  1 1 might  employ 
myself  to  more  advantage  to  the  public,  by 
pursuing  other  branches  of  science,  than  by 
deciding  rashly  on  a subject  which  he  sees 
I have  not  studied.’  In  return  to  this 
compliment,  I shall  not  affront  him,  by 
telling  him  how  very  little  of  my  time  this 
business  has  hitherto  taken  up.  If  he 
alludes  to  my  crj*rimcnts,  I can  assure 
him  that  I have  lost  no  time  at  all ; for, 
having  been  intent  upon  such  as  require 
the  use  of  a burning  lens,  I believe  I have 
not  lost  one  hour  of  sunshine  on  this 
account.  And  the  public  may,  perhaps,  be 
informed,  some  time  or  other,  of  what  I 
have  been  doing  in  the  sun,  as  well  as  in 
the  shade." — [Priestley’s]  “ Examination 
of  Reid’s  Inquiry,”  Ac.,  p.  357.  See  also 
pp.  101,  102  of  the  same  work. 


Note  E. — Page  27. 

The  following  strictures  on  Dr  Priestley's 
“ Examination,”  Ac.,  arc  copied  from  a 
very  judicious  note  in  Dr  Campbell’s  “ Phi- 
losophy of  Rhetoric,”  vol  i.  p.  3. 

“ I shall  only  subjoin  two  remarks 

on  this  book.  The  first  is,  that  the  author, 
through  the  whole,  confounds  two  things 
totally  distinct — certain  associations  of  ideas, 
aud  certain  j udgments  implying  belief,  which, 
though  in  some,  arc  not  in  all  cases,  and, 
therefore  not  necessarily  connected  with 
association.  And  if  so,  merely  to  account 
for  the  association  is  in  no  case  to  account 
for  the  belief  with  which  it  is  attended. 
Nay,  admitting  his  plea,  (p.  86,)  that,  by 
the  principle  of  association,  not  only  the 
ideas,  but  the  concomitant  belief  may  be 
accounted  for,  even  this  does  not  invalidate 
the  doctrine  he  impugns ; for,  let  it  be 
observed,  that  it  is  one  thing  to  assign  a 
cause,  which,  from  the  mechanism  of  our 
nnturc,  has  given  rise  to  a particular  tenet 
of  belief,  and  another  thing  to  produce  a 
reason  by  which  the  understanding  has 
been  convinced.  Now,  unless  this  be  done 
as  to  the  principles  in  question,  they  must 
be  considered  as  primary  trutbs  in  respect 
of  the  understanding,  which  never  deduced 
them  from  other  truths,  and  which  is  under 
a necessity,  in  all  her  moral  reasonings,  of 
founding  upon  them.  In  fact,  to  give  any 
other  account  of  our  conviction  of  them,  is 
to  confirm,  instead  of  confuting  the  doctrine, 
that,  in  all  argumentation,  they  must  be 
regarded  ns  primary  truths,  or  truths  which 
reason  never  inferred  through  any  medium, 
from  other  truths  previously  perceived. 
My  second  remark  is,  that,  though  this  exa- 
miner has,  from  Dr  Reid,  given  us  a cata- 
logue of  first  principles,  which  ho  deems 
unworthy  of  the  honourable  place  assigned 
them,  he  lias  nowhere  thought  proper  to 
give  us  a list  of  those  self-evident  truths 
which,  by  his  own  account,  and  in  his  own 
express  words,  * must  he  assumed  as  the 
foundation  of  all  our  reasoning.’  Mow 
much  light  might  have  been  thrown  upon 
the  subject  by  the  contrast ! Perhaps  wo 
should  have  been  enabled,  on  the  compari- 
son, to  discover  some  distinctive  characters 
in  his  genuine  axioms,  which  would  have 
preserved  us  from  the  danger  of  confound- 
ing them  with  their  spurious  ones.  No- 
thing is  more  evident  than  that, in  whatever 
regards  matter  of  fact,  the  mathematical 
axioms  will  not  answer.  These  arc  purely 
fitted  for  evolving  the  abstract  relations  of 
quantity.  This  he  in  effect  owns  himself, 
(p.  38.)  It  would  have  been  obliging,  then, 
and  would  have  greatly  contributed  to 
shorten  the  controversy,  if  he  had  given  us, 
at  least,  a specimen  of  those  self-evident 
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princip’ca  which,  in  his  estimation,  are  the 
non  p/tia  ultra  of  moral  reasoning." 

Notk  F — Page  31. 

Dr  Reid’s  father,  the  Rev.  Lewis  Reid, 
married,  for  his  second  wife,  Janet,  daughter 
of  Mr  Fraser  of  Phopachy,  in  the  county 
of  Inverness.  A daughter  of  this  marriage 
is  still  alive ; the  wife  of  the  Rev.  Alex- 
ander Leslie,  and  the  mother  of  tho  Rev. 
James  Leslie,  ministers  of  Fordoun.  To 
the  latter  of  these  gentlemen,  I am  indebted 
for  tho  greater  part  of  the  information  I 
have  been  able  to  collect  with  respect  to  Dr 
Reid,  previous  to  his  removal  to  Glasgow — 
Mr  Leslie's  regard  for  the  memory  of  his 
uncle  having  prompted  him,  not  only  to 
transmit  to  me  such  particulars  as  had 
fallen  under  his  own  knowledge,  but  some 
valuable  letters  on  the  same  subject,  which 
he  procured  from  his  relations  and  friends 
in  the  north. 

For  all  the  members  of  this  most  respect- 
able family,  Dr  Reid  entertained  the 
strongest  sentiments  of  affection  and  regard. 
During  several  years  before  his  death,  a 
daughter  of  Mrs  Leslie’s  waa  a constant 
inmate  of  his  house,  and  added  much  to  the 
happiness  of  his  small  domestic  circle. 

Another  daughter  of  Mr  Lewis  Reid  was 
married  to  tho  Reverend  John  Rose,  min- 
ister of  Udny.  She  died  in  1793* — In 
this  connection  Dr  Reid  was  no  less  fortu- 
nate tlian  in  the  former ; and  to  Mr  Rose 
I am  indebted  for  favours  of  the  same  kind 
with  those  which  I have  already  acknow- 
ledged from  Mr  Leslie. 

The  widow  of  Mr  Lewis  Reid  died  in 
1 798,  in  the  eighty -seventh  year  of  her  age ; 
having  survived  her  step-son,  Dr  Reid, 
more  than  a year. 

The  limits  within  which  I was  obliged  to 
confine  my  biographical  details,  prevented 
me  from  availing  myself  of  many  interest- 
ing circumstances  which  were  communi- 
cated to  me  through  the  authentic  channels 
which  I have  now  mentioned.  But  I can- 
not omit  this  opportunity  of  returning  to 
my  different  correspondents,  my  warmest 
acknowledgments  for  tho  pleasure  and 
instruction  which  I received  from  their 
letters. 

Mr  Jardinc,  also,  the  learned  Professor 
of  Logic  in  the  University  of  Glasgow — a 
gentleman  who,  for  many  years,  lived  in 
habits  of  the  most  confidential  intimacy 
with  Dr  Reid  and  his  family — is  entitled  to 
my  best  thanks  for  his  obliging  attention  to 
various  queries  which  I took  tho  liberty  to 
propose  to  him,  concerning  the  history  of 
our  common  friend.* 


• The  preceding  nhetMs  were  »cl  before  1 wu 

favoured  with  the  following  interesting  notice*  m aup- 


element  of  Mr  Stewart'*  account  ot  Reid'*  Life,  by 
Ur  Knight,  Professor  of  Natural  Philosophy  in 
Maritchal  College,  Aberdeen  ; and,  iri  consequence, 
it  ha*  been  found  impO'Sib'.e  to  distribute  them  in  the 
prmicr  place*  — H. 

P.  3.  It  i»  probable  that  Thoraa*  Reid  had  been 
educated  ..t  Mamchal  College,  where  the  teaching  of 
classes  commenced  immediately  nn  it*  foundatio  in 
I SOT  In  Wood'*  * lasti  Oxon.*  (third  or  HIWi 
edition,  1.  391.)  is  the  following  entry 

" IflifO,  May  5f8,  Thomas  Retd,  (llhwdu*,)  M.A. 
of  Abcrdene  in  Scotland.  Incorporated.  He  had 
before  teen  a student  of  this  Umvcrtdic,  and  pub. 
h*hed  thi*  year  * Paraphrasis  Psalmi  civ.’  I otnio.t : 
I«i0.  8vo.  And  about  the  tame  time,*  Epist.  ad 
Episcnpum  Rnflentcm,’  in  Htn,” 

Both  Secretary  Reid  and  hi*  brother  Alexander, 
the  physician,  *eem  to  have  died  in  rather  early  hie 
from  *ome  expressions  In  their  will*. 

Secretary  Held’*  transcript  of  King  Jame*  Vi's. 
" Treatise  on  the  Revelation*,”  i»  preferred  in 
Martichal  College  library.  It  it  Interleaved,  ha*  the 
royal  arm*  on  the  cover,  and  on  the  margin*  several 
alteration*  in  the  well  known  hand.wiiting  of  that 
monarch. 

In  hi*  will,  da* ed  19th  May  lfl?l,  he  designs  him- 
*e|i  “ Secretary  to  hi*  Majesty  for  the  Latin  Tongue." 
In  Devon's  '•  Issue*  of  the  Exchequer,  being  pay. 
mrnts  made  in  the  reign  of  James  I.,  from  the  origi- 
nal Record*  in  the  anpient  Poll  office/*  (published 
I8:tfl.)  i*  the  following  entry 

**  To  ’I  homai  Reed,  Gentleman,  the  sum  of 
: 9 t 4,  in  reward  for  the  travail,  charge*,  and 
expenses  of  him*clf  and  oilier*,  employed  in  wrttin? 
and  translating  the  book  of  hi*  Majedy’s  w rki  out 
of  English  into  Latin,  by  his  Majesty's  special  com. 
mandinent.  and  for  other  hi*  Highncs/s  services,  in 
the  month  of  October  1017,”  Ac. 

The  original  catalogue  ol  his  library,  which  he  be- 
queathed to  Marischal  College,  “ f«>r  the  love  I bear 
to  the  town  of  New  Aberdeen,  and  wishing  the  new 
college  and  schools  thereof  should  flourish,”  i*  sMI 
extant  amongst  the  town's  record*.  11c  had  pur. 
chased  in  his  travels  some  of  the  best  editions  uf  the 
classics  and  commentator*  upon  them,  which  were 
then  to  be  obtained. 

Hi* brother  Alexander,  M I)  , (Stewart,  p.  4,)  died 
in  Ixindon  about  1031.  In  IttW,  he  Intimated  to  the 
magistrate*  of  Aberdeen  his  having  bequeathed  his 
book*  and  MsS.,  and  fund*  for  bururiet  to  the  col. 
lege,  and,  in  a letter  to  them,  (4th  Oct  1633,)  he 
transmitted  £110  sterling  for  the  latter  purpose. 

From  a paper,  dated  in  1730,  in  Dr  Thomas  Reid'* 
hand  writing,  it  appears  that  he  had  an  Intention  nf 
being  served  heir  to  ht*  direct  progenitor,  Robert,  the 
brother  and  heir  of  Secretary  Reid  in  lfW4,  in  order 
to  enable  h<ra  to  instil ute  a suit  with  the  maicis'rab  s 
of  Aberdeen,  about  their  management  of  the  fund 
left  by  his  ancestor  for  ihc  librarian's  salary,  which 
fund  had  been  greatly  dilapidated  by  them  since 
1677.  Thi*  was,  however,  rendered  unnecessary  by 
a decision  of  the  Court  of  Session,  which  deprived 
them  of  the  patronage  of  that  office,  and  restored  it  to 
the  persons  in  whom  the  Secretary's  will  had  vested 
It. 

Dr  Reid  appear*  from  the  College  record*,  to  have 
been  in  Dr  U.  Turnbull'*  da**,  (as  Mr  Stewart  men- 
tion* p.  4,)  studying  under  him  three  sessions,  and 
becoming  A.  M in  17i6.  He  entered  college  in  I'tfif, 
and  was  in  the  tint  Greek  class  taught  by  l)i  1 homa* 
Blackwell,  afterwards  Principal,  and  celebrated,  at 
the  time,  for  his  strenuous  attempts  to  revive  the 
study  of  the  Greek  language  in  the  northern  parts  uf 
Scotland. 

Dr  Reid  had  entered  into  this  plan  with  enthu. 
siasm  ; for  his  pupil  and  colleague,  the  late  Professor 
William  Ogllvie,  used  to  relate  that  he  had  heard 
him  recite  to  hi*  class,  demonstrations  of  Euclid  in 
the  nrigin:«l  language 

The  sermon  which  was  preached  by  Mr  John  Bis. 
set,  on  the  day  of  tw><' crating  a call  for  l>r  Reid,  (to 
the  parish  of  New-Machar,  near  Aberdeen.)  p.  5, 
attracted  much  attention,  and  continued  to  belongs 
favourite  with  the  opponents  of  patronage. 

P.  6.  Immediately  on  Dr  Reid'*  appointment  to 
the  place  of  one  of  the  Regents  of  King's  College,  he 
prevailed  on  his  colleagues  to  make  great  improve, 
ment*  in  their  system  of  Unlver*ity  education.  The 
session  was  extended  from  tlve  to  seven  months. 
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CORRESPONDENCE  OF  DR  REID. 


Thk  following  correspondence  consists  of  three  consecutive  series. 

The  firtl,  for  which  I am  indebted  to  my  friend,  Alexander  Thomson,  Esq.,  of  Ban- 
chory, extends  from  1764  to  1770,  and  contains  letters  by  Reid,  during  the  first  six  years 
after  his  removal  to  Glasgow,  to  Dr  Andrew  Skene,  and  his  son.  Dr  David  Skene, 
physicians  in  Aberdeen.  This  correspondence  was  terminated,  by  the  death  of  the  father, 
in  1767,  and  of  the  son,  in  1771-  Both  were  highly  eminent  in  their  profession; 
but  the  latter,  who  hardly  reached  the  age  of  forty,  was  one  of  the  most  zealous  culti- 
vators of  the  natural  sciences  in  Scotland,  and  the  valued  correspondent  of  Tinnitus, 
Pennant,  Lord  Karnes,  and  other  distinguished  contemporaries.  These  letters  afford 
what  was  perhaps  wanting  to  Mr  Stewart’B  portraiture  of  Reid — they  shew  us  the  philo. 
aopher  in  all  the  unaffected  simplicity  of  his  character,  and  as  he  appeared  to  his  friends 
in  the  familiar  intercourse  of  ordinary  life. 

The  ucond  series  comprises  the  letters  addressed  to  Lord  Karnes,  as  given  in  Lord 
Woodhouselee's  Memoirs  of  the  Life  and  Writings  of  that  ingenious  philosopher.  They 
extend  from  1772  to  1782,  and  are  chiefly  of  scientific  interest. 

The  third  series  contains  a selection  from  Reid's  letters  to  his  kinsman,  the  late  Dr 
James  Gregory,  Professor  of  the  Practice  of  Medicine  in  the  University  of  Edinburgh. 
Dr  Gregory  is  known,  not  only  as  a distinguished  physician,  but  as  one  of  the  most 
elegant  scholars  and  vigorous  thinkers  of  his  time  He  was  indeed  a remarkable  member 
even  of  a family  in  which,  for  two  centuries,  talent  would  almost  seem  to  have  been 
entailed.  To  Dr  Gregory  and  Mr  Dugald  Stewart,  Reid  appropriately  dedicated  his  prin- 
cipal work— tho  “ Essays  on  the  Intellectual  Powers.”  The  correspondence,  which  is  of 
varied  interest,  extends  from  1783,  and  was  only  terminated  by  Reid's  death  in  1796. 

I owe  my  best  thanks  to  John  Gregory,  Esq.,  for  the  flattering  manner  in  which  he 
placed  these  valuable  letters  at  my  disposal ; but  my  friend  Dr  Alison  is  not  the  only 
other  member  of  the  family  for  whose  kindness  I have  also  to  express  my  obligation— H. 

A. LETTERS  TO  DRS  ANDREW  AND  DAVID  SKENE. 


I. 

TO  DR  ANDREW  SKENE. 

Glasgow,  Nov.  14/A,  1764. 

Dear  Sir, — I have  been  for  a long  time 
wishing  for  as  much  leisure  as  to  write 
you,  if  it  was  only  to  revive  the  memory 
of  the  many  happy  hours  which  I have 
enjoyed  in  your  company,  when,  t£tc-a- 
tete,  we  sat  down  to  speak  freely  of  men 
and  things,  without  reserve  and  without 
malignity.  The  time  slipt  away  so  smoothly, 


humanity  class  wan  added,  on  a higher  scale  than  had 
been  taught  previously  j and  the  teaching  of  the  ele- 
ment* of  Latin,  by  the  Profeasor  of  Humanity,  dis- 
continucd  ; *onie  of  the  imall  bursaries  were  united  ; 
and  an  account  of  the*e  alteration*  was  given  to  the 
public  in  a (mail  tract,  published  in  1734.  l)r  Reid 
was  in  favour  of  one  professor  teaching  the  whole,  or 
the  greater  part  of  the  curriculum,  and  therefore  did 
net  follow  the  plan  of  confining  the  professors  to 
separate  branches,  as  had  been  done  in  Glasgow  since 
172fT.  and  in  Marischal  College  since  1733  The  plan 
of  a seven  months'  session,  after  a trial  of  five  years, 
« as  abandoned. 


that  I could  often  have  wished  to  have* 
dipt  its  wings.  I dare  not  now  be  guilty 
of  any  such  agreeable  irregularities  ; for  I 
must  launch  forth  in  the  morning,  so  as  to 
be  at  the  College  (which  is  a walk  of  eight 
minutes)  half  an  hour  after  seven,  when  I 
speak  for  an  hour,  without  interruption,  to 
an  audience  of  about  a hundred.  At  eleven 
I examine  for  an  hour  upon  my  morning 
prelection  ; but  my  audience  is  little  more 
than  a third  part  of  wliat  it  was  in  the 
morning.  In  a week  or  two,  I must,  for 
three  days  in  the  week,  have  a second  pre- 
lection at  twelve,  upon  a different  subject, 
where  my  audience  will  be  made  up  of  those 
who  hear  me  in  the  morning,  but  do  not 
attend  at  eleven.  My  hearers  commonly 
attend  my  class  two  years  at  least.  The 
first  session  they  attend  the  morning  pre- 
lection, and  the  hour  of  examination  at 
eleven ; the  second  and  subsequent  years 
they  attend  the  two  prelections,  hut  not  the 
| hour  of  examination.  They  pay  fees  for 
| the  first  two  years,  and  then  they  are  civet 
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of  that  class,  and  may  attend  gratis  as  many 
years  as  they  please.  Many  attend  the 
Moral  Philosophy  class  four  or  five  years  ; 
so  that  I have  many  preachers  and  students 
of  divinity  and  law  of  considerable  stand- 
ing, before  whom  I stand  in  awe  to  speak 
without  more  preparation  than  1 have 
leisure  for.  I have  a great  inclination  to 
attend  some  of  the  professors  here — several 
of  whom  are  very  eminent  in  their  way ; 
but  1 cannot  find  leisure.  Much  time  is 
consumed  in  our  college  meetings  about 
business,  of  which  we  have  commonly  four 
or  five  in  the  week.  We  have  a literary 
society  once  a- week,  consisting  of  the 
Masters  and  two  or  three  more  ; where 
each  of  the  members  has  a discourse  once 
in  the  session.  The  Professors  of  Hu- 
manity, Greek,  Logie,  and  Natural  Philo- 
sophy, have  os  many  hours  as  I have,  some 
of  them  more.  All  the  other  professors, 
except  one,  teach  at  least  one  hour  a-day  ; 
and  we  are  no  less  than  fourteen  in  num- 
ber. The  hours  of  the  different  professors 
are  different  so  far  as  can  he,  that  the  same 
student  may  attend  two  or  three,  or  per- 
haps more,  at  the  same  time.  Near  a third 
part  of  our  students  are  Irish.  Thirty 
came  over  lately  in  one  ship,  besides  three 
that  went  to  Edinburgh.  We  have  a good 
many  English,  and  some  foreigners.  Many 
of  the  Irish,  as  well  as  Scotch,  are  poor, 
and  come  up  late,  to  save  money ; so  that 
we  are  not  yet  fully  oouveened,  although  I 
have  been  teaching  ever  since  the  10th  of 
October.  Those  who  pretend  to  know, 
say  that  the  number  of  students  this 
year,  when  fully  convcened,  will  amount 
to  300. 

The  Masters  live  in  good  habits  with  one 
another,  and  manage  their  ]>olitical  differ- 
'cnces  with  outward  decency  and  good  man- 
ners, although  with  a good  deal  of  intrigue 
and  secret  caballing  when  there  is  an  elec- 
tion. I have  met  with  perfect  civility  from 
them  all.  lly  this  time,  I am  sure  you  have 
enough  of  the  College ; for  you  know  as  much 
as  I can  toll  you  of  the  fine  houses  of  the 
Masters,  of  the  Astronomical  Observatory, 
of  Robin  Fowlis*  collection  of  pictures  and 
painting  college,  of  the  foundery  for  types 
and  printing  house;  therefore,  1 will  carry 
you  home  to  my  own  house,  which  lyes 
Among  the  middle  of  the  weavers,  like  the 
Bock  Wynd  in  Aberdeen.  Yon  go  through 
a long,  dark,  abominably  nasty  entry,  which 
leads  you  into  a clean  little  close  Y ou  walk 
up  stairs  to  a ne.it  little  dining-room,  and 
find  as  many  other  little  rooms  as  just 
accommodate  my  family  so  scantily  that  my 
apartment  is  a closet  of  six  feet  by  eight  or 
nine  off  the  dining-room.  To  balance  these 
little  inconveniences,  the  house  is  new  and 
free  of  buggs ; it  has  the  best  air  and  the 
finest  rospect  in  Glasgow  ; the  privilege  of 


a large  garden,  very  airy,  to  walk  in,  which 
is  not  so  nicely  kept  but  one  may  use  free- 
dom with  it.  A five  minutes*  walk  leads  us 
up  a rocky  precipice  into  u large  park,  partly 
planted  with  firs  and  partly  open,  which 
overlooks  the  town  and  all  the  country 
round,  and  gives  a view  of  the  windings  of 
the  Clyde  for  a great  way.  The  ancient 
cathedral  stands  at  the  foot  of  the  rock, 
half  of  its  height  below  you,  and  lialf  above 
you  ; and,  indeed,  it  is  a very  magnificent 
pile. 

When  we  came  here,  the  street  we  live 
in  (which  is  called  the  Drygate)  was  infested 
with  the  smallpox,  which  were  very  mortal. 
Two  families  in  our  neighbourhood  lost  all 
their  children,  being  three  each.  Little 
David  was  seized  with  the  infection,  and 
had  a very  great  eruption  both  in  his  face 
and  over  Ins  whole  body,  which  you  will 
believe  would  discompose  his  mother.  . 

Although  my  salary  here  be  much  the 
same  as  at  Aberdeen,  yet,  if  the  class  does 
not  fall  off,  nor  my  health,  so  as  to  disable  me 
from  teaching,  1 believe  I shall  be  able  to 
live  as  easily  as  at  Aberdeen,  notwithstand- 
ing the  difference  of  the  expense  of  living 
at  the  two  places.  I have  touched  about 
i,‘70  of  fees,  and  may  possibly  make  out  the 
hundred  this  session. 

And  now,  sir,  after  I have  given  you  so 
full  an  account  of  my  own  state,  spiritual 
and  temporal,  how  goes  it  with  you  ? Are 
George  and  Molly  minding  their  business  ? 
I know  Kate  will  mind  here.  Is  Dr  David 
littering  up  your  house  more  and  more  with 
all  the  birds  of  the  air,  the  beasts  of  the 
field,  and  the  clods  of  the  valley  ? Or  has 
Walker,  the  botanist,  been  carrying  him 
about  to  visit  vegetable  patients,  while  you 
are  left  to  drudge  among  the  animal  ones  ? 
!s  your  head  steady,  or  is  it  sometimes 
| turning]  round  ? I have  a thousand  ques- 
tions to  ask  about  our  [country]  people,  but 
I ought  rather  to  put  them  to  those  who 
have  more  time  to  answer  them.  I was 
very  sorry  to  hear,  by  a letter  from  Lady 
Forbes,  of  Hatton’s  misfortune,  and  am  left 
in  doubt  whether  the  next  account  shall  be 
of  his  death  or  recovery. 

'I’he  common  people  here  have  a gloom 
in  their  countenance,  which  I am  at  a loss 
whether  to  ascribe  to  their  religion  or  to  the 
air  and  climate.  There  is  certainly  more 
of  religion  among  the  common  people  in 
this  town  than  in  Aberdeen  ; and,  although 
it  1ms  a gloomy,  enthusiastical  cast,  yet  I 
think  it  makes  them  tame  and  sober.  I 
have  not  heard  either  of  a house  or  of  a 
head  broke,  of  a pocket  picked,  or  of  any 
flagrant  crime,  Bince  I came  here.  I have 
not  heard  any  swearing  in  the  streets,  nor 
seen  a man  drunk,  (excepting,  inter  wu,one 
Prof r,) since  I came  here.  If  this  scroll 


Digitized  by  Google 


LETTERS  TO  DUS 

tire  you,  impute  it  to  this,  that  to-morrow 
is  to  be  employed  in  choosing  a Rector,  and 
I can  sleep  till  ten  o’clock,  winch  I shall 
not  do  again  for  six  weeks ; and  believe  me 
to  be,  with  sincere  friendship  and  regard, 
dear  Sir,  yours, 

Thomas  Reid. 

II. 

TO  DR  DAVID  SKENE. 

Dear  Sir, — We  had  a Turin  Professor 
of  Medicine  here  lately,  whom  I wished  you 
acquainted  with  : Count  Carburi  is  his 
name ; an  Athenian  born,  but  has  been 
roost  of  his  time  in  Italy.*  He  seems  to  be 
a great  connoisseur  in  natural  history,  and 
has  seen  all  the  best  collections  in  Europe. 
The  Emperor  and  King  of  France,  os  well 
as  many  persons  in  Italy,  he  says,  have 
much  more  compleat  collections  of  our 
Scotch  fossils  than  any  we  have  in  Britain. 
] described  to  him  our  Bennachie  porphyry; 
but  he  says  all  that  they  call  porphyry  in 
Italy,  consists  of  small  dark-coloured  grains, 
in  a grey  ground,  and  has  very  much  the 
same  appearance  as  many  of  our  granites, 
before  it  is  polished,  lie  wanted  much  to 
know  whether  we  had  any  authentic  evi- 
dence from  Ireland,  or  anywhere  else,  of 
wood  tliat  had  been  seen  in  the  state  of 
wood,  and  afterwards  petrified.  He  would 
have  gone  over  to  I reland  on  purpose,  if  we 
could  have  given  him  ground  to  expect  this, 
lie  says  MM.  Bufl'on  and  Daubenton  are 
both  positive  that  no  such  thing  was  ever 
known,  and  that  all  the  petrified  wood  dug 
up  on  various  parts  of  the  earth— of  which 
Carburi  says  he  has  two  waggon-loads,  fouud 
in  Piedmont — has  been  petrified  before  our 
earth  put  on  its  present  form  ; and  that 
there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  petrifica- 
tion now  going  on.  I have  a strong  inclin- 
ation to  attend  the  chymical  lecture  here 
next  winter;  but  am  afraid  I shall  not 
have  time.  I have  had  but  very  imperfect 
hints  of  Dr  Black’s  theory  of  fire.  He  has 
a strong  apprehension  that  the  phlogistick 
principle  is  so  far  from  adding  to  the  weight 
of  bodies,  by  being  joyned  to  them,  that  it 
diminishes  it ; and,  on  the  contrary,  by 
taking  the  phlogistick  from  any  body,  you 
make  it  heavier.  Ho  brings  many  experi- 
ments to  prove  this : the  calcination  of 
metals,  and  the  decomposition  of  sulphur, 
you  will  easily  guess  to  be  among  the  num- 
l>er ; but  he  is  very  modest  and  cautious  in 
his  conclusions,  and  wants  to  have  them 
amply  confirmed  before  he  asserts  them 
positively.  I am  told  that  Black’s  theory 
is  not  known  at  Edinburgh.  Chemistry 


♦ ThH  was  Count  Marco,  not  Count  Marino,  Car. 
huri  j born  at  Ccpkalonia,  and,  Irom  I75W  to  IBOB. 
Profcuor  of  CMrmii.'ty  tn  Padua.— II. 
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seems  to  be  the  only  branch  of  philosophy 
that  can  be  said  to  be  in  a progressive  state 
here,  although  other  branches  are  neither 
ill  taught  nor  ill  studied.  As  Black  is  got 
into  a good  deal  of  practice,  it  is  to  lie  feared 
that  hisehymical  inquiries  must  goon  slowly 
and  heavily  in  time  to  come.  I never  con- 
sidered Dollond’s  telescopes  till  I came 
here.  I think  they  open  a new  field  in  op- 
ticks  which  may  greatly  enrich  that  part  of 
philosophy.  The  laws  of  the  refraction  of 
light  seem  to  be  very  different,  in  different 
kinds  both  of  glass  and  of  native  chrystal.  I 
have  seen  a prism  of  Brazil  pebble,  which 
forms  two  distinct  spcculums  in  Sir  I.  New- 
ton’s experiment,  each  of  them  containing 
all  the  primary  colours.  A German  native 
chrystal  seemed  to  me  to  form  four  or  five. 
One  composition  of  glass  separates  the 
different  colours  much  more  than  another 
composition,  even  with  the  same  degree  of 
refraction.  Dollond  has  made  a fortune  by 
his  telescopes,  nobody  else  having  attempted 
to  imitate  them,  and  is  now,  I am  told, 
grown  lazy.  Nor  is  tho  theory  of  them 
prosecuted  as  it  ought.  Dollond’s  micro- 
meter is  likewise  a very  fine  instrument, 
although  not  built  upon  anything  new  in 
optickx.  We  have  one  of  them  here  fitted  to 
a reflecting  telescope  of  about  18  inches, 
by  which  one  may  take  the  apparent  diame- 
ter of  the  sun,  or  of  any  planet,  within  a 
second  of  a degree. 

I find  a variety  of  things  here  to  amuse 
me  in  the  literary  world,  and  want  nothing 
so  much  as  my  old  friends,  whose  place  I 
cannot  expect,  at  my  time  of  life,  to  sup- 
ply. I think  the  common  people  here  and 
in  the  neighbourhood  greatly  inferior  to 
the  common  people  with  you.  They  are 
Boeotian  in  their  understandings,  fanatical 
in  their  religion,  and  clownish  in  their  dress 
and  manners.  The  clergy  encourage  this 
fanaticism  too  much,  and  find  it  the  only 
way  to  popularity.  I often  hear  a gospel 
here  which  you  know  nothing  about ; for 
you  ^either  hear  it  from  the  pulpit,  nor 
will  you  find  it  in  the  biblc. 

What  is  your  Philosophical  Society*  do- 
ing ? Still  battling  about  D.  Hume?  or 
have  you  time  to  look  in  ? I hope  your 
papa  holds  out  in  his  usual  way.  I beg  to 
be  remembered  to  him  most  affectionately, 
and  to  all  the  rest  of  your  family.  But  I 
believe  you  do  not  like  to  be  charged  with 
compliments,  otherwise  I would  desire  of 
you  likewise  to  remember  me  respectfully 
to  Sir  Archibald  Grant,  Sir  Arthur  and 
Lady  Forbes,  and  others  of  my  country 

• The  Philosophical  Sociotv  »o  which  Held  here 
nl  udo*  wa*  found  d by  hlmarlf  and  hia  relative.  I>r 
John  Gregory.  It  aw  vulgarly  atilrd  the  Witt 
Club.  Dr  David  Skene,  who  it  called  bv  Sir  W. 
j F»  rhea  ••  a ph»aioan  of  gemua  and  taate,”  wai  on* 
of  Unoriginal  member*  bee  Korina  *a  ••  Life  of  Beau 
tie,"  I Si— H. 
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acquaintance,  when  you  have  occasion  to 
see  them.  I should  be  glad,  too,  to  hear 
from  you,  when  leisure,  and  opportunity,  and 
the  epistolary  humour  all  meet  together. 
My  folks  are  all  pretty  well,  and  beg  their 
compliments  to  you  and  all  yours. — I am, 
dear  Sir,  most  affectionately,  yours, 

Thomas  Reid. 

Glasgow,  13  J uhj  1765, 
being  the  first  warm  day  we 
have  had  since  the  month  of 
May. 


III. 

TO  DR  DAVID  8KKNX. 

Glasgow,  20  Dec.  1765. 

Dear  Sir,— Your  commissions  have 
been  lying  by  me  some  time,  for  want  of  a 
proper  conveyance.  An  Aberdeen  carrier 
promised  to  call  for  them,  but  disappointed 
me  ; I therefore  sent  the  two  thermometers 
wrapt  up  in  paper,  and  directed  for  you 
by  Mr.  Menzies,  merchant  in  the  Narrow 
Wynd,  who  was  to  set  out  from  hence  yes- 
terday morning.  One  has  a circular  bore 
in  the  small  tube,  the  other  an  elliptical 
one,  and  is  on  that  account  much  fitter  for 
experiments.  As  there  is  a much  greater 
quantity  of  quicksilver  in  the  circular  one, 
it  may  take  four  or  five  minutes  to  bring  it 
to  the  temperature  of  a fluid  in  which  it 
is  immersed.  For  nice  experiments,  some 
of  the  elliptical  ones  are  made  by  Dr  Wil- 
son with  the  bulb  of  the  small  tube  naked. 
But  these  are  bo  liable  to  accidents  that 
few  choose  them.  The  perspective  machine 
goes  to  Edinburgh  to-morrow  with  Dr  Trail, 
who  will  send  it  to  my  sisters  to  be  sent  you 
by  the  first  proper  opportunity.  . . . 

Mr  Watt  has  made  two  small  improve- 
ments of  the  steam-engine.  The  first  is  in 
the  iron  bars  which  support  the  fire.  These 
have  always  been  made  of  solid  iron,  and 
burn  away  so  fast  by  the  great  heat,  that  the 
expense  of  repairing  them  comes  to  be  very 
considerable.  He  uses  hollow  square  bars 
of  plate  iron,  always  kept  full  of  water, 
which  communicates  with  a pretty  large 
reservoir,  so  that  the  bars  can  never  be 
heated  above  the  degree  of  boyling  water, 
and  may  be  kept  far  below  that  degree  of 
heat.  The  other  improvement  is  to  pre- 
vent the  waste  of  heat  by  the  chimney  pi|»e 
of  the  furnace.  It  is  evident  that  a very 
large  proportion  of  tho  heat  of  the  fire 
passes  off  in  this  way  without  being  applied 
to  the  water  in  the  boylep.  To  prevent 
this,  he  makes  three  small  chimney  pipes 
of  iron,  which  arc  made  to  passthrough  the 
boyler.  He  is  just  now  employed  in  setting 
up  an  engine  for  the  Canon  Company  with 
these  improvements. 


Since  I saw  C.  Carburi,  I have  it  upon 
good  authority  that  there  are  petrifying 
springs  in  England  which  petrify  things 
put  into  them  in  a short  time.  And  a 
gentleman  here  expects,  in  a short  time,  a 
petrified  periwig  from  one  of  them. 

Dr  Black  tells  me  that  Cramer’s  fur- 
naces, both  for  essaying  and  melting,  as 
you  liave  them  described  in  his  “ A rs  Dnci- 
mastica,"  are  the  best  he  knows.  His  are 
of  this  kind,  being  made  of  plate  iron, 
lined  with  a coat  of  a lute,  which  is  com- 
posed of  one-part  clay  and  three-parts  fire- 
sand,  which,  he  says,  never  cracks.  He 
has  not  examined  the  Fechel  earth,  but  con- 

i'ectures  it  to  be  a composition  of  the  same 
;ind  with  Prussian  blue.  He  has  seen  a 
horse’s  head,  which,  by  being  long  buried  in 
a clay  which  had  some  mixture  of  iron,  had 
in  several  places  taken  a fine  blue  tinge,  or 
rather  was  covered  with  a fine  blue  dust. 

I have  attended  Dr  Black’s  lectures  hith- 
erto. His  doctrine  of  latent  heat  is  the 
only  thing  I have  yet  heard  that  is  alto- 
gether new*.  And,  indeed,  I look  upon  it 
as  a very  important  discovery.  As  Mr 
Ogilvie  attended  him  and  took  notes,  I 
believe  he  can  give  you  a fuller  account  of 
it  than  I can.  It  gives  a great  deal  of  light 
to  the  phenomena  of  heat  that  appear  in 
mixture,  solution,  and  evaporation ; but,  as 
far  as  I see,  it  gives  no  light  to  those  which 
appear  in  animal  heat,  inflammation,  and 
friction.  I wish  this  discovery  may  not 
reach  any  person  who  may  be  so  ungene- 
rous as  to  make  it  public  before  the  Dr 
has  time  to  publish  it  himself.  If  the  ac- 
count which  Ogilvie  can  give  you  should 
suggest  any  doubts,  I will  be  glad  to  clear 
them,  so  far  as  iny  knowledge  of  this  doc- 
trine reaches. — I am  very  glad  to  hear  that 
Dr  Hope  has  a prospect  of  raising  the  true 
rhubarb.  I believe  I forgot  to  tell  you  that  I 
w rapped  up  a head  of  what  I take  to  be  the 
daucut  sylccstris,  in  a piece  of  paper,  and 
put  it  in  the  box  with  the  drawing  machine. 
It  grows  in  great  plenty  in  the  fields  here  ; 
but  I never  saw  it  with  you.  I have  not 
met  with  any  botanists  here. 

Our  College  is  considerably  more  crow  ded 
than  it  was  last  session.  My  class,  indeed, 
is  much  the  same  as  last  year ; but  all  the 
rest  are  better.  I believe  the  number  of 
our  students,  of  one  kind  or  another,  may 
be  between  four  and  five  hundred.  But  the 
College  of  Edinburgh  is  increased  this  year 
much  more  than  we  are.  The  Moral 
Philosophy  class  there,  is  more  than  double 
ours.  The  Professor,  Ferguson,  is,  indeed, 
as  fnr  as  I can  judge,  a man  of  a noble  spirit, 
of  very  elegant  manners,  and  has  a very 
uncommon  flow  of  eloquence.  I hear  he  is 
about  to  publish,  I don't  know  under  what 
title,  a natural  history  of  man  : exhibiting 
a view  of  him  in  the  savage  state,  and  in 
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the  several  successive  states  of  pasturage, 
agriculture,  and  commerce. 

Your  friend,  the  Cte.  de  Lauraguais, 
was  very  full  of  you  when  he  was  here,  and 
shewed  an  anxiety  that  your  merit  should 
be  known.  I am  told  that  he  has  wrote 
many  things  in  the  Memoirsof  the  Academy ; 
but  1 know  nobody  here  that  has  read  them. 
Our  College  Library  is  ten  or  twelve  years 
behind  in  the  Memoirs  of  tho  Royal  Aca- 
demy ; and  all  that  tho  Cte.  has  wrote  must 
fall  within  that  period.  He  seems  to  have 
attached  himself  so  entirely  to  chemistry 
as  to  have  neglected  every  other  branch  of 
knowledge.  Carburi  was  more  universal ; 
he  gave  attention  chiefly  to  the  progress  of 
manufactures  and  commerce,  and  to  col- 
lect books  and  specimens  of  uatural  or  artifi- 
cial things. 

Our  society  is  pot  so  harmonious  as  I 
wish.  Schemes  of  interest,  pushed  by  some 
and  opposed  by  others,  are  like  to  divide  us 
into  parties,  and,  perhaps,  engage  us  in 
law-suits.*  When  you  see  Mr  W.  Ogilvie, 
please  make  my  compliments  to  him.  I 
received  his  letter,  and  will  write  him  when 
I can  find  leisure.  I hope  your  papa  is 
quite  recovered  of  his  cold,  and  that  all  the 
rest  of  the  family  are  in  good  health.  Pray, 
make  my  best  compliments  to  him.  Mrs 
Reid,  Pegie,  and  I,  have  all  had  a severe  cold 
and  cough.  I have  been  keeping  the  house 
these  two  days,  in  order  to  get  the  better  of 
it.— I am,  dear  Sir, 

Y ours  most  affectionately, 

Thomas  Reid. 

Ended,  Dec.  30. 

Wishing  you  many  happy  years. 


IV. 

TO  OR  ANDREW  SKENE. 

Dear  Sir, — I have  been  sometimes  apt 
to  impute  it  to  laziness,  and  sometimes  to 
hurry  of  business,  that  I have  been  so  long 
without  writing  you.  I am  ashamed  to 
plead  the  last  of  these  excuses  when  I con- 
sider how  many  people  there  are  of  my 
acquaintance  that  have  a great  deal  more 
to  do  than  I have,  and  would  think  all  my 
business  but  idleness.  Yet,  I assure  you, 
I can  rarely  find  an  hour  which  I am  at 
liberty  to  dispose  of  as  I please.  The  most 
disagreeable  tiling  in  the  teaching  part  is  to 
have  a great  number  of  stupid  I rish  teagues 
who  attend  classes  for  two  or  three  years 
to  qualify  them  for  teaching  schools,  or 
being  dissenting  teachers.  I preach  to 
these  as  St  Francis  did  to  tho  fishes.  + 1 

■ lice  above,  p 40,  A, below,  pp.  10,  A,  and 47,  B. 
AD  theory  and  all  experience  prove,  that  the  worst 
and  the  most  corrupt  depo»ttaries  of  ac*ileir*cal  pa. 
fronage  are  a §clf-clccinrc  body  of  protfwor*.—  H. 

♦ Not  St  Frantic,  but  St  Antony  (of  Padua-}—  H. 


don't  know  what  pleasure  he  had  in  his 
audience  ; but  I should  have  none  in  mine 
if  there  was  not  in  it  a mixture  of  reason- 
able creatures.  I confess  I think  there  is 
a smaller  proportion  of  these  in  my  class 
this  year  than  was  the  last,  although  the 
number  of  the  whole  is  not  less.  1 have 
long  been  of  the  opinion,  that,  in  a right  con- 
stituted college,  there  ought  to  be  two  Pro- 
fessors for  each  class — one  for  the  dunces, 
and  another  for  those  who  have  parts. 
The  province  of  the  former  would  not  be 
the  most  agreeable,  but,  perhaps,  it  would 
require  the  greatest  talents,  and,  therefore, 
ought  to  be  accounted  the  post  of  honour. 
There  is  no  part  of  my  time  more  disagree- 
ably spent  than  that  which  is  spent  in 
College  meetings,  of  which  we  have  often 
five  or  six  in  a week.  And  I should  have 
been  attending  one  this  moment  if  a bad 
cold  I have  got  had  not  furnished  me  with 
an  excuse.  These  meetings  are  become 
more  disagreeable  by  an  evil  spirit  of  party 
that  seems  to  put  us  in  a ferment,  and,  I 
am  afraid,  will  produce  bad  consequences. 

The  temper  of  our  northern  colonies 
makes  our  mercantile  people  here  look  very 
grave.  Several  of  them  are  going  to  Lon- 
don about  this  matter,  to  attend  the  pro- 
ceedings of  Parliament.  It  is  said  that  the 
effects  in  those  colonies  belonging  to  this 
town  amount  to  above  .£‘400,000  sterling. 
The  mercantile  people  are  for  suspending 
the  stamp-act,  and  redressing  the  grievances 
of  the  colonists.  Others  consider  their 
conduct  as  an  open  rebellion,  and  an  avowed 
claim  to  independence,  which  ought  to  be 
checked  in  the  beginning.  They  say  that, 
for  all  their  boasting,  tho  colonists  arc  a das- 
tardly, pusillanimous  race,  and  that  a Bri- 
tish fleet  and  army  would  soon  reduce  them 
to  such  terms  as  would  secure  their  future 
dependence  upon  the  mother  country ; that 
this  is  the  most  proper  time  for  doing  so 
when  we  are  at  peace  with  all  our  neigh- 
bours. In  what  light  tho  House  of  Com- 
mons will  view  this  matter,  I don’t  know, 
but  it  sceins  to  be  one  of  the  most  import- 
ant matters  that  have  come  before  them. 
I wish  often  an  evening  with  you,  such  as 
we  have  enjoyed  in  the  days  of  former 
times,  to  settle  the  important  affairs  of 
State  and  Church,  of  Colleges  and  Corpora- 
tions. I have  found  this  the  best  expedient 
to  enable  me  to  think  of  them  without 
melancholy  and  chagrin.  And  I think  all 
that  a man  has  to  do  in  the  world  is  to 
keep  his  temper  and  to  do  his  duty. 
Mrs  Reid  is  tolerably  well  just  now,  but  is 
often  ailing.  She  desires  to  be  remembered 
to  you  and  all  your  family.  — I am,  dear  Sir, 
Yours  most  affectionately, 
Thomas  Reid. 

Glasffoit . Dec.  30,  1765. 
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V. 

TO  I>R  DAVID  8KKNK. 

Glasgow,  23  March  17GG. 

Dkaa  Sir, — I had  yours  of  the  14th, 
and  this  moment  that  of  Thursday  the  20, 
with  the  inclosed,  a letter  from  your  papa 
by  Mr  Duguid,  with  your  circular  thermo- 
meter. I returned  the  thermometer,  re- 
paired by  Mr  Annan,  who  left  this  two  days 
ago,  but  was  to  be  a week  at  Edinburgh  in 
his  return.  1 shall  remember  Sir  Archi- 
bald Grant’s  commission,  but  must  take 
some  time  to  think  of  it.  What  would  you 
think  of  Alex.  Menrns  in  Gordon’s  Hospi- 
tal ? If  you  are  not  acquainted  with  him, 
you  may  learn  his  qualities,  and  tell  me 
your  sentiments.  I shall  likewise  mind  your 
elliptical  thermometer.  Mr  Stewart’s*  death 
affects  mo  deeply.  A sincere  friendship, 
begun  at  twelve  years  of  age,  and  continued 
to  iny  time  of  life  without  any  interruption, 
cannot  but  give  you  some  pangs.  You 
know  his  worth,  yet  it  was  shaded  ever 
since  you  knew  him  by  too  great  abstraction 
from  the  world.  The  former  part  of  his  life 
was  more  amiable  and  more  social,  but  the 
whole  was  of  a piece  iit  virtue,  candour,  and 
humanity.  I have  often  regretted  that  the 
solicitude  of  providing  for  a numerous  family, 
and  the  labour  of  managing  an  estate  and  a 
farm,  should  make  a man  in  a great  measure 
unknown,  whose  virtue,  integrity,  and  judg- 
ment ought  to  have  shone  in  a more  exten- 
sive sphere.  II  is  scholars  could  not  but 
observe  and  revere  his  virtues  ; and  I have 
no  doubt  but  great  numbers  of  them  have 
reaped  great  improvement  by  him  in  matters 
of  higher  importance  than  mathematical 
knowledge.  I liave  always  regarded  him  as 
my  best  tutor,  though  of  the  same  age  with 
me.  If  the  giddy  part  of  my  life  was  in  any 
degree  spent  innocently  and  virtuously,  I 
owe  it  to  him  more  than  to  any  human 
creature ; for  I could  not  but  be  virtuous  in 
bis  company,  and  I could  not  be  so  happy 
in  any  other.  But  I must  leave  this  pleas- 
ing melancholy  subject.  He  is  happy ; and 
I shall  often  be  happy  in  the  remembrance 
of  our  friendship  ; and  I hope  we  shall  meet 
again. 

There  is  no  such  thing  as  chymical  fur- 
naces made  here  for  sale.  They  are  made 
of  plate  iron;  anda  white-iron-man  manages 
that  material  better  than  a blacksmith.  But 
you  must  direct  them  in  everything,  and  be 
still  over  the  work. 

I can  give  but  an  imperfect  account  of 


• John  Snmrt,  ProleMor  of  Mathematic*  In 
Mamchfll  College.  Thitchtiri*  In  the  presentation 
of  the  Town  Council  of  Aberdeen  ; and  on  the  va. 
citncy,  by  Stuart’*  death.  Dr  Heidwa*  appointed  one 
of  the  examinatora  of  candidate*  lor  the  otlicc  — H. 


the  doctrine  of  latent  heat ; but  some  hint 
1 shall  give,  trustingentirely  to  your  honoui 
that  you  will  be  cautious  not  to  make  any 
use  of  it  that  may  eudanger  the  discoverer 
being  defrauded  of  his  property. 

There  is  in  every  body  a certain  quantity 
of  heat,  which  makes  a part  of  its  form  or 
constitution,  and  which  it  never  parts  with 
without  losing  or  changing  its  form.  This  is 
called  the  latent  heat  of  that  body.  All  or 
most  bodies  have  three  different  forms — 
hardness,  fluidity,  and  steam  or  vapour. 
Take  water,  for  an  example,  in  its  hard  state, 
that  of  ice  ; we  have  no  means  of  knowing 
what  latent  heat  it  may  contain  ; but  in  its 
fluid  state  it  has  about  1403  of  latent  heat 
more  than  it  bad  in  the  state  of  ice.  This 
heat  is  latent  while  the  water  is  fluid ; it 
does  not  affect  the  thermometer,  nor  pro- 
duce nny  other  effect  but  that  of  making  the 
body  fluid.  In  the  very  act  of  melting  from 
the  state  of  ice  to  that  of  water,  140°  of  heat 
is  absorbed  from  the  circumambient  bodies 
without  making  the  water  sensibly  warmer 
than  the  ice ; and  in  the  act  of  passing  from 
the  state  of  water  to  that  of  ice,  140a  of  heat 
which  was  latent  in  the  water  becomes  sen- 
sible, and  must  pass  from  the  water  to  the 
ambient  bodies  before  it  can  wholly  be  con- 
verted into  ice.  As  there  is  no  intermediate 
state  between  water  and  ice,  a very  small  part 
of  the  water  freezes  at  once  ; and  the  latent 
heat  of  that  part  being  communicated  to  the 
remaining  water,  the  freezing  even  in  the 
coldest  air  goes  on  piecemeal,  according  as 
the  latent  heat  goes  off  first  into  the  water 
not  yet  frozen,  and  from  that  into  the  air  or 
ambient  bodies. 

Spermaceti,  in  passing  from  a solid  to  a 
perfectly  fluid  form,  requires  about  lfiO0 
of  heat,  which  becomes  latent ; bees’  wax 
about  160°.  But  there  is  this  remarkable 
difference  between  these  bodies — as  well  as 
iron  and  some  other  metals  on  the  one 
hand,  and  water  on  the  other — that  the 
former  soften  by  degrees,  so  that  there  are 
many  intermediate  degrees  of  softness  be- 
tween the  hardest  state  which  the  body 
takes  by  cold,  and  the  state  of  perfect 
fluidity ; w hereas  in  water  there  seems  to 
l>e  no  intermediate  degree  between  perfect 
ice  and  perfect  water.  Accordingly,  in 
spermaceti,  bees*  wax,  and  iron,  the  latent 
heat  is  more  or  less,  according  to  the  de- 
gree of  softness  ; but  in  water  it  is  always 
the  same.  As  water  has  about  140J  of 
latent  heat  more  than  ice,  so  steam  has 
about  800°  of  latent  heat  more  than  water; 
hence,  an  ounce  of  steam,  though  it  have 
little  more  sensible  heat  than  boyling  w-ater, 
will  heat  the  cold  water  that  condenses  it 
almost  as  much  as  four  ounces  of  boyling 
water  w'ould  do.  I can  only  at  present 
give  you  an  experiment  or  two  of  the  many 
by  wliich  this  theory  is  confirmed.  But 
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first,  it  is  proper  to  observe,  that  equal 
quantities  of  the  same  fluid  of  different 
temperatures,  being  mixed,  the  tempera- 
ture of  the  mixed  fluid  is  always  an  arith- 
metical mean  between  the  temperatures  of 
the  ingredients.  Thus,  if  a pound  of  water 
of  40°  be  mixed  with  a pound  of  100 ',  the 
mi  xcd  is  found  precisely  00  \ This  has  been 
tried  in  an  inflnito  variety  of  cases,  and 
found  to  hold  invariably,  proper  allowance 
being  made  for  the  heat  communicated  to 
the  vessels,  or  drawn  from  them  in  the 
operation. 

Experiment  1. — Two  Florence  flasks  had 
six  ounces  of  water  put  into  each.  In  one 
it  was  marie  to  freeze  ; in  the  other  brought 
as  near  as  possible  to  the  freezing  point 
without  freezing — that  is,  to  about  33*. 
Roth  were  set  to  warm  in  a large  warm 
room.  The  unfrozen  water  soon  came  to 
the  temperature  of  the  room  ; but  the  frozen 
water  took  eleven  or  twelve  hours  to  dis- 
solve, and  for  the  greatest  part  of  that  time 
was  not  sensibly  heated.  A calculation 
was  made  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
frozen  w'nter  had  as  much  heat  communi- 
cated to  it  every  half  hour  as  the  unfrozen 
water  had  the  first  half  hour.  The  result 
of  this  calculation  was,  that  the  frozen 
water  had  absorbed  136J  or  140Q  of  heat  in 
melting,  over  and  above  that  which  affected 
the  thermometer. 

Exp.  2. — Six  ounces  of  ice  of  the  tem- 
perature of  32“  had  six  ounces  of  boyling 
water  poured  upon  it.  The  ice  melted  im- 
mediately, and  the  whole  water  was  02 
temperature. 

Exp.  3. — From  Mussclienbroek,  wdth  a 
little  variation.  When  the  air  is  ten  degrees 
below  the  freezing  point,  set  a deep,  narrow 
beer-glass  of  water  to  freeze,  and  let  it  rc- 
maiu  perfectly  at  rest,  without  the  least 
motion.  The  water  will  cool  regularly 
below  32°  without  freezing,  even  to  22  ; 
but,  as  soon  os  it  is  disturbed,  a number  of 
icy  spiculcc  are  formed  ; and  in  the  same 
moment  the  sensible  heat  rises  to  32s,  and 
continues  so  till  all  is  frozen. 

I need  not  tell  you,  that  by  sensible  heat 
is  meant  that  which  diffuses  itself  to  the 
ambient  bodies  till  all  are  brought  to  an 
equilibrium.  Of  this  the  thermometer  is 
the  measure.  But  latent  heat  adheres  to 
the  body  without  any  tendency  to  diffuse 
itself  to  other  bodies,  unless  they  are  able 
to  change  the  foim  of  the  body  from  vapour 
to  a fluid,  or  from  a fluid  to  ice  or  hardness — 
then  the  latent  heat  goes  off  to  other  bodies, 
and  becomes  sensible.  I hope  you  will  un- 
derstand me,  though  I have  wrote  in  a great 
hurry.  Yet  I cannot  find  that  Cullen  or 
the  Edinburgh  people  know  anything  of  this 
matter.  I may  give  you  more  of  the  ex- 
periments afterwards. 

Thomas  Rkid. 
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VI. 

TO  DR  DAVID  SKUNK. 

Glasgow,  18/A  April  [17GG.] 
Dear  Sir, — There  is  like  to  be  a vacancy 
in  one  of  the  medical  professions  of  this  col- 
lege, by  the  removal  of  Joseph  Black  to 
Edinburgh.  1 thought,  when  I heard  of 
Dr  White’s  death,  that  there  was  very  little 
probability  of  our  losing  Dr  Black  by  that 
event ; because  the  Chymieal  Profession  in 
Edinburgh  was  that  which  was  thought 
fittest  for  Dr  Black ; and  there  was  good 
reason  to  think  that  Cullen  would  not  give 
up  the  Chemistry  for  the  Theory  of  Medi- 
cine— though  he  would  very  willingly  ex- 
change it  for  the  Practice  of  Medicine. 
But  I was  informed  late  yesternight,  that 
Dr  Black  is  willing  to  accept  of  the  Theory 
of  Medicine  in  Edinburgh,  and  that  the 
Council  are  certainly  to  present  him.  I 
am  very  dubious  whether  his  place  hero 
would  be  worth  your  acceptance ; but  I am 
sure  it  would  be  so  much  the  interest  of 
this  society  to  have  6uch  a man  in  it,  (and 
I need  not  say  how  agreeable  it  would  be 
to  me,)  that  1 beg  leave  to  inform  you  of 
w'hat  1 know  of  the  state  of  the  matter, 
that  you  may  think  of  it,  and  let  ine  know 
your  thoughts.  The  salary  of  Dr  Black’s 
place,  is  £50  as  Professor  of  the  Theory  and 
Practice  of  Medicine  ; and  the  presentation 
is  in  the  Crown.  The  recommendation  of  the 
College  would  probably  lmve  great  weight, 
if  unanimous ; but  I think  there  is  no  pro- 
bability of  an  unanimous  recommendation ; 
so  that  the  Court  interest  must  probably 
determine  it.  Dr  Black,  and  Dr  Cullen  be- 
fore him,  had  £20  yearly  from  the  College,  for 
teaching  chemistry  ; and  the  College  have, 
from  time  to  time,  allowed,  I believe,  above 
£500  fora  laboratory.  The  chemical  class 
this  session  might  bring  £50  or  £60  of  fees, 
and  the  medical  class  from  £20  to  £30;  so 
that  the  whole  salary  and  fees  will  he  between 
£140  and  £160.  At  tin*  same  time,  the 
College  can  at  any  time  withdraw  the  £20, 
and  give  that  and  the  chemical  laboratory  to 
another ; and  it  is  not  improbable  that  this 
may  be  done  if  one  be  presented  of  whose 
abilities  in  chemistry  the  College  is  not 
satisfied.  Dr  Black,  of  Late,  had  got  a 
great  deal  of  practice  in  the  medical  way, 
so  as  to  leave  him  but  little  time  for  prose- 
cuting his  chemical  discourses,  and  I think 
you  might  expect  the  same  after  some  time ; 
for  he  had  no  natural  connection  here : it 
was  his  merit  alone  that  brought  him  into 
it;  and  he  long  resisted,  instead  of  courting 
it ; so  that  it  was  in  a manner  forced  upon 
him.  The  other  medical  Professor  has 
anatomy  and  botany  for  his  province ; he 
has  a good  anatomical  class ; but  he  does 
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not  teach  botany  at  all,  nor  is,  as  1 appre- 
hend, qualified  to  teach  it.  All  I have  far- 
ther to  »ay  is,  that  there  is  a great  spirit  of 
inquiry  here  among  the  young  people.  Lite- 
rary merit  is  much  regarded  ; and  I con- 
ceive the  opportunities  a man  has  of  improv- 
ing himself  arc  much  greater  than  at  Aber- 
deen. The  communication  with  Edinburgh 
is  easy.  One  goes  in  the  stage-coach  to  Edin- 
burgh before  dinner ; has  all  the  afternoon 
there ; and  returns  to  dinner  at  Glasgow 
next  day : so  that,  if  you  have  any  ambition 
to  get  into  the  College  of  Edinburgh,  (which, 
I think,  you  ought  to  have,)  I conceive 
Glasgow  would  be  a good  step.  Now,  sir, 
if  you  incline  this  place,  you  must,  without 
delay,  try  your  interest  at  Court,  and  get 
the  best  recommendations  you  can  to  the 
members  of  this  College.  The  Principal  and 
Mr  Clow  are  not  engaged ; they  are  the 
only  persons  to  whom  I have  made  known, 
or  intend  to  make  known,  ray  writing  to  you. 
Lord  Findlater's  interest,  I think,  would 
have  weight  with  Trail  and  Williamson.  I 
am  told  of  three  candidates — I)r  Stevenson, 
in  Glasgow ; Dr  Smith  Carmichael,  a young 
doctor,  presently  at  London ; and  one  Dr 
Stork,  who  was  educated  here.  Each  of 
these,  I apprehend,  has  interest  with  some 
of  the  members,  and  depend  upon  them  ; so 
that  we  will  probably  be  divided,  and,  con- 
sequently, our  recommendation,  if  any  is 
given,  will  have  little  weight  at  Court.  If, 
after  due  deliberation,  you  think  it  not  worth 
your  while  to  stir  in  this  matter  for  yourself, 
will  you  be  so  good  as  communicate  the  state 
of  the  case  to  Dr  George  Skene  ?•  He  is  the 
man — that  is,  next  to  you — I would  be  fond 
of  for  a colleague  ; and  in  this  I think  I am 
determined  more  by  the  public  good  than 
my  private. 


VII. 

TO  DR  ANDREW  SKENE. 

Dear  Sir, — I cannot  presently  lay  my 
hand  upon  the  last  letter  I had  from  you, 
and  I beg  you  will  impute  it  to  that  and  to 
my  bad  memory  if  there  was  anything  in  it 
I ought  to  answer.  I have  sent  by  the 
bearer,  Mr  Duguid,  merchant  in  Aberdeen, 
an  elliptical  thermometer  for  Dr  David, 
which  I could  not  find  an  opportunity  of 
sending  till  now.  Mrs  Reid  was,  this  day, 
at  one  in  the  afternoon,  brought  to  lied  of  a 
daughter,  whom  we  have  named  Elizabeth, 

and  I hope  is  in  a good  way 

We  have  had  great  canvassing  here  about 


• A third  Aberdonian  t hriloan  of  distinction,  o! 
the  name  of  Skene,  but  not  a relation,  at  lea*t  not  a 
near  relation,  ot  the  other  two  He  w.i»  t'roie**ni  of 

Phtlneophjr,  Marta  hal  olleRC;  an  eminent  acholar ; 
and  father  of  the  talc  Soiicitor-Gencnl — II. 


a Professor  of  the  Theory  and  Practice  of 
Physic,  to  succeed  Dr  Jo.  Black,  although 
all  that  we  do  is  to  recorameud  one  to  the 
King,  who  has  the  presentation.  Dr 
Stevenson,  a son  of  the  late  Dr  Stevenson 
in  Edinburgh,  who  has  by  much  the  best 

{trnctice  ill  this  town  and  neighbourhood, 
»aa  obtained  a recommendation  from  the 
majority  of  the  College,  not  without  much 
interest.  The  only  objection  to  him  was 
his  great  practice,  which  it  was  thought 
might  tempt  him  to  neglect  regular  teach- 
ing. And,  1 believe,  the  majority  would 
have  preferred  to  him  any  man  of  character 
who  had  not  such  a temptation  to  neglect 
the  duties  of  his  office.  However,  the 
strongest  assurances  that  he  would  not  ne- 
glect the  class — nay,  that  he  would  think 
himself  bound  in  honour  to  give  up  the 
Profession  if  he  could  not  keep  up  a class, 
brought  in  a majority  to  sign  a recom- 
mendation in  his  favour ; and.  as  he  has  a 
strong  interest  at  Court,  and  no  rival,  as 
far  as  we  know,  it  is  thought  he  will  be  the 
man.  He  declines  teaching  the  chemistry 
class,  which  is  in  the  gift  of  the  College, 
and,  I conceive,  will  be  given  to  one  of  Dr 
Black's  scholars.  My  class  will  be  over  in 
less  than  a month,  and  by  that  time  I shall 
be  glad  to  have  Borne  respite.  I hope  to 
have  the  pleasure  of  seeing  ray  friends  at 
Aberdeen  in  the  month  of  August,  if  not 
sooner.  W e have  had  a thronger  College 
this  year  than  ever  before.  I had  some 
reason  to  think  that  1 should  not  have  so 
good  a class  as  last  year,  and  was  dis- 
appointed, for  it  was  somewhat  better.  I 
expect  a good  one  next  winter,  if  I live  so 
long.  The  Irish,  on  whom  we  depend 
much,  have  an  ebb  and  flow,  as  many  of 
them  come  but  one  year  in  two.  We  have 
been  remarkably  free  from  riots  and  dis- 
orders among  the  students,  and  I did  not 
indeed  expect  that  350  young  fellows  could 
have  been  kept  quiet,  for  so  many  months, 
with  so  little  trouble.  They  commonly 
attend  so  many  classes  of  different  profes- 
sors, from  half-an-hour  after  seven  in  the 
morning  till  eight  at  night,  that  they  have 
little  time  to  do  mischief. 

Y ou'll  say  to  all  this  that  cadgers  are  aye 
Booking  of  crooksaddles.  1 think  so  they 
ought ; besides,  I have  nothing  else  to  say 
to  you,  and  I have  had  no  time  to  think  of 
anything  but  my  crooksaddles  for  seven 
months  past.  When  the  session  is  over  I 
must  rub  up  my  roatheroaticks  against  the 
month  of  August.  There  is  one  candidate 
for  your  Profession  of  Mathematicks  to  go 
from  this  College ; and,  if  your  College  get  a 
better  man  or  a better  mathematician,  they 
will  be  very  lucky.  I am  so  sensible  of  the 
honour  the  magistrates  have  done  me  in 
naming  me  to  be  one  of  the  examinatnrs, 
that  1 w ill  not  decline  it,  though,  I confess, 
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I like  tlie  honour  better  than  the  office. — 
I am,  dear  Sir, 

Yours  most  affectionately, 
Thomas  It  kid. 
Glasgow,  8 th  May , 1766. 

Half  an  hour  after  eleven  at  night. 


VIII. 

TO  DR  ANDREW  SKENE. 

When  you  are  dis- 
posed to  laugh  you  may  look  into  the  in- 
closed proposals  from  a physician  hero  who 
has  been  persecuting  everybody  with  an 
edition  of  Celsus,  and  now  with  an  index  to 
him  as  large  os  the  book.  Another  physi- 
cian here  is  printing  a History  of  Medicine, 
and  of  all  the  arts  and  sciences  from  the 
beginning  to  the  present  time,  four  vols. 
8vo,  price  one  guinea.  He  is  not  thought 
mad,  but  whimsical.  I have  not  the  pro- 
posals to  send  you,  and  I suppose  I have 
sent  enough  of  this  kind.  We  authors  had 
rather  be  known  for  madmen  or  fools  than 
pass  our  lives  in  obscurity.  Stevenson's 
resen  tat  ion  to  the  Profession  of  Medicine 
ere  is  not  yet  come,  but  is  expected  as  cer- 
tain. The  College  have  appointed  a Lec- 
turer in  Chemistry,  and  one  in  Materia 
Medica,  for  next  session.  I think  we  might 
have  a college  of  medicine  hero  if  we  had 
an  infirmary.  I think  our  surgeons  eclipse 
our  M.D’s.  I do  not  hear  much  of  the 
last,  if  you  except  Black  and  Stevenson. 
Our  Professor  of  Anatomy  is  not  an  M.D., 
otherwise  I would  have  excepted  him  also. 
Have  you  ever  tried  the  seeds  of  the  dnH- 
cus  sylvestris  in  nephritick  cases  ? It  has 
been  much  talked  of  of  late.  I never  saw 
it  in  the  north,  but  it  is  pretty  common  in 
the  fields  here. — I am,  dear  Sir, 

Yours  most  affectionately, 

Thomas  Reid. 

Glasgow,  15 ih  July  1766. 


IX. 

TO  DR  ANDREW  SKENE. 

Glasgow  College , Dec.  17,  1766. 
mm.  I live  now  in  the  College,  and 
have  no  distance  to  walk  to  my  class  in 
dark  mornings,  as  I had  before.  I enjoy 
this  ease,  though  I am  not  sure  whether 
the  necessity  of  walking  up  and  down  a 
steep  hill  three  or  four  times  a-day,  was  not 
of  use.  I have  of  late  had  a little  of  your 
distemper,  finding  a giddiness  in  my  head 
when  I lie  down  or  rise,  or  turn  myself  in 
my  bed. 

Our  College  is  very  well  peopled  this 
session  ; my  public  class  is  above  three 


score,  besides  the  private  class.  Dr  Smith 
never  had  so  many  in  one  year.  There  is 
nothing  so  uneasy  to  me  here  as  our  fac- 
tions in  the  College,  which  seem  to  be 
rather  more  inflamed  than  last  session. 

Will  you  take  the  trouble  to  ask  of  Dr 
David,  whether  he  knows  of  a bird  called 
a 8 tank  lien.*  It  is  a water  fowl,  less  than 
a duck,  with  scolloped  membranes  at  the 
toes,  but  not  close-footed,  and  has  a crest 
on  the  forehead  of  the  same  kind  of  sub- 
stance with  a cock's  comb,  but  white  and  flat. 
It  has  a very  fishy  taste,  and  is  found  here 
in  the  lochs.  If  he  has  none  of  this  kind, 
I could  send  him  one  when  I find  a proper 
occasion.  I am,  with  entire  affection  and 
regard,  dear  Sir,  yours, 

Thomas  Reid. 


X. 

TO  DR  DAVID  SKENE. 

Glasgow  College , 25/A  Fel>y.  1767- 

Dear  Sir, — I intend  to  send  yourstank- 
hen  along  with  the  furnace,  which  was 
ready  long  ago,  and  I suppose  would  have 
been  sent  before  now,  but  that  Dr  Irvine 
was  confined  a long  time  by  a megrim,  and 
was  like  to  lose  one  eye  by  it ; but  is  now 
pretty  well  recovered,  and  intends  to  send 
your  furnace  this  week. 

Since  tho  repeal  of  the  stamp-act,  trade, 
which  was  languishing,  has  revived  in  this 
place,  and  there  is  a great  bustle  and  great 
demand  for  money.  We  are  now  resolved 
to  have  a canal  from  Carron  to  this  place, 
if  the  Parliament  allows  it.  i.‘40,000  was 
subscribed  last  week  by  the  merchants  and 
the  Carron  Company  for  this  purpose  ; and 
commissioners  are  immediately  going  up 
to  London  to  apply  for  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. The  freight  upon  this  canal  is  not 
to  exceed  twopence  per  ton  for  every  mile  ; 
tho  land  carriage  is  more  than  ten  times  as 
much. 

Our  medical  college  has  fallen  off  greatly 
this  session,  most  of  the  students  of  medi- 
cine having  followed  Dr  Black ; however, 
our  two  medical  professors  and  two  lec- 
turers have  each  of  them  a class,  and  Irvino 
expects  a great  many  to  attend  him  for 
botany  in  summer.  The  natural  and  moral 
philosophy  classes  arc  more  numerous  than 
they  have  ever  been ; but  I expect  a great 
falling  off,  if  I see  another  session.  The 
Lecturer  in  Chemistry  has  general  approba- 
tion. He  chiefly  follows  Dr  Rfaric  and 
Stahl.  There  is  a book  of  Stahl's,  called 
tl  Three  Hundred  Experiments,”  which  he 
greatly  admires,  and  very  often  quotes.  I 
was  just  now  seeing  your  furnace  along  with 
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Irvine;  I think  it  a very  decent  piece  of 
furniture  for  a man  of  your  profession,  and 
that  no  limb  of  the  faculty  should  be  without 
one,  accompanied  with  a proper  apparatus 
of  retorts,  cucurbits,  &c.  For  my  part,  if 
I could  find  a machine  as  proper  for  ana- 
lysing ideas,  inoral  sentiments,  and  other 
materials  belonging  to  the  fourth  kingdom, 
I believe  I should  find  in  my  heart  to  be- 
stow the  money  for  it.  I have  the  more 
use  fora  machine  of  this  kind,  because  my 
alcmhick  for  performing  these  operations — 
I mean  my  cranium — has  been  a little  out 
of  order  this  winter,  by  a vertigo,  which 
has  made  my  studies  go  on  heavily,  though 
it  has  not  hitherto  interrupted  my  teaching. 
I have  found  air  and  exercise,  and  a clean 
stomach,  the  best  remedies ; but  I cannot 
command  the  two  former  as  often  as  I could 
wish.  I am  sensible  that  the  air  of  a 
crowded  class  is  bad,  and  often  thought  of 
carrying  my  class  to  the  common  hall ; but 
I was  afraid  it  might  have  been  Construed 
as  a piece  of  ostentation.  I hope  you 
are  carrying  on  your  natural  history,  or 
something  else,  in  the  Club,  with  a view  to 
make  the  world  wiser.  What  is  my  Lord 
Linnanis  doing  ? Are  we  ever  to  expect 
his  third  volume  upon  the  fossile  kingdom 
or  not  ? We  are  here  so  busie  reading  lec- 
tures, that  we  have  no  time  to  write.  . . . 


XI. 


TO  HR  DAVID  SKENE. 

Glasgow  C»Vegt 14  Sept,  1767* 
Dear  Sir, — It  gives  mo  much  surprise, 
as  well  as  affliction,  to  hear  from  my  daughter 
Patty,  of  the  death  of  my  dear  friend,  your 
papa  Fifteen  yearsago  it  would  have  been  no 
surprise;  but  for  some  years  back,  I thought 
there  was  great  probability  that  his  life  and 
usefulness  might  have  had  a longer  period. 
I can  never,  while  I remember  anything, 
forget  the  many  agreeable  hours  I have  en- 
joyed with  him  in  that  entire  confidence 
and  friendship  which  give  relish  to  life.  I 
never  had  a friend  that  shewed  a more 
hearty  affection,  or  a more  uniform  dispo- 
sition to  be  obliging  and  useful  to  me  and 
to  my  family.  I had  so  many  opportuni- 
ties of  observing  his  disinterested  concern 
to  be  useful  in  his  profession  to  those  from 
whom  he  could  expect  no  return,  his  sym- 
pathy with  the  distressed,  and  his  assiduity 
in  giving  them  his  best  assistance,  that,  if 
I hud  hud  no  personal  friendship  with  him, 
I could  not  but  lament  his  death  as  a very 
great  and  general  loss  to  the  place.  It  is 
very  uncommon  to  find  a man  that  at  any 
time  of  life,  much  more  at  his,  possessed 
the  active,  the  contemplative,  and  the  social 
disposition  at  once  in  so  great  vigour.  I 


sincerely  sympathize  with*  you  ; and  I beg 
you  will  assure  each  of  your  brothers  and 
sisters  of  my  sympathy  ; and  that,  besides 
my  personal  regard  to  every  one  of  them, 
I hold  myself  to  be  under  the  strongest 
obligation  from  gratitude  and  regard  to  the 
memory  of  my  deceased  friend,  if  I can 
ever  l>e  of  the  least  use  to  any  of  them. 

You  are  now,  dear  Sir,  in  the  providence 
of  God,  called  to  he  a father  as  well  as  a 
brother  ; and  I doubt  not  but  you  will  ac- 
quit yourself  in  that  character  as  you  have 
done  in  the  other.  I need  not  say  that  Dr 
Skene's  death  gave  very  great  affliction  to 
Mrs  Reid  and  to  all  my  family;  they  all 
desire  that  you  and  all  your  family  may  bo 
assured  of  their  respect  and  sympathy.  . . . 

Some  days  after  I parted  from  you  at 
Edinburgh,  I was  called  home  to  do  the 
last  duty  to  my  sweet  little  Hess,  whom  I 
had  left  in  perfect  health  some  days  after 
her  innoculation.  Since  that  time  I have 
not  been  three  miles  from  Glasgow,  but 
once  at  Hamilton  with  Mr  Reattie.  Hav- 
ing my  time  at  command,  I was  tempted 
to  fall  to  the  tumbling  over  books,  as  we 
have  a vast  number  here  which  I had  not 
access  to  see  at  Aberdeen.  But  this  is  a 
marc  magnum , wherein  one  is  tempted,  by 
hopes  of  discoveries,  to  make  a tedious  voy- 
age, which  seldom  rewards  his  labour.  I 
have  long  ago  found  my  memory  to  be  like 
a vessel  that  is  full ; if  you  pour  in  more, 
you  lose  as  much  as  you  gain  ; and,  on  this 
account,  have  a thousand  times  resolved  to 
give  up  all  pretence  to  what  is  called  learn- 
ing, being  satisfied  that  it  is  more  profitable 
to  ruminate  on  the  little  I have  laid  up, 
than  to  add  to  the  indigested  heap.  To 
pour  learning  into  a leaky  vessel  is  indeed 
a very  childish  and  ridiculous  imagination. 
Yet,  when  a man  has  leisure,  and  is  placed 
among  books  that  are  new  to  liiin,  it  is 
difficult  to  resist  the  temptation.  1 have 
had  little  society,  the  college  people  being 
out  of  town,  and  havo  almost  lost  the 
faculty  of  speech  by  disuse.  I blame  my- 
self for  having  corresponded  so  little  with 
my  friends  at  Aberdeen. 

1 wished  to  try  Linnaeus's  experiment, 
which  you  was  so  good  as  to  communicate 
to  me.  I waited  for  the  beat  of  summer, 
which  never  came  till  the  first  of  August, 
and  then  lasted  butia  few  days.  Not  hav- 
ing any  of  the  fungus  powder  at  hand,  I put 
a piece  of  fresh  fungus  which  grew  on  rot- 
ten wood  in  pure  water.  I n a day  or  two 
I found  many  animalcules  diverting  them- 
selves in  the  water  by  diving  and  rising 
again  to  the  top.  But,  after  three  or  four 
days,  the  water  turned  muddy  and  stunk. 
And,  from  all  I could  then  observe,  I should 
rather  have  concluded  that  my  animalcules 
died  and  putrified,  than  that  they  wore 
transformed  into  young  mushrooms.  I ses 
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% letter  in  The  Edinburgh  Cou rant  of  Wed- 
nesday last  on  this  subject.  About  twenty 
hours  ago,  I put  some  smutty  oats  in  water ; 
but  have  not  seen  any  animals  in  it 
yet.  A nasty  custom  I have  of  chewing 
tobacco  has  been  the  reason  of  my  observ- 
ing a species  of  as  nasty  little  animals.  On 
the  above  occasion,  I spit  in  a bason  of  saw- 
dust, w hich,  when  it  comes  to  be  drenched, 
produces  a vast  number  of  animals,  three 
Or  four  times  as  large  ns  a louse,  and  not 
very  different  in  shape;  but  armed  with  four 
or  five  rows  of  prickles  like  a hedgehog, 
which  seem  to  serve  it  as  feet.  Its  motion 
is  very  sluggish.  It  lies  drenched  in  the 
fores&id  mass,  which  swarms  with  these 
animals  of  all  ages  from  top  to  bottom ; 
whether  they  become  winged  at  last  I have 
not  discovered. 

Dr  Irvine  was  taken  up  a great  part  of 
the  summer  with  his  botanical  course ; and, 
since  that  was  over,  has  been  in  the  country. 
I have  gone  over  Sir  James  Stewart’s  great 
book  of  political  oeconomy,  wherein  I think 
there  is  a great  deal  of  good  materials,  care- 
lessly put  together  indeed ; but  I think  it 
contains  more  sound  principles  concerning 
commerce  and  police  than  any  book  we  have 
yet  had.  W e had  the  favour  of  a visit  from 
Sir  Archibald  Grant.  It  gave  me  much 
pleasure  to  see  him  retain  his  spirits  and 
vigor.  I beg  when  you  sec  him  you  will  make 
my  best  compliments  to  him.  I beg  to  be 
remembered  to  the  Club,  which  I hope  goes 
on  with  spirit.  I am,  with  great  regard, 
dear  Sir,  yours  most  affectionately, 

Thomas  Reid. 

Be  so  good  as  to  put  the  inclosed  into 
Sandie  Leslie's  shop. 


XII. 

TO  DR  DAVID  SKENE. 

Ds An  Sir, — You  will  easily  guess  that 
my  chief  motive  in  writing  you  at  this  time, 
is,  by  the  benefit  of  your  frank,  to  save  the 
postage  of  the  two  inclosed,  of  which  I give 
you  the  trouble.  Perhaps  I would  have  dis- 
sembled this,  if  I had  had  anything  to  say.  I 
long  to  hear  how  Linmeus’  experiment  has 
succeeded  with  you.  For  my  own  part,  I 
have  found  nothing  about  it  but  what  I wrote 
you  before.  The  chymists  here  are  hunting 
for  something,  by  which  cambrick  may  be 
stamped  as  it  comes  from  the  loom,  so  that 
tho  stamps  shall  stand  out  all  the  operations 
of  boyling,  bleaching,  &c.  The  only  thing 
that  is  like  to  answer,  1 am  told,  is  that  solu- 
tion of  silver  which  is  used  to  dye  ivory  black. 
The  act  of  Parliament  anent  cambrick  re- 
quires it  to  be  stamped  in  the  loom  ; and,  if 
this  stamp  is  not  apparent  after  bleaching, 
it  is  contraband.  But  the  wisdom  of  the 
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nation  has  not  thought  fit  to  prescribe  tho 
material  to  be  used  for  that  purpose  ; if  no 
such  material  is  found,  the  act  will  be  use- 
less. 

I passed  eight  days  lately  with  Lord 
Kaims  at  Blair-Drummnnd.  You  were 
very  honourably  mentioned.  My  Lord  has 
it  much  at  heart  to  have  a professor  of 
practical  meclianicks  established  at  Edin- 
burgh, and  wants  only  a proper  person. 
He  is  preparing  a fourth  edition  of  his 
“ Elements.”  I have  been  labouring  at 
Harharu  Celareiit  for  three  weeks  by- 
gone ;•  and  on  Monday  begin  my  own 
course.  I do  not  expect  such  a crop  of 
students  as  1 had  last  year ; but  the  Col- 
lege in  general  promises  pretty  well.  My 
compliments  to  all  your  family  ; and  believe 
me  to  be,  with  great  affection,  dear  Sir, 
Yours, 

Thomas  Rkid. 

Glasgow  College , 31  Oct.  17^7. 


XIII. 

TO  DR  DAVID  SK  KNK. 

[July  1770-1 

Dear  Sir, — Having  this  opportunity,  I 
could  not  forbear  asking  how  you  do,  and 
what  you  are  doing.  I know  you  are  giv- 
ing feet  to  the  lame,  and  eyes  to  the  blind, 
and  healing  the  sick.  1 know  you  are 
gathering  heaps  of  fossils,  vegetables,  and 
animals,  and  I hope  among  other  fossils  you 
are  gathering  gold  and  silver;  this  is  all  very 
right.  I know,  likewise,  that  you  have  been, 
ever  since  you  w as  in  petticoats,  most  avari- 
ciously amassing  knowledge.  But  is  it  all  to 
die  with  you,  and  to  be  buned  in  your  grave  ? 
This,  my  dear  Bir,  ought  not  to  be.  You 
see  we  Scotch  people  will  be  blotting  paper 
though  you  should  hold  your  hand : s tultnm 
est  peri  turat  parcere  chance.  Can  you  find 
no  time,  either  when  you  are  laid  up  in  the 
gout,  or  when  the  rest  of  the  world  is  in 
good  health,  to  bequeath  something  to  pos- 
terity ? Think  seriously  of  this,  if  you  have 
not  done  so  already.  Permit  me,  sir,  to 
offer  you  another  counsell ; for  you  know  w e 
moralists  know  better  how  to  give  good 
couusell  than  to  take  it.  Is  it  not  possible 
for  you  to  order  things  so  as  to  take  a jaunt 
of  six  weeks  or  two  months  ? I verily  believe 
there  are  things  worth  know  ing  here,  much 
more  at  Edinburgh,  of  which  you  cannot  be 
fully  informed  while  you  keep  be-north  Tay. 
We  have  speculatists  in  medicine,  in  chem- 
istry, in  mechanics,  in  natural  history,  that 
are  worth  being  acquainted  with,  and  that 


* This  allude*  to  hi*  " Analjrata  of  Anatotle'a  I n. 
gic,”  which  he  was  then  preparing  aa  an  Appendit 
tonne  of  I<ord  Kame*'*4'  hketchea  of  the  Hiatnry  ol 
Man  *•— H. 
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would  be  foud  of  your  acquaintance.  Ah  when  we  used  to  meet  at  the  club.  What  is 
to  myself,  the  immaterial  world  has  swal-  Linnieus  doing  ? When  you  have  leisure, 
lowed  up  all  my  thoughts  since  I came  here;  indulge  mo  with  the  pleasure  of  knowing 
but  I meet  with  few  that  have  travelled  far  that  you  have  not  forgot,  dear  Sir,  your 
in  that  region,  and  am  often  left  to  pursue  my  affectionate  friend, 

dreary  way  in  a more  solitary  manner  than  Thomas  Rkii». 


B. — LETTERS  TO  LORD  KAMES. 


I. 

ON  TtfK  DOCTRINE  OR  NECESSITY  IN  RELA- 
TION TO  MORALS. 

G la .s<jow  College,  3J  Dec.  1772. 

My  Lord, — I was  very  glad  to  under- 
stand, by  the  letter  you  honoured  me  with 
of  November  9,  that  you  got  safe  home, 
after  a long  journey,  in  such  dreadful  rainy 
weather.  I got  to  Mr  C 's  on  horse- 

back soon  after  you  left  me,  where  1 was 
in  good  warm  quarters. 

The  case  you  state  is  very  proper,  to  dis- 
cover how  far  we  differ  with  respect  to  the 
influence  of  the  doctrine  of  necessity  upon 
morals. 

A man  in  a mad  fit  of  passion  stabs  his 
best  friend ; immediately  after,  he  condemns 
himself ; and,  at  last,  is  condemned  by  a 
court  of  justice,  although  his  passion  was 
no  less  irresistible  than  if  he  had  been 
pushed  on  by  external  violence. 

My  opinion  of  the  case,  iny  Lord,  is  this  : 
if  the  passion  was  really  as  irresistible  as 
you  represent  it,  both  in  its  beginning  and 
progress,  the  man  is  innoce  it  in  the  sight 
of  God,  who  knows  that  he  was  driven  as 
by  a whirlwind,  and  that,  the  moment  he 
was  master  of  himself,  he  abhorred  the 
action  ns  much  as  a good  man  ought  to  do. 

At  the  same  time,  be  reasonably  may 
condemn  himself,  and  be  condemned  by 
a court  of  justice. 

He  condemns  himself,  because,  from  his 
very  constitution,  lie  has  a conviction  that 
his  passion  was  not  irresistible.  Every 
man  has  this  conviction  as  long  as  lie  be- 
lieves himself  not  to  be  really  mad,  and 
incapable  of  self-government.  Even  if  he 
is  a fatalist  in  speculation,  that  will  not 
hinder  this  natural  conviction  when  his 
conscience  smites  him,  any  more  than  specu- 
lative scepticism  will  hinder  a man  from 
apprehension  of  danger  when  a cart  runs 
against  him. 

The  court  of  just  ice  condemns  him  forthe 
same  reason,  because  they  believe  that  his 
passion  was  not  irresistible.  Rut,  if  it  could 
be  proved  that  the  man  was  really  incapa- 
ble of  bridling  his  passion — that  is,  that  he 
was  really  mad— then  the  court  of  justice 


[ ought  not  to  punish  him  as  a criminal,  but 
i to  confine  him  as  a madman. 

What  is  madness,  my  Lord  ? In  ray 
opinion,  it  is  such  weakness  in  the  power  of 
self-government,  or  such  strength  of  pas- 
sion, as  deprives  a man  of  the  command  of 
himself.  The  madman  has  will  and  inten- 
tion, but  he  has  no  power  to  restrain  them. 
If  this  madness  continues  so  long  as  to  be 
capable  of  proof  from  the  tenor  of  a man's 
actions,  he  is  no  subject  of  criminal  law, 

I because  he  is  not  a free  agent.  If  wc  sup- 
pose real  madness  to  continue  but  for  a 
moment,  it  makes  a man  incapable  of  a 
crime,  while  it  lasts,  as  if  it  had  continued 
for  years.  But  a momentary  madness  can 
have  no  effect  to  acquit  a man  in  a court 
of  justice,  because  it  cannot  be  proved.  It 
would  not  even  hinder  him  from  condemn- 
ing himself,  because  ho  cannot  know  that 
he  was  mad. 

In  a word,  if,  by  a mad  fit  of  fiassion, 
your  Lordship  means  real  madness,  though 
temporary,  and  not  |>ermanent,  the  man  is 
not  criminal  for  what  this  fit  of  madness 
produced.  A court  of  justice  would  not 
impute  the  action  to  him,  if  this  could  be 
proved  to  be  the  case.  But  if,  by  a mad 
fit  of  passion,  you  mean  only  a strong  pas- 
sion, which  still  leaves  a man  the  power  of 
self-government,  then  he  is  accountable  for 
his  conduct  to  God  and  man ; for  every 
good  man — yea,  every  man  that  would  avoid 
the  most  heinous  crimes  — must  at  some 
times  do  violence  to  very  strong  passions. 
But  hard  would  be  our  case  indeed,  if  we 
were  required,  either  by  God  or  man,  to 
resist  irresistible  passions. 

You  think  that  will  and  intention  is  suf- 
ficient to  make  an  action  imputable,  even 
though  that  will  be  irresistibly  determined. 
I beg  leave  to  dissent,  for  the  following 
reasons  j — 

1.  An  invincibleerror  of  the  understanding, 
of  memory,  of  judgment,  or  of  reasoning,  is 
not  imputable,  for  this  very  reason,  that  it  is 
invincible : why,  then,  should  an  error  of  the 
will  be  imputable,  when  it  is  supposed  equally 
invincible  ? God  Almighty  has  given  us 
various  powers  of  understanding  and  of  will. 
They  are  nil  equally  his  workmanship.  Our 


Digitized  by  Google 


LETTERS  TO  LORD  KAMES. 


51 


understanding  may  deviate  from  truth,  as 
oar  wills  may  deviate  from  virtue.  You 
will  allow  that  it  would  be  unjust  and  tyran- 
nical to  punish  a man  for  unavoidable  devi- 
ations from  truth.  Where,  then,  is  the 
justice  of  condemning  and  punishing  him  for 
the  deviations  of  another  faculty,  which  are 
equally  unavoidable  ? 

You  say  we  are  not  to  judge  of  this  mat- 
ter by  reasons,  but  by  the  moral  sense. 
Will  you  forgive  me,  my  Lord,  to  put  you 
in  mind  of  a saying  of  Mr  Hobbes,  that 
when  reason  m against  a man  he  will  lx 
against  reason.  I hope  reason  and  the 
moral  sense  are  so  good  friends  as  not  to 
differ  upon  any  point.  But,  to  be  serious, 
I agree  with  your  Lordship,  that  it  is  the 
moral  sense  that  must  judge  of  this  point, 
whether  it  be  just  to  punish  a man  for  doing 
what  it  was  not  in  his  power  not  to  do. 
The  very  ideas  or  notions  of  just  and  un- 
just are  got  by  the  moral  sense ; as  the 
ideas  of  blue  and  red  are  got  by  the  sense  of 
seeing.  And  as  by  the  sense  of  seeing  we  de- 
termine that  this  body  is  red,  and  that  is  blue; 
so,  by  the  moral  sense,  we  determine  this 
action  to  be  just,  and  that  to  be  unjust.  It  is  by 
the  moral  sense  that  I determine,  in  general, 
that  it  is  unjust  to  require  any  duty  of  a man 
which  it  is  not  in  his  power  to  perform.  By 
the  same  moral  sense,  in  a particular  case,  I 
determine  a man  to  be  guilty,  upon  finding 
that  he  did  the  deed  voluntarily  and  with 
intention,  without  making  any  inquiry  about 
his  power.  The  way  to  reconcile  these  two 
determinations  I take  to  be  this : — that,  in 
the  last  case,  I take  for  granted  the  man’s 
power,  because  the  common  sense  of  man- 
kind dictates,  that  what  n man  did  volun- 
tarily and  with  intention,  he  had  power  not 
to  do. 

2.  A second  reason  of  my  dissent  is, 
That  the  guilt  of  a bad  action  is  diminished 
in  proportion  as  it  is  more  difficult  to  resist 
the  motive.  Suppose  a man  entrusted  with 
a secret,  the  betraying  of  which  to  the  ene- 
my may  ruin  an  army.  If  he  discloses  it 
for  a bribe,  however  great,  he  is  a villain 
and  a traitor,  and  deserves  a thousand 
deaths.  But,  if  he  falls  into  the  enemy’s 
hands,  and  the  secret  he  wrested  from  him 
by  the  rack,  our  sentiments  are  greatly 
changed;  we  do  not  charge  him  with  vil- 
lany,  but  with  weakness.  We  hardly  at  all 
blame  a woman  in  such  a case,  because  we 
conceive  torture,  or  the  fear  of  present 
death,  to  be  a motive  liardly  resistible  by 
the  weaker  sex. 

As  it  is,  therefore,  the  uniform  judgment 
of  mankind,  that,  where  the  deed  is  the 
same,  and  the  will  and  intention  the  same, 
the  degree  of  guilt  must  depend  upon  the 
difficulty  of  resisting  the  motive,  will  it  not 
follow,  that,  when  the  motive  is  absolutely 
irresistible,  the  guilt  vanishes  altogether  ? 


3.  That  this  is  the  common  sense  of 
mankind,  appears  further  from  the  way  in 
which  we  treat  madmen.  They  have  will 
and  intention  in  what  they  do ; and,  there- 
fore, if  no  more  is  necessary  to  constitute  a 
crime,  they  ought  to  be  found  guilty  of 
crimes.  Yet  no  man  conceives  that  they 
can  be  at  all  subjects  of  criminal  law.  For 
what  reason  ? for  this,  in  my  opinion>  that 
they  have  not  that  power  of  self-command 
which  is  necessary  to  make  a man  account- 
able for  his  conduct. 

You  suppose,  my  Lord,  a physical  power 
to  forbear  an  action  even  when  it  is  neces- 
sary. But  this  I cannot  grant  Indeed, 
upon  the  system  of  free  agency,  I can  easily 
conceive  a power  which  is  not  exerted  ; but, 
upon  the  system  of  necessity,  there  can  be 
no  such  thing— every  power  that  acts  by 
necessity  must  be  exerted. 

I do  indeed  think,  that  a man  may  act 
without  a motive  ; and  that,  when  the  mo- 
tives to  action  lie  all  on  one  side,  he  may 
act  in  contradiction  to  them.  But  I agree 
with  your  Lordship,  that  all  such  actions 
are  capricious  ; and  I apprehend  that,  if 
there  were  no  actions  of  this  kind,  there 
could  be  no  such  thing  as  caprice,  nor  any 
word  in  language  to  signify  it : for  why 
should  every  language  have  a word  to  sig- 
nify a thing  which  never  did  nor  can  exist  ? 

I agree  also  with  your  Lordship,  that 
there  can  be  no  merit  in  such  an  action, 
even  if  it  is  innocent.  But  if  it  is  vicious, 
it  has  the  highest  degree  of  demerit ; for  it 
it  is  sinning  without  any  temptation,  and 
serving  the  devil  without  any  wages.  It 
ought  to  bo  observed,  however,  that  a vir- 
tuous action  can  never  becapricious;  because 
there  is  always  a just  and  sufficient  motive 
to  it.  For,  if  I have  no  other  motive,  1 
must  at  least  have  this,  that  is  a worthy 
action,  and  is  my  duty  ; which,  in  reason, 
ought  to  weigh  down  all  motives  that  can 
be  put  into  the  opposite  scale.  A capricious 
action  may  be  innocent,  and  then  it  is 
folly  ; or  it  may  bo  vicious,  and  then  it  is 
pure  wickedness. 

Liberty,  like  all  other  good  gifts  of  God, 
may  be  abused.  As  civil  liberty  may  be 
abused  to  licentiousness,  so  our  natural 
liberty  may  be  abused  to  caprice,  folly,  and 
vice.  But  the  proper  exercise  of  liberty  is, 
after  weighing  duly  the  motives  on  both  sides, 
to  be  determined,  not  by  the  strongest  mo- 
tive, but  by  that  which  has  most  authority. 

It  is  of  great  importance  in  this  matter, 
to  distinguish  between  the  authority  of  mo- 
tives and  their  force.  The  part  that  is 
decent,  that  is  manly,  that  is  virtuous,  that 
is  noble,  has  always  authority  upon  its  side. 
Every  man  feels  this  authority  in  his  own 
breast ; and  there  are  few  men  so  wicked 
as  not  to  yield  to  it  when  it  has  no  antago- 
nist. 
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But  pleasure,  interest,  passion,  sloth, 
often  muster  a great  force  on  the  other  side, 
which,  though  it  has  no  authority,  has  often 
the  greater  power ; and  a conflict  arises 
between  these  opposite  parties.  Every 
man  is  conscious  of  this  conflict  in  his  own 
breast,  and  is  too  often  carried  down  by  the 
superior  force  of  the  party  which  he  knows 
to  have  no  authority. 

This  is  the  conflict  which  Plato  describes 
between  reason  and  appetite  ; this  is  the 
conflict  which  the  New  Testament  describes 
between  the  spirit  and  the  flesh.  The  op- 
posite parties,  like  Israel  and  Amalek,  dis- 
pute the  victory  in  the  plain.  When  the 
self-determining  power,  like  Moses  upon 
the  mount,  lifts  up  its  hand  and  exerts 
itself,  then  Israel  prevails,  and  virtue  is 
triumphant ; but  when  its  hands  hang  down 
and  its  vigour  flags,  then  Amalek  prevails. 
I am,  my  dear  Lord,  most  respectfully  yours, 
Tho.  Reid. 


IL 

ON  THE  MATERIALISM  OP  PRIEST  LKV  AND 

THE  EGOISM  OP  FRENCH  PHILOSOPHERS. 

r : wa. 

. . . Dr  Priestley,  in  his  last 

book,  thinks  that  the  power  of  perception, 
as  well  as  all  the  other  powers  that  arc 
termed  mental,  is  the  result  of  such  an 
organical  structure  as  that  of  the  brain. 
Consequently,  says  he,  the  whole  man 
becomes  extinct  at  death,  and  we  have  no 
hope  of  surviving  the  grave,  but  what  is 
derived  Corn  the  light  of  Revelation.  I 
would  be  glad  to  know  your  Lordship’s 
opinion,  whether,  when  my  brain  has  lost 
its  original  structure,  and  when,  some  hun- 
dred years  after,  the  same  materials  are 
again  fabricated  so  curiously  as  to  become 
an  intelligent  being,  whether,  I say,  that 
being  will  be  me  ;•  or,  if  two  or  three  sued) 
beings  should  be  formed  out  of  my  brain, 
whether  they  will  all  be  r/ie,  and  conse- 
quently all  be  one  and  the  same  intelligent 
being. 

This  seems  to  me  a great  mystery,  but 
Priestley  denies  all  mysteries.  He  thinks, 
and  rejoices  in  thinking  so,  that  plants 
have  some  degree  of  sensation.  As  to  the 
lower  animals,  they  differ  from  us  in  degree 
only,  and  not  in  kind.  Only  they  liave  no 
promise  of  a resurrection.  If  this  be  true, 
why  should  not  the  King's  advocate  l*» 
ordered  to  prosecute  criminal  biules , and 


• Our  EugtUh  / he<nr  of  an  ambijninu*  sound.  If 
would  he conven-rnl  in  psychology, coil’d  wcocc&sion. 
•Ily  employ  me  fur  n nominative,  as  ihe  French  do 
thwi r mot  But  this  not  being  the  chip,  Reid  is  here,  I 
as  elsewhere  in  his  letters,  grammatically  at  fault. 


you  criminal  judges  to  try  them  ? You  are 
obliged  to  Dr  Priestley  for  teaching  you 
one-half  of  your  duty,  of  which  you  knew 
nothing  before.  But  I forgot  that  the 
fault  lies  in  the  legislature,  which  has  not 
given  you  laws  for  this  purpose.  I hope,  how- 
ever, when  any  of  them  shall  be  brought  to  a 
trial,  that  he  will  be  allowed  a jury  of  hut  peer t. 

I am  not  much  surprised  that  your 
Lordship  has  found  little  entertainment  in 
a late  French  writer  on  human  nature." 
From  what  I learn,  they  are  all  become 
rank  Epicureans.  One  would  think  that 
French  politesse  might  consort  very  well 
with  disinterested  benevolence  ; but,  if  we 
believe  themselves,  it  is  all  grimace.  It  is 
flattery,  in  order  to  be  flattered;  like  that 
of  the  horse,  who  when  his  neck  itches, 
scratches  his  neighbour,  that  he  may  be 
scratched  by  him  again.  I detest  all  sys- 
tems that  depreciate  human  nature.  If  it 
be  a delusion,  that  there  is  something  in 
the  constitution  of  man  that  is  venerable 
and  worthy  of  its  author,  let  me  live  and 
die  in  that  delusion,  rather  than  have  my 
eyes  opened  to  see  my  species  in  a humi- 
liating and  disgusting  light.  Every  good 
man  feels  his  indignation  rise  against  those 
who  disparage  his  kindred  or  his  country  ; 
why  should  it  not  rise  against  those  who 
disparage  his  kind  / Were  it  not  that  we 
sometimes  see  extremes  meet,  1 should 
think  it  very  strange  to  see  atheists  and 
high-shod  divines  contending  as  it  were 
who  should  most  blacken  and  degrade  human 
nature.  Yet  I think  the  atheist  acts  the 
more  consistent  part  of  the  two  : for  surely 
such  views  of  human  nature  tend  more  to 
promote  atheism,  than  to  promote  religion 
and  virtue 


III. 

ON  THE  CONVERSION  OP  CLAY  INTO 
VEGETABLE  MOULD. 

October  1,  177S. 

The  theory  of  agriculture  is 
a wide  and  deep  ocean,  wherein  we  soon  go 
beyond  our  depth. 

I believe  a lump  of  dry  clay  has  much 
the  same  degree  of  hardness,  whether  the 
weather  be  hot  or  cold.  It  seems  to  be 
more  affected  by  moisture  or  drought ; and 
to  be  harder  in  dry  weather,  and  more 
easily  broken  when  a little  moistened.  But 
there  is  a degree  of  wetness  in  clay  which 
makes  it  not  break  at  all  when  struck  or 
pressed  ; it  is  compressed  and  changes  its 
figure,  but  does  not  break. 

Clay  ground,  I think,  ought  to  be  ploughed 

• Helv<»*lui,  IX*  I'&prit Lond  Woodhoivf.i  p.k. 

Hardly;  f hi*  work  ■ pm*  then  nearly  twenty  year 
old  F.obahly  tin  work,  " 9ur  1 llon.iue.  H 
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in  the  middle  state  between  wetness  and 
dryness,  for  this  reason  : When  too  dry, 
the  plough  cannot  enter,  or  cannot  make 
handsome  work.  Those  clods  are  torn 
up,  which  require  great  labour  and  ex* 
peuoe  to  break  them.  And  unless  they 
are  broken,  the  roots  of  vegetables  cannot 
enter  into  them.  When  too  wet,  the  fur- 
row, in  being  raised  and  laid  over  by  the 
plough,  is  very  much  compressed,  but  not 
broken.  The  compression  makes  it  much 
harder  when  it  dries,  than  it  would  have 
been  without  that  compression.  But  when 
the  ground  is  neither  too  wet  nor  too  dry, 
the  furrow,  in  being  raised  and  laid  over 
by  the  plough,  breaks  or  cracks  with  in- 
numerable crevices,  which  admit  air  and 
moisture,  aud  the  roots  of  vegetables. 

Clay,  when  exposed  in  small  |>art£  to 
the  air,  and  to  alternate  moisture  and 
drought,  mellows  into  mould.  Tlius  a clod 
of  clay,  which  is  so  hard  in  seed-time  that 
you  may  stand  upon  it  without  breaking  it, 
will  be  found  in  autumn  of  the  colour  of 
mould,  and  so  softened,  that  when  you 
press  it  with  the  foot  it  crumbles  to  pieces. 
On  some  clays  this  change  is  produced  in  a 
shorter  time,  in  the  same  circumstances ; 
others  are  more  refractory,  and  require 
more  time. 

If  wet  clay  is  put  into  the  fire  uncom- 
pressed, I am  informed  that  it  burns  to 
ashes,  w hich  make  no  bad  manure. 

But  if  the  clay  be  wrought  and  compressed 
when  wet,  and  then  dried,  and  then  put 
into  the  fire,  it  burns  into  brick,  and  with 
a greater  degree  of  heat,  into  a kind  of 

glass. 

These,  my  Lord,  are  facts  ; but  to  deduce 
them  from  principles  of  attraction  and  re- 
pulsion, is  beyond  the  reach  of  my  philo- 
sophy : and  I suspect  there  arc  many  things 
in  agriculture,  and  many  things  lu  che- 
mistry, that  cannot  be  reduced  to  such 
principles  ; though  Sir  Isaac  New  ton  seems 
to  have  thought  otherwise. 

Human  knowledge  is  like  the  steps  of  a 
ladder.  The  first  step  consists  of  particular 
truths,  discovered  by  observation  or  expe- 
riment : the  second  collects  these  into  more 
general  truths  : the  third  into  still  more 
general.  But  there  are  many  such  steps 
before  we  come  to  the  top  ; that  is,  to  the 
most  general  truths.  Ambitious  of  know- 
ledge, and  unconscious  of  our  own  weak- 
ness, we  would  fain  jump  at  once  from  the 
lowest  step  to  the  highest ; but  the  conse- 
quence of  this  is,  that  we  tumble  down, 
and  find  that  our  labour  must  be  begun 
anew.  Is  not  this  a good  picture  of  a phi- 
losopher, my  Lord  ? I think  so  truly  ; and 
I should  be  vain  of  it,  if  I were  not  afraid 
that  I have  stolen  it  from  Lord  Bacon. 
I am,  &c. 

Two.  Rkid. 


IV. 

ON  THE  GENERATION  OP  PLANTS  AND 
ANIMALS, 

No  <1atc — but  »upp  s<-d  1775. 

My  Lord, — I have  some  compunction  for 
having  been  so  tardy  in  answering  the  letter 
which  your  Lordship  did  me  the  honour  to 
write  me  of  the  Oth  November,  especially 
as  it  suggests  two  very  curious  subjects  of 
correspondence.  But,  indeed,  my  vacant 
time  has  been  so  much  filled  up  with  trifles 
of  College  business,  and  with  the  frequent 
calls  of  a more  numerous  class  of  students 
than  I ever  had  before,  that  there  was  no 
room  for  anything  that  could  admit  of 
delay. 

\ on  have  expressed  with  great  elegance 
and  strength  the  conjecture  I hinted  with 
regard  to  the  generation  of  plants. 

I am  indeed  apt  to  conjecture,  that  both 
plants  and  animals  are  at  first  organized 
atoms,  having  all  the  parts  of  the  animal 
or  plant,  but  so  slender,  and  folded  up  in 
such  a manner,  as  to  l>e  reduced  to  a par- 
ticle far  beyond  the  reach  of  our  senses,  and 
perhaps  as  small  as  the  constituent  parts 
of  water.*  The  earth,  the  water,  and  the 
air  may,  for  anything  I know,  be  full  of 
such  organized  atoms.  They  may  be  no 
more  liable  to  hurt  or  injury,  than  the  con- 
stituent elementary  parts  of  water  or  air. 
They  may  serve  the  purposes  of  common 
matter  until  they  are  brought  into  that 
situation  which  nature  has  provided  for 
their  unfolding  themselves.  When  brought 
into  their  projier  matrix  or  womb,  perhaps 
after  some  previous  preparations,  they  are 
commonly  surrounded  with  some  fluid 
matter,  in  which  they  unfold  and  stretch 
themselves  out  to  a length  and  breadth 
perhaps  some  thousand  times  greater  than 
they  had  when  folded  up  in  the  atom. 
They  would  now  be  visible  to  the  naked 
eye,  were  it  not  tliat  their  limbs  and  vessels 
are  so  slender  that  they  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  the  fluid  in  which  they  float. 
All  is  equally  transparent,  and  therefore 
neither  figure  nor  colour  can  be  discerned, 
although  the  object  has  a considerable  bulk. 
The  foetus  now  has  a fluid  circulating  in  its 
vessels  ; all  the  animal  functions  go  on  ; it 
is  nourished  and  growB  ; aud  some  parts, 
first  the  heart,  then  the  head,  then  the 


* This  opinion  it  similar  to  that  ot  M.  Bonnet. 
See  hi*  " Comid<  rations  »ur  lea  lot  pa  Organise*/* 
and  his  " ContcmpI  lion  de  la  Nature”  loan 
Wnnimou  elks  —H«  id’*  opinion  haa  cntnpnrativ,  ly 
little  reaemblance  to  the  involution  them  y of  Bonnet ; 
It  beara,  however,  a atrong  anal'  gv  to  the  Pan^per. 
two  of  the  Ionic  philosopher*,  more  especially  ru 
modified  by  some  01  the  recent  1 hyamJoK'cal  tpecu- 
latiata  of  Germany  'tins  conjecture  i*  curious,  as 
I a solitary  c*r*p*de  of  our  cautious  plukwoptier  in 
1 the  region  of  imagination.—  li. 
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opine,  by  getting  some  colour,  become 
visible. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that,  from  the  time 
that  the  heart  first  appears  in  the  pellucid 
liquor,  until  the  time  of  birth,  the  animal 
grows  gradually  and  insensibly,  as  it  does 
after  birth.  But,  before  it  is  visible,  it  must 
have  increased  in  size  many  thousand  times 
in  a few  days.  This  does  not  look  like 
growth  by  nourishment,  but  like  a sudden 
unfolding  of  parts,  which  before  were 
wrapped  up  in  a small  atom. 

I go  along  with  your  Lordship  cordially, 
till  you  come  to  the  first  formation  of  an 
organized  body.  But  there  I hesitate. 
“ May  there,”  say  you,  “ not  be  particles 
of  a certain  kind  endowed  with  a power  to 
form  in  conjunction  an  organized  body  ?” 
Would  your  Lordship  allow  that  certain 
letters  might  be  endowed  with  the  power 
of  forming  themselves  into  an  “ Iliad”  or 

jEneid,”  or  even  into  a sensible  discourse 
in  prose  ?*  I confess  our  faculties  carry 
us  but  a very  little  way  in  determining 
what  is  possible  and  w'lmt  is  impossible, 
and  therefore  we  ought  to  be  modest.  But 
I cannot  help  thinking  that  such  a work 
as  the  “ Iliad,”  and  much  more  an  animal 
or  vegetable  body,  must  have  been  made  by 
express  design  and  counsel  employed  for 
that  end.  And  an  author  whom  I very 
much  respect  lias  taught  me,  “ That  we 
form  this  conclusion,  not  by  any  process  of 
reasoning,  but  by  mere  perception  and  feel- 
ing. ”+  And  I think  that  conclusions  formed 
in  this  manner,  are  of  all  others  most  to 
be  trusted.  It  seems  to  me  as  easy  to  con- 
trive a machine  that  should  compose  a 
variety  of  epic  poems  and  tragedies,  as  to 
contrive  laws  of  motion,  by  which  unthink- 
ing particles  of  matter  should  coalesce  into 
a variety  of  organized  liodies. 

**  But,”  says  your  Lordship,  u certainly 
the  Almighty  has  made  none  of  his  works 
so  imperfect  as  to  stand  in  need  of  perpe- 
tual miracles.”  Can  we,  my  Lord,  shew, 
by  any  good  reason,  that  the  Almighty 
finished  his  work  at  a stroke,  and  has  con- 
tinued ever  since  an  unactive  spectator  ? 
Can  we  prove  that  this  method  is  the  best ; 
or  that  it  is  |H>Hsible  that  the  universe  should 
be  well  governed  in  this  way  ? I fear  we 
cannot. 

And,  if  his  continued  operation  be  neces- 
sary or  proper,  it  is  no  miracle,  while  it 
is  uniform,  and  according  to  fixed  laws. 
Though  we  should  suppose  the  gravitation 
of  matter  to  be  the  immediate  operation  of 
the  Deity,  it  would  be  no  miracle,  while  it 
is  constant  and  uniform  ; but  if  in  that  case 
it  should  cease  for  a moment,  only  by  his 


• This  illustration  Ubormwc-d  from  Cicero.  ;*•  0e 
Nature  Oorum."  1 il  c 37.)—  H 

f l.ord  K»m«  himwlf  ••  Kmst«  on  Morality, " 
I hafrtrr  '•  On  tlt«  Idea  of  rower.** 


withholding  his  hand,  this  would  be  a mi- 
racle. 

That  an  animal  or  vegetable  body  is  a 
work  of  art,  and  requires  a skilful  workman, 
I think  we  mny  conclude,  without  going 
beyond  our  sphere.  But  when  we  would 
determine  how  it  is  formed,  we  have  no 
data;  and  our  most  rational  conjectures  are 
only  reveries,  and  probably  wide  of  the 
mark.  We  travel  back  to  the  first  origin 
of  things  on  the  wings  of  fancy.  We  would 
discover  Nature  in  puris  naturalibus,  and 
trace  her  first  operations  and  gradual  pro- 
gress. But,  alas  ! we  soon  find  ourselves 
unequal  to  the  task  : and  perhaps  this  is 
an  entertainment  reserved  for  us  in  a future 
state. 

As  to  what  you  snv  about  earth  or  soil ; 
there  seems,  indeed,  to  be  a repulsion  of  the 
parts,  when  it  is  enriched  by  the  air,  or  by 
manure.  And,  in  consequence  of  this,  it 
swells  and  occupies  more  space.  But,  I 
conceive,  it  gets  an  additional  quantity  of 
matter,  from  the  moisture  and  air  which  it 
imbibes,  and  thereby  increases  both  in  bulk 
and  weight.  I have  been  told  that  a dung- 
hill made  up  of  earth,  dung,  and  lime, 
trenched  over  two  or  three  times,  at  proper 
intervals,  and  then  led  out,  will  be  found 
to  make  more  cart-loads  than  it  received : 
and  I believe  this  to  be  true.  If  the  earth 
taken  out  of  a pit  does  not  fill  it  again,  I 
am  apt  to  think  there  must  have  been  va- 
cuities in  the  earth  at  first,  perhaps  made 
by  the  roots  of  plants  that  have  decayed, 
by  moles,  insects,  or  other  causes. — I am, 
my  Lord,  Ac. 

Tho.  Reid. 


V. 


ON  THE  LAWS  OF  MOTION. — NEWTON*S 
AXIOMS  AND  DEFINITIONS. 

Glasgow  College,  Mag  19,  1780. 

My  Lord, — In  order  to  understand  the 
preliminary  part  of  Newton’s  Principin , it 
is  necessary  to  attend  to  his  general  design, 
both  in  his  axioms  and  definitions. 

First , As  to  his  axioms  : he  sets  down  the 
three  laws  of  motion  as  axioms.  But  he 
does  not  mean  by  this,  that  they  are  to  be 
held  as  self-evident  truths  ; nor  does  he  in- 
tend to  prove  them  in  what  he  says  upon 
them.  They  are  incapable  of  demonstra- 
tion, being  matters  of  fact,  which  universally 
obtain  in  the  material  world,  and  which  had 
before  been  observed  by  philosophers,  and 
verified  by  thousands  of  experiments  by 
Galileo,  by  Wren,  Wallis,  Huygens,  and 
Mariotte,  to  whom  he  refers  for  the  proof 
of  them.  Therefore,  that  he  might  not 
actum  avert,  he  lays  them  down  asestablishcd 
truths,  saying  some  things  upon  them  by 
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way  of  illustration,  and  deducing  some  gene-  j only  by  a force  proportioned  to  that  reluet- 
ral  corollaries  from  them.  j ance,  is  resistance.  The  reaction  of  tho 

That  this  was  his  view,  he  expressly  says  ! body  A upon  B,  which,  according  to  tf  e 

in  the  scholium  following  the  axioms  : I third  law  of  motion,  is  equal  to  the  action  oi 
Hactenus  prmcipia  tradidiya  Mnthematicis  | B upon  A,  and  in  a contrary  direction,  is 
recepta , rl  multiphci  expcricntiA  • onfirmata,  impetus. 

4*c.  The  very  same  method  he  follows  in  Thus,  in  every  change  nmdo  in  the  state 
his  optics,  laying  down  as  axioms  what  had  of  one  body  by  another,  there  is  mutual 

before  been  discovered  in  that  science.  resistance  and  mutual  impetus.  The  one 

The  axioms,  or  established  principles  in  never  exists  without  the  other.  A body  at 
the  Principal,  are  three  : — 1*1,  Every  body  rest  not  only  resists,  but  gives  an  impetus  to 
perseveres  in  its  present  state,  whether  of  the  body  that  strikes  it.  And  a body  in 
motion  or  rest,  until  it  is  made  to  change  motion  coming  against  a body  at  rest,  not 
that  state  by  some  force  impressed  upon  it.  only  gives  an  impetus  to  the  body  that  was 
2d,  The  change  of  motion  produced  is  al-  at  rest,  but  resists  that  change  of  its  own 
ways  proportional  to  the  force  impressed,  motion  which  is  produced  by  the  stroke, 
and  in  the  direction  of  that  force.  3d,  All  Each  gives  an  impetus  to  the  other,  and 
action  of  bodies  upon  each  other  is  mutual  exerts  a resistance  to  the  impetus  it  receives 
or  reciprocal,  and  in  contrary  directions ; from  the  other. 

that  is,  if  the  body  A produces  any  motion  This  is  the  notion  which  Newton  affixes 
or  change  of  motion  in  B ; by  the  reaction  to  the  words — impetus  and  resistance  ; and, 
of  2?,  an  equal  change  of  motion,  hut  in  a I think,  it  corresponds  perfectly  with  the 
contrary  direction,  will  be  produced  in  A.  third  law  of  motion,  but  may  appear  dark  if 
This  holds  in  all  action  of  bodies  on  -each  that  is  not  kept  in  view, 
o'her,  whether  by  a stroke,  by  pressure,  by  But,  because  this  notion  of  resistance  and 
attraction,  or  by  repulsion.  impetus  differs  somewhat  from  the  vulgar 

Perhaps,  you  will  say  these  principles  application  of  those  words,  in  order  to  point 
ought  not  to  be  taken  for  granted,  but  to  out  the  difference,  he  contrasts  it  with  the 
be  proved.  True,  my  Lord,  they  ought  to  vulgar  meaning  in  the  words  which  your 
be  proved  by  a very  copious  induction  of  Lordship  quotes  : — Vulgus  r existent  turn 
experiments;  and,  if  they  are  not  proved,  >/Hiescentibut  el  impehtm  movenfibus  tribuitt 
the  whole  system  of  the  Priticipia  falls  to  sed  motus  et  quirt,  ut  vulgo  cmicipiuntur, , 
the  ground  ; for  it  is  all  built  upon  them,  respect u % oio  disiingunntnr , neque  semper 
But  Sir  Isaac  thought  they  were  already  ve<}quirtcunt  qua  vulgo  tanquam  quit  scent  ia 
proved,  and  refers  you  to  the  authors  by  spectantur.  fie  considers  both  resistance 
whom.  He  never  intended  to  prove  them,  and  impetus  as  belonging  to  every  body,  in 
but  to  build  upon  them,  as  mathematicians  every  case  in  which  it  is  made  to  change  ita 
do  upon  the  Elements  of  Euclid . state,  whether  from  rest  to  motion,  or  from 

Secondly , As  to  the  definitions.  They  motion  to  rest.  It  resists  the  change  of  ita 
are  intended  to  give  accuracy  and  precision  own  state,  and,  by  ita  reaction,  gives  an 
to  the  terms  he  uses,  in  reasoning  from  the  impetus  to  the  body  that  acts  upon  it-  The 
la wg  of  motion.  The  definitions  are  accoin-  vulgar,  having  no  notion,  or  no  distinct 
moduted  to  the  laws  of  motion,  and  fitted  so  notion,  of  this  reaction  established  by  the 
as  to  express  with  precision  all  reasoning  third  law  of  motion,  suit  their  language  to 
grounded  upon  the  laws  of  motion.  And,  their  conceptions.  He  suits  his  to  the  laws 
for  this  reason,  even  the  definitions  will  of  motion. 

appear  obscure,  if  one  has  not  a distinct  A post,  you  say,  resists,  but  has  no  im- 
conception  of  the  laws  of  motion  always  be-  petus.  This  is  true  in  the  vulgar  sense  of 
fore  his  eye.  the  word.  But,  in  order  to  shew  you  that 

Taking  for  granted  the  laws  of  motion,  his  sense  differs  somewhat  from  the  vulgar, 
therefore,  he  gives  the  name  of  vis  insita , or  he  would  say,  that  the  post  has  impetus  in 
vis  inertia , to  that  property  of  bodies,  his  sense.  And  by  this  be  means  only,  that 
whereby,  according  to  the  first  and  second  the  post  stops,  or  changes  the  motion  of  the 
laws  of  motion,  they  persevere  in  their  body  that  strikes  it ; and,  in  producing  this 
state,  and  resist  any  change,  either  from  change,  exerts  a force  equal  to  that  with 
rest  to  motion,  or  from  motion  to  rest,  which  it  was  struck,  but  in  a contrary 
or  from  one  degree  or  direction  of  motion  direction.  This  is  a necessary  consequence 
to  another.  of  the  third  law  of  motion.  The  vulgar 

This  vis  insita  is  exercised  in  every  case  both  speak  and  judge  of  motion  and  rest  in 
wherein  one  body  is  made  to  change  its  a body,  by  its  situation  with  respect  to  some 
state  by  the  action  of  another  body ; and  other  body,  which,  perhaps,  from  prejudice, 
the  exertion  of  it  may,  in  different  respects,  they  conceive  to  be  at  rest.  This  makes 
be  called  both  resistance  and  impetus.  Newton  say,  “ That  motion  and  rest,  as 

The  reluctance  which  the  body  .1  has  to  commonly  conceived,  are  distinguished  by 
change  its  state,  which  can  be  overcome  i elation  ; nor  are  those  bodies  always  really 
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at  rest  which  are  commonly  conceived  to 
be  at  rest-*’ 

Rest,  when  we  speak  of  bodies,  is  opposed, 
not  to  self-motion  only,  but  to  all  cluinge  of 
place.  Absolute,  or  real  rest,  is  opposed  to 
real  motion;  and  relative  rest— that  is,  rest 
with  relation  to  such  a body  that  is  supposed 
at  rest,  is  opposed  to  relative  motion  with 
respect  to  the  same  body.  Rut  a body  may- 
be relatively  at  rest,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
really  in  motion.  Thus,  a house  rests  upon 
its  foundation  for  ages  ; but  this  rest  is 
relative  with  respect  to  the  earth.  For  it 
has  gone  round  the  earth's  axis  every  day, 
and  round  the  sun  every  year. 

The  distinction  your  Lordship  makes  be- 
tween moving  and  being  moved,  belongs  not 
to  physics,  but  to  metaphysics.  In  physics, 
you  may  use  the  active  or  the  passive  verb 
as  you  like  best.  The  reason  is,  that  in 
physics  we  seek  not  the  efficient  causes  of 
phenomena,  but  only  the  rules  or  laws  by 
which  they  are  regulated.  We  know,  that 
a body  once  put  in  motion,  continues  to 
move,  or,  if  you  please,  to  be  moved,  until 
some  force  is  applied  to  stop  or  retard  it. 
But,  whether  this  phenomenon  is  produced 
by  some  real  activity  in  the  body  itself,  or 
by  the  efficiency  of  some  external  cause ; 
or  whether  it  requires  no  efficiency  at  all  to 
continue  in  the  state  into  which  it  is  put,  is, 
perhaps,  difficult  to  determine;  and  is  a 
question  that  belongs  not  to  physics,  but  to 
metaphysics. 

Some  divines  and  philosophers  have 
maintained,  that  the  preservation  of  n 
created  being  in  existence,  is  a continued 
act  of  creation  ; and  that  annihilation  is 
nothing  but  the  subtending  that  exertion  of 
the  Creator  by  which  the  being  was  upheld 
in  existence. 

Analogous  to  this,  I think,  is  the  opinion, 
tliat  the  continuance  of  motion  in  a body 
requires  a continued  exertion  of  that  active 
force  which  put  it  into  the  state  of  motion. 

I ain  rather  inclined  to  the  contrary  of  both 
these  opinions,  and  disposed  to  think  that 
continuance  of  existence,  and  continuance 
of  motiou  in  a body,  requires  no  active 
cause  ; and  that  it  is  only  a change  of  state, 
and  not  a continuance  of  the  present  state, 
tlxat  requires  active  power.  But,  I suspect, 
both  questions  are  rather  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  human  faculties.  However,  they 
belong  not  to  the  province  of  physics,  hut 
to  that  of  metaphysics. 

I wish  I may  be  intelligible,  and  that  I 
do  not  oppress  your  Lordship  with  the  gar- 
rulity  of  old  age.  1 find  myself,  indeed, 
growing  old,  and  have  no  right  to  plead  ex- 
emption from  the  infirmities  of  tliat  stage  of 
life.  For  that  reason,  I have  made  choice 
of  an  assistant  in  my  office.  Y esterday,  the 
college,  at  my  desire,  made  choice  of  Mr 
Archibald  Arthur,  preacher,  to  be  my  assist- 


ant and  successor.*  I think  I have  done 
good  service  to  the  college  by  this,  and  pro- 
cured some  leisure  to  myself,  though  with  a 
reduction  of  my  finances.  May  your  Lord- 
ship  live  long  and  happy. — Yours, 

Tnu.  Kkid. 


VI. 

ON  CONJECTURES  AND  HYPOTHESES  IN  PHI- 
LOSOPHY.— CAUSE  WHAT  IN  RELATION 
TO  PHYSICS.—  DIFFERENT  PROVINCES  OP 
PHYSICAL  AND  OF  METAPHYSICAL  SCIENCE. 

16.7*  December  1780. 
Mv  Lord, — 1.  I am  now  to  answer  the 
letter  you  honoured  mo  with  of  7*h  No- 
vember. And,  first,  I disclaim  what  you 
seem  to  impute  to  me— to  wit,  “ the  valuing 
myself  upon  my  ignorance  of  the  cause  of 
gravity."  To  confess  ignorance  when  one 
is  conscious  of  it,  I take  to  be  a sign,  not 
of  pride,  but  of  humility,  and  of  that  can- 
dour which  becomes  a philosopher  ; and  so 
I meant  it. 

2.  Your  Lordship  thinks,  “ That  never 
to  trust  to  hypotheses  and  conjectures  about 
the  works  of  God,  and  being  persuaded  tliat 
they  are  more  like  to  he  false  than  true,  is 
a discouraging  doctrine,  and  damps  the 
spirit  of  inquiry,' * &c,  >iow,  my  Lord,  I 
have,  ever  since  I was  acquainted  with 
Bacon  and  Newton,  thought  tliat  this  doc- 
trine is  the  very  key  to  natural  philosophy, 
and  the  touchstone  by  which  everything 
tliat  is  legitimate  and  solid  in  that  science, 
is  to  he  distinguished  from  what  is  spurious 
and  hollow  ; and  I cun  hardly  think,  that 
we  can  differ  in  so  capital  a point,  if  we 
understood  each  other's  meaning. 

3.  I would  discourage  no  man  from  con- 
jecturing, only  I wish  him  not  to  take  his 
conjectures  for  knowledge,  or  to  exjiect  that 
others  should  do  so.  Conjecturing  may  be 
a useful  step  even  in  natural  philosophy. 
Thus,  attending  to  such  a phenomenon,  I 
conjecture  that  it  may  be  owing  to  such  a 
cause.  This  may  lead  me  to  make  the  ex- 
jieriinents  or  observations  proper  for  dis- 
covering whether  that  is  really  the  cause  or 
not : and  if  I can  discover,  either  that  it 
is  or  is  not,  my  knot*  ledge  is  improved ; 
and  my  conjecture  was  a step  to  that  iin* 
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proven  lent.  But,  while  I rent  in  my  con- 
jecture, in y judgment  remains  in  suspense, 
and  all  I can  Hay  is,  it  may  be  so,  and  it 
may  be  otherwise. 

4.  A cause  that  is  conjectured  ought  to 
be  such,  that,  if  it  really  does  exist,  it  will 
produce  the  effect.  If  it  have  not  this 
quality,  it  hardly  deserves  the  name  of  u 
conjecture.  Supposing  it  to  have  this 
quality,  the  question  remains -—Whether 
does  it  exist  or  not  ? And  this,  being  a 
question  of  fact,  is  to  be  tried  by  positive 
evidence.  Thus,  Des  Cartes  conjectured, 
that  the  planets  are  carried  round  the  sun 
in  a vortex  of  subtile  matter.  The  cause 
here  assigned  is  s fficient  to  produce  the 
effect.  It  may,  therefore,  be  entitled  to 
the  name  of  a conjecture.  But  where  is 
the  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  a vor- 
tex ? If  there  be  no  evidence  for  it,  even 
though  there  were  none  against  it,  it  is  a 
conjecture  only,  and  ought  to  have  no 
admittance  into  chaste  natural  philosophy. 

5.  All  investigation  of  what  we  call  the 
causes  of  natural  phenomena  may  be  reduced 
to  this  syllogism — If  such  a cause  exists,  it 
will  produce  such  a phenomenon  : but  that 
cause  does  exist : Therefore,  Ac.  The  first 
proposition  is  merely  hypothetical.  And  a 
man  in  his  closet,  without  consulting  nature, 
nmy  make  a thousand  such  propositions, 
and  connect  them  into  a system  ; but  this 
is  only  a system  of  hypotheses,  conjectures, 
or  theories ; and  there  cannot  be  one  con- 
clusion in  natural  philosophy  drawn  from  it, 
until  he  consults  nature,  and  discovers 
whether  the  causes  he  has  conjectured 
do  really  exist  As  far  as  he  can  shew  that 
they  do,  he  makes  a real  progress  in  the 
knowledge  of  nature,  and  not  a step  further. 
1 hope  in  all  this  your  Lordship  will  agree 
with  me.  But  it  remains  to  be  considered 
how  the  second  proposition  of  the  syllogism 
is  to  be  proved — to  wit,  that  such  a cause 
does  really  exist.  Will  nothing  satisfy 
here  but  demonstration  ? 

6.  I am  so  far  from  thinking  so,  my  Lord, 
tliat  I am  persuaded  we  never  can  have 
demonstration  in  this  case.  All  that  we 
know  of  the  material  world,  must  be  grounded 
on  the  testimony  of  our  senses.  Our  senses 
testify  particular  facts  only  : from  these  we 
collect,  by  induction,  general  facts,  which 
wo  call  laws  of  nature,  or  natural  causes. 
Thus,  ascending  by  a just  and  cautious  in- 
duction, from  wtiat  is  less  to  what  is  more 
general,  we  discover,  as  far  as  we  are  able, 
natural  causes,  or  laws  of  nature.  This  is 
the  analytical  part  of  natural  philosophy. 
The  synthetical  part  takes  for  granted,  as 
principles,  the  causes  discovered  by  induc- 
tion, and  from  these  explains  ©r  accounts 
for  the  phenomena  which  result  from  them. 
This  analysis  And  synthesis  make  up  the 
whole  theory  of  natural  philosophy.  The 


practical  part  consists  in  applying  the  laws 
of  nature  to  produce  effects  useful  in  life. 

7*  From  this  view  of  natural  philosophy, 
which  I have  learned  from  Newton,  your 
Lordship  will  perceive  that  no  man  who 
understands  it  will  pretend  to  demon- 
strate any  of  its  prim  iples.  Nay,  the  most 
certain  and  best  established  of  them  may, 
for  anything  we  know,  admit  of  exceptions* 
For  instance,  there  is  no  princip'e  in  natu- 
ral philosophy  better  established  than  the 
universal  gravitation  of  matter.  But,  can 
this  be  demonstrated  ? By  no  means. 
What  is  the  evidence  of  it,  then  ? It  is 
collected  by  induction,  partly  from  our 
daily  experience,  and  from  the  experience 
of  all  nations,  in  all  ages,  in  all  places  of 
earth,  sea,  and  air,  which  we  can  reach  ; 
and  partly  from  the  observations  and  expe- 
riments of  philosophers,  which  shew  that 
even  air  and  smoke,  and  every  body  upon 
which  experiments  have  been  made,  gravi- 
tate precisely  in  proportion  to  the  quantity 
of  matter  ; that  the  sea  and  earth  gravitate 
towards  the  moon,  and  the  moon  towards 
them  ; that  the  planets  and  comets  gravi- 
tate towards  the  sun,  and  towards  one 
another,  and  the  sun  towards  them.  This 
is  the  sum  of  evidence ; and  it  is  as  differ- 
ent from  demonstration,  on  the  one  hand, 
as  from  conjecture  on  the  other.  It  is  the 
same  kind  of  evidence  which  we  have,  that 
fire  will  burn  and  water  drown,  that  bread  will 
nourish  and  arsenic  poison,  which,  I think, 
would  not  properly  be  called  conjecture. 

8.  It  is  proper  here  to  explain  what  is 
meant  by  the  cause  of  a phenomenon,  when 
that  word  is  used  in  natural  philosophy. 
The  word  cause  is  so  ambiguous,  that  I fear 
many  mistake  its  meaning,  and  take  it  to 
mean  the  efficient  cause,  which  I think  it 
never  does  in  this  science. 

9.  By  the  cause  of  a phenomenon,  nothing 
is  meant  but  the  law  of  nature,  of  which 
that  phenomenon  is  an  instance,  or  a neces- 
sary' consequence-  The  cause  of  a body’s 
falling  to  the  ground  is  its  gravity.  But 
gravity  is  not  an  efficient  cause,  but  a gene- 
ral law,  that  obtaius  in  nature,  of  which 
law  the  fall  of  this  body  is  a particular  in- 
stance. The  cause  why  a body  projected 
moves  in  a parabola,  is,  that  this  motion  is 
the  necessary  consequence  of  the  projectile 
force  and  gravity  united.  But  these  are 
not  efficient  causes ; thev  are  only  laws  of 
nature.  In  natural  philosophy,  therefore, 
we  seek  only  the  general  laws,  according  to 
which  nature  works,  and  these  we  call  the 
causes  of  what  is  done  according  to  them. 
But  such  laws  cannot  be  the  efficient  cause 
of  anything.  They  are  only  the  rule  accord- 
ing to  which  the  efficient  cause  operates. 

10.  A natural  philosopher  may  search 
after  the  cause  of  a law  of  nature ; but 
tliis  means  no  more  than  searching  for  a 
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more  general  law,  which  include*  that  par- 
ticular law,  and  perhaps  many  others  under 
it.  This  was  all  that  Newton  aimed  at  by 
hia  ether.  He  thought  it  possible,  that,  if 
there  was  such  an  ether,  the  gravitation  of 
Iwslies,  the  reflection  and  refraction  of  the 
rays  of  light,  and  many  other  laws  of  nature, 
might  be  the  necessary  consequences  of  the 
elasticity  and  repelling  force  of  the  ether. 
But,  sup|K>sing  this  ether  to  exist,  its  elas- 
ticity and  repelling  force  must  be  considered 
as  a law  of  nature  ; and  the  eflicient  cause 
of  this  elasticity  would  still  have  been  Intent 

11.  Efficient  causes,  properly  so  called, 
are  not  within  the  sphere  of  natural  philo- 
sophy. Its  business  is,  from  particular 
facts  in  the  material  world,  to  collect,  by 
just  induction,  the  laws  that  are  general, 
and  from  these  the  more  general,  as  far  as 
we  can  go.  And  when  this  is  done,  natural 
philosophy  has  no  more  to  do.  It  exhibits 
to  our  view  the  grand  machine  of  the  mate- 
rial world,  analysed,  as  it  were,  and  taken 
to  pieces,  with  the  connexions  and  depend- 
encies of  its  several  parts,  and  the  laws  of 
its  several  movements.  It  belongs  to 
another  branch  of  philosophy  to  consider 
whether  this  machine  in  the  work  of  chance 
or  of  design,  and  whether  of  good  or  of  had 
design  ; whether  there  is  not  an  intelligent 
first  Mover  who  contrived  the  whole,  and 
gives  motion  to  the  whole,  according  to  the 
laws  which  the  natural  philosopher  has  dis- 
covered, or,  perhaps,  according  to  laws 
still  more  general,  of  which  we  can  only 
discover  some  branches;  and  whether  he 
does  these  things  by  his  own  hand,  so  to 
speak,  or  employs  subordinate  efficient 
causes  to  execute  his  purposes.  These  are 
very  noble  and  important  inquiries,  but  they 
do  not  belong  to  natural  philosophy ; nor 
can  we  proceed  in  them  in  the  way  of  ex- 
periment and  induction,  the  only  instru- 
ments the  natural  philosopher  uses  in  his 
researches. 

12.  Whether  you  call  this  branch  of 
philosophy  Natural  Theology  or  Meta- 
physics, I care  not  ; but  I think  it  ought 
not  to  be  coufounded  with  Natural  Philo- 
sophy ; and  neither  of  them  with  Mathe- 
matics. Let  the  mathematician  demon- 
strate the  relation  of  abstract  quantity ; the 
natural  philosopher  investigate  the  laws  of 
the  material  system  by  induction  ; and  the 
metaphysician,  the  final  causes,  and  the 
efficient  causes  of  what  we  see  and  what 
natural  philosophy  discovers  in  the  world 
we  live  in. 

13.  As  to  final  causes,  they  stare  us  in 
the  face  wherever  we  cast  our  eyes.  I can 
no  more  doubt  whether  the  eye  was  made 
for  the  purpose  of  seeing,  and  the  ear  of 
hearing,  than  I can  doubt  of  a mathema- 
tical axiom ; yet  the  evidence  is  neither 
oiHthematicnl  demonstration,  nor  is  it  in- 


duction. In  a word,  final  causes,  good  final 
causes,  are  seen  plainly  everywhere  : in  the 
heavens  and  in  the  earth ; in  the  constitu* 
tion  of  every  animal,  and  in  our  own  consti- 
tution of  body  and  of  mind ; and  they  are 
most  worthy  of  observation,  and  have  a 
charm  in  them  that  delights  the  soul. 

14.  As  to  Efficient  Causes,  I am  afraid 
our  faculties  carry  us  but  a very  l.ttle  way, 
and  almost  only  to  general  conclusions.  1 
hold  it  to  be  self-evident,  that  every  pro- 
duction, and  e\cry  change  in  nature,  must 
have  an  eflicient  cause  that  has  powet 
to  produce  the  effect ; and  that  an  effect 
which  lias  the  most  manifest  marks  of  in- 
telligence, wisdom,  and  goodness,  must  have 
an  intelligent,  wise,  and  good  efficient  cause. 
From  these,  and  some  such  self-evident 
truths,  we  may  discover  the  principles  of 
natural  theology,  and  that  the  Deity  is  the 
first  efficient  cause  of  all  nature.  But  how 
far  he  operates  in  nature  immediately,  or 
how  far  by  the  ministry  of  subordinate  effi- 
cient causes,  to  which  he  has  given  power 
adequate  to  the  task  committed  to  them,  I 
am  afraid  our  reason  is  not  able  to  discover, 
and  we  can  do  little  else  than  conjecture. 
We  are  led  by  nature  to  believe  ourselves 
to  be  the  efficient  causes  of  our  own  volun- 
tary actions  ; nud,  from  analogy,  we  judge 
the  same  of  other  intelligent  being*.  But 
with  regard  to  the  works  of  nature,  I can- 
not recollect  a single  instance  wherein  I can 
say,  with  any  degree  of  assurance,  that  such 
a thing  is  the  efficient  cause  of  such  a phe- 
nomenon of  nature. 

16.  Malebranchc,  and  many  of  the  Car- 
tesians, ascribed  all  to  the  immediate  oper- 
ation of  the  Deity,  except  the  determinations 
of  the  will  of  free  agents,  Leibnitz,  and  all 
his  followers,  maintain,  that  God  finished 
his  work  at  the  creation,  having  endowed 
every  creature  and  every  individual  particle 
of  matter,  with  such  internal  powers  as 
necessarily  produce  all  its  actions,  motions, 
and  changes,  to  the  end  of  time-  Others 
have  held,  that  various  intelligent  beings, 
appointed  by  the  Deity  to  their  several 
departments,  are  the  efficient  causes  of  the 
various  operations  of  nature.  Others,  that 
there  are  beings  endowed  with  power  with- 
out intelligence,  which  are  the  efficient 
causes  in  nature's  operations  ; and  they 
have  given  them  the  name  of  Plastic 
Powers,  or  Plastic  Natures.  A late  author 
of  your  Lordship's  acquaintance,*  has  given 
it  as  ancient  metaphysics,  That  every  body 
in  the  universe  is  compounded  of  two  sub- 
stances united— to  wit,  an  immaterial  mind 
or  soul,  which,  in  the  inanimate  creation, 
has  the  power  of  motion  without  thought ; 
and  of  inert*mattcr  as  the  other  part.  The 
celebrated  Dr  Priestley  maintains,  that 
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matter,  properly  organized,  has  not  only  the 
power  of  motion,  but  of  thought  and  intel- 
ligence ; and  that  a man  is  only  a piece  of 
matter  properly  organized. 

16.  Of  all  these  systems  about  the  effi- 
cient muses  of  the  phenomena  of  nature, 
there  is  not  one  that,  in  my  opiuion,  can  be 
either  proved  or  refuted  from  the  principles 
of  natural  philosophy.  They  belong  to 
metaphysics,  and  affect  not  natural  philo- 
sophy, whether  they  be  true  or  false.  Some 
of  them,  I think,  may  be  refuted  upon  meta- 
physical principles  ; but,  as  to  the  others,  I 
can  neither  see  such  evidence  for  them  or 
against  them  as  determines  my  belief. 
They  seem  to  me  to  be  conjectures  only 
about  matters  where  we  have  not  evidence  ; 
and,  therefore,  1 must  confess  my  ignor- 
ance. 

17*  As  to  the  point  which  gave  occasion 
to  this  long  detail.  Whether  there  is  reason 
to  think  that  matter  gravitates  by  an  in- 
herent power,  and  is  the  efficient  cause  of 
its  own  gravitation,  I say,  first,  This  is  a 
metaphysical  question,  which  concerns  not 
natural  philosophy,  and  can  neither  be 
proved  nor  refuted  by  any  principle  in  that 
science.  Natural  philosophy  informs  us, 
that  matter  gravitates  according  to  a certain 
law  ; and  it  says  no  more.  Whether  mat- 
ter be  active  or  passive  in  gravitation,  can- 
not be  determined  by  any  experiment  I can 
think  of.  If  it  should  be  said  that  we  ought 
to  conclude  it  to  be  active,  because  we  per- 
ceive no  external  cause  of  its  gravitation, 
this  argument,  I fear,  will  go  too  far.  Be- 
sides it  is  very  weak,  amounting  only  to 
this  : 1 do  not  perceive  such  a thing,  there* 
f >ro  it  does  not  exist, 

18.  I never  could  see  good  reason  to 
1 elieve  that  matter  has  any  active  power  at 
all.  And,  indeed,  if  it  were  evident  that  it 
lias  one , I think  there  could  be  no  good  reason 
assigned  for  not  allowing  it  other*.  Your 
Lordship  speaks  of  the  power  of  resisting 
motion,  and  some  others,  as  acknowledged 
active  powers  inherent  in  matter.  As  to 
the  resistance  to  motion,  and  the  continu- 
ance in  motion,  I never  could  satisfy  my- 
self whether  these  are  not  the  necessary 
consequences  of  matter  being  inactive.  If 
they  imply  activity,  that  may  lie  in  some 
other  cause. 

19.  I am  not  able  to  form  any  distinct 
conception  of  active  power  but  such  as  1 find 
in  myself.  I can  only  exert  my  active 
power  by  will,  which  supposes  thought.  It 
seems  to  me,  that,  if  1 was  not  conscious  of 
activity  in  myself  , I could  never,  from  things 
I see  about  me,  have  had  the  conception  or 
idea  of  active  power.  I see  a succession  of 
changes,  but  1 >ee  not  the  power,  that  is, 
the  efficient  cause  of  them  ; but,  having  got 
the  notion  of  active  power,  from  the  con- 
sciousness of  my  own  activity,  and  finding 


no 

it  a first  principle,  that  every  production 
requires  active  power,  I can  reason  about 
an  active  power  of  that  kind  I am  acquainted 
with — that  is, such  as  supposes  thought  and 
choice,  and  is  etferted  by  will.  But,  if  there 
is  anything  in  an  unthinking  inanimate  being 
that  ctan  be  called  active  power,  I know  not 
what  it  is,  and  cannot  reason  about  it. 

20.  If  you  conceive  that  the  activity  of 
matter  is  directed  by  thought  and  will  in 
matter,  every  particle  of  matter  must  know 
the  situation  and  distance  of  every  other 
particle  within  the  planetary  system  ; but 
this,  I am  apt  to  think,  is  not  your  Lord- 
ship's opinion. 

21.  I must  therefore  conclude,  that  this 
active  power  is  guided  in  all  its  operations 
by  some  intelligent  Being,  who  knows  both 
the  law  of  gravitation,  and  the  distance  and 
situation  of  every  particle  of  matter  with 
regard  to  every  other  particle,  in  all  the 
changes  that  happen  in  the  material  world. 
1 can  only  conceive  two  ways  in  which  this 
particle  of  matter  can  be  guided,  in  all  the 
exertions  of  its  active  power,  by  an  intelli- 
gent Beiug.  Either  it  was  formed,  in  its 
creation,  upon  a forekuowledge  of  all  the 
situations  it  shall  ever  be  in  with  respect  to 
other  particles,  and  had  such  an  internal 
structure  given  it,  as  necessarily  produces, 
in  succession,  all  the  motions,  and  tend- 
encies to  motion,  it  shall  ever  exert.  This 
would  make  every  particle  of  matter  a ma- 
chine or  automaton,  and  every  particle  of  a 
different  structure  from  every  other  particle 
iu  the  universe.  This  is  indeed  the  opinion 
of  Leibnitz ; but  I am  not  prejudiced  agaiust 
it  upon  that  account ; I only  wished  to  know 
whether  your  Lordship  adopted  it  or  not. 
Another  way,  and  the  only  other  way,  in 
which  1 can  conceive  the  active  power  of  a 
particle  of  matter,  guided  by  an  intelligent 
Being,  is  by  a continual  influence  exerted 
according  to  its  situation  and  the  situation 
of  other  particles-  In  this  case,  the  particle 
would  be  guided  as  a horse  is  by  his  rider  ; 
and  I think  it  would  he  improper  to  ascribe 
to  it  the  power  of  gravitation.  It  has  only 
the  power  of  obeying  its  guide.  Whether 
your  Lordship  chooses  the  first  or  the  last 
in  this  alternative,  I should  he  glad  to 
know  ; or  whether  you  can  think  of  a third 
way  better  than  either. 

22.  I will  not  add  to  the  length  of  so 
immoderately  long  a letter  by  criticising 
upon  the  passages  you  quote  from  Newton. 
1 have  a great  regnrd  for  his  judgment ; but 
where  he  differs  from  me,  I think  him 
wrong. 

The  idea  of  natural  philosophy  I have 

fiven  in  this  letter,  I think  I had  from  him. 

f in  scholia  and  queries  he  gives  a range  to 
his  thoughts,  and  sometimes  enters  the 
regions  of  natural  theology  and  metaphysics, 
this  1 think  is  very  allowable,  and  is  not  to 
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be  considered  a part  of  his  physics,  which 
are  contained  in  nis  propositions  and  corol- 
laries. Even  his  queries  and  conjectures 
are  valuable  ; but  l think  he  never  intended 
that  they  should  be  taken  for  granted,  but 
made  the  subject  of  inquiry. 

Tho.  Reid. 


VII. 

LAWS  OP  MOTION — PRESSURE  OP  FLUIDS. 

January  25,  1781. 

My  Lord,  — To  what  cause  is  it  owing 
that  I differ  so  much  from  your  Lordship 
iu  Thysics,  when  we  differ  so  little  in  Meta- 
physics ? I am  at  a loss  to  account  for  this 
henomenon.  Whether  is  it  owing  to  our 
aving  different  conceptions  to  the  same 
words  ? — or,  as  I rather  think  it  is,  to 
your  being  dissatisfied  with  the  three  gene- 
ral laws  of  motion  ? Without  them  I know 
not  indeed  how  to  reason  in  physics.  Ar- 
chimedes reasoned  from  them  both  in  me- 
chanics and  hydrostatics.  Galileo,  Huy- 
gens, Wren,  Wallis,  Mariotte,  and  many 
others,  reasoned  from  them,  without  ob- 
serving that  they  did  so- 

I have  not  indeed  any  scruples  about  the 
principles  of  hydrostatics.  They  seem  to 
me  to  be  the  necessary  consequences  of  the 
definition  of  a fluid,  the  three  laws  of  motion, 
and  the  law  of  gravitation  ; and,  therefore, 
I cannot  assent  to  your  Lordship's  reason- 
ing, either  about  the  pressure  of  fluids,  or 
about  the  suspension  of  the  mercury  in  the 
barometer. 

As  to  the  first,  the  experiments  which  shew 
that  fluids  do,  in  fact-,  press  undquaque , 
are  so  numerous,  and  so  well  known  to  your 
Lordship,  that  I apprehend  it  is  not  the  fact 
you  question,  but  the  cause.  You  think 
that  gravity  is  not  the  cause.  Why  ? Be- 
cause gravity  gives  to  every  part  of  the  fluid 
a tendency  downwards  only ; and  what  is 
true  of  every  part,  is  true  of  the  whole : 
therefore,  the  whole  has  no  other  tendency 
but  downward.  This  argument  is  specious, 
but  there  is  a fallacy  in  it.  If  the  parts  did 
not  act  upon  one  another,  and  counteract 
one  another,  the  argument  would  be  good  ; 
but  the  parts  are  so  connected,  that  one 
cannot  go  down  but  another  must  go  up, 
and,  therefore,  that  very  gravity  which 
presses  down  one  part  presses  up  another : 
so  that  every  part  is  pressed  down  by  its 
own  gravity,  and  pressed  up,  at  the  same 
time,  by  the  gravity  of  other  parts ; and 
the  contrary  pressures  being  equal,  it  re- 
mains at  rest. 

This  may  be  illustrated  by  a balance 
equilibrating  by  equal  weights  in  both  scales. 
I say  each  arm  of  the  balance  is  equally 
pressed  upwards  and  downwards  at  the  same 


time,  and  from  that  cause  is  at  rest ; although 
the  tendency  of  the  weights,  in  each  of  the 
scales,  is  downwards  only.  I prove  it  a pos- 
teriori ; because  the  arm  of  a balance  being 
moveable  by  the  least  force,  if  it  was  pressed 
in  one  direction  only,  it  would  move  in  tliat 
direction : but  it  does  not  move.  I prove 
it  a priori ; because  the  necessary  effect  of 
pressing  one  arm  down,  is  the  pressing  the 
other  up  with  the  same  force  : therefore, 
each  arm  is  pressed  down  by  the  weight  iu 
its  ow.i  scale,  and  equally  pressed  up  by  tho 
weight  in  the  other  scale ; and,  being  pressed 
with  equal  force  in  contrary  directions,  it 
remains  at  rest.  Your  Lordship  will  easily 
apply  this  reasoning  to  a fluid,  every  part  of 
which  is  as  moveable  as  the  balance  is  about 
its  fulcrum  ; and  no  one  part  can  move,  but 
an  equal  part  must  be  moved  in  a contrary 
direction.  And  I think  it  is  impossible  we 
should  differ  in  this,  but  in  words. 

Next,  as  to  the  barometer.  You  say  the 
mercury  is  kept  up  by  the  expansive  power 
of  the  air  : but  you  say  further,  that  it  is 
not  kept  up  by  the  weight  of  the  air.  I 
agree  to  the  first,  but  not  to  the  last.  The 
expansive  power  of  the  air  is  owing  to  its 
being  compressed  ; and  it  is  compressed  by 
the  weight  of  the  incumbent  atmosphere. 
Its  expansive  force  is  exactly  equal  to  the 
force  that  presses  and  condenses  it ; and 
that  force  is  the  weight  of  the  air  above  it, 
to  the  top  of  the  atmosphere — so  that  the  ex- 
pansive force  of  the  air  is  the  c ittsa  proximo^ 
the  weight  of  the  atmosphere  the  rausa 
remota  of  the  suspension  of  the  mercury. 
Your  Lordship  knows  the  maxim,  Causa 
causa  e%t  causa  causa ti . The  barometer, 
therefore,  while  it  measures  the  expansive 
force  of  the  air  which  presses  upon  the 
lower  end  of  the  tube,  at  the  same  time 
measures  the  weight  of  the  atmosphere, 
which  is  the  cause  of  that  expansive  force, 
and  exactly  equal  to  it.  If  the  air  was  not 
pressed  by  the  incumbent  weight,  it  would 
expand  in  boundless  space,  until  it  had  no 
more  expansive  force. 

As  to  the  observation  in  the  postscript, 
it  is  true,  that  the  gravity  of  the  air,  while 
it  rests  upon  an  unyielding  bottom,  will  give 
no  motion  to  it ; but  the  mercury  in  the 
lower  end  of  the  tube  yields  to  the  pressure 
of  the  air  upon  it,  until  the  weight  of  the 
mercury  is  balanced  by  the  pressure  of  the 
air. 

What  your  Lordship  is  pleased  to  call  the 
Opus  Magnum , goes  on,  but  more  slowly 
than  I wish. — I am,  most  respectfully,  my 
Lord,  yours, 

Tho.  Reid. 
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inaccurate  writer  might  confound  with  the 
VIII.  last  mentioned.  It  is  this— that  a body 

uniformly  accelerated  from  a state  of  rest, 
on  Tint  accelerated  motion  o r palling  will  go  through  a space  which  is  as  the 
bodies.  square  of  the  last  velocity.  * This  is  an  ab- 

stract proposition,  and  has  been  mathema- 
Glaxyow  College , Nov.  11,  1782.  tic&lly  demonstrated  ; and  it  may  be  made 
My  Lord, — My  hope  that  your  Lordship  a step  in  the  proof  of  the  physical  proposi- 
is  in  no  worse  state  of  health  than  when  I tion.  But  the  proof  must  be  completed  by 
left  you,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  good  family  shewing,  that,  iu  fact,  bodies  descending  by 
are  well,  is  confirmed  by  your  continuing  gravitation  are  uniformly  accelerated.  This 
your  favourite  speculations.  I promised  to  is  sometimes  shewn  by  a machine  invented 
call  upon  you  in  the  morning  before  1 came  by  S’Gravesande,  to  measure  the  velocities 
away.  I sent  n Samuel  to  see  if  you  was  of  falling  bodies ; sometimes  it  is  proved 
awake  : he  reported  that  you  was  sleeping  by  the  experiments  upon  pendulums ; and 
sound ; and  1 could  not  find  it  in  my  heart  sometimes  we  deduce  it  by  reasoning  from 
to  disturb  your  repose.  the  second  law  of  motion,  which  we  think 

When  we  say,  that,  in  falling  bodies,  the  is  grounded  on  universal  experience.  So 
space  gone  through  is  as  the  square  of  the  that  the  proof  of  the  physical  proposition 
velocity,  it  must  be  carefully  observed  that  always  rests  ultimately  upon  experience,  and 
the  velocity  meant  in  this  proposition,  is  the  not  solely  upon  mathematical  demonstra- 
last  velocity,  which  the  body  acquires  only  tion.— I am,  my  Lord,  respectfully  yours, 
the  last  moment  of  its  fall : but  the  space  Two.  Reid. 

meant  is  the  whole  space  gone  through, 
from  the  beginning  of  its  fall  to  the  end. 

As  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  proposition,  IX. 

your  Lordship  will  easily  perceive,  that  the 

velocity  of  the  last  moment  must  indeed  extract  of  a letter  to  mrs  drummond, 
correspond  to  the  space  gone  through  in  after  the  death  of  her  husband, 

that  moment,  but  cannot  correspond  to  the  lord  kames,  in  1782. 

space  gone  through  in  any  preceding  moment, 

with  a less  velocity ; and,  consequently  can-  I accept,  dear  madam,  the  present  you 
not  correspond  to  the  whole  space  gone  sent  me,*  as  a testimony  of  your  regard, 
through  in  the  last  and  all  preceding  mo-  and  as  a precious  relic  of  a man  whose 
ments  taken  together.  You  say  very  justly,  talents  I admired  and  whose  virtues  I 
that,  whether  the  motion  be  equable  or  honoured ; a man  who  honoured  me  with 
accelerated,  the  space  gone  through  in  any  a share  of  his  conversation,  and  of  liis  cor- 
instant  of  time  corresponds  to  the  velocity  respondence,  which  is  my  pride,  and  which 
in  that  instant.  But  it  does  not  follow  from  gave  me  the  best  opportunity  of  knowing 
this,  that,  in  accelerated  motion,  the  space  bis  real  worth. 

gone  through  in  many  succeeding  instants  I have  lost  in  him  one  of  the  greatest 
will  correspond  to  the  velocity  of  the  last  comforts  of  my  life;  but  his  remembrance 
instant.  will  always  be  dear  to  me,  and  demand  my 

If  any  writer  in  physics  has  pretended  to  best  wishes  and  prayers  for  those  whom  he 
demonstrate  mathematically  this  proposi-  • has  left  behind  him. 

tion — that  a body  falling  bygravity  in  vacuo,  | When  time  has  abated  your  just  grief 
goes  through  a space  which  is  as  the  square  j fur  the  loss  of  such  a husband,  the  rccol- 
of  its  last  velocity ; he  must  be  one  who  lection  of  his  eminent  talents,  and  of  his 
writes  without  distinct  conceptions,  of  which  public  and  domestic  virtues,  will  pour  balm 
kind  we  have  not  a few.  into  the  wound.  Friends  are  not  lost  who 

The  proposition  is  not  mathematical,  but  leave  such  a character  behind  them,  and 
physical.  It  admits  not  of  demonstration,  such  an  example  to  those  who  come  after 
ns  your  Lordship  justly  observes,  but  of  them. 

proof  by  experiment,  or  reasoning  grounded  ■■  ■ ■ -- 

on  experiment.  There  is,  however,  a ma-  • A gold  inuITbox. 

thematical  proposition,  which  possibly  An  ' 
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c. letters  to  dr  james  Gregory. 


i. 

Gfasyou  C.fVegt , April  7,  1783* 

Dear  Sir, — By  favour  of  Mr  Patrick 
Wilson,  our  Assistant  Professor  of  Astro- 
nomy, I send  you  two  more  numbers  of  my 
lucubrations.*  1 am  not  sure  when  I can 
send  more,  as  I am  not  sure  whether  my 
scribe  may  soon  leave  the  College. 

I shall  be  much  obliged  to  you  if  you  will 
continue  to  favour  me  with  your  observa- 
tions, though  I have  put  off  examining  those 
you  have  sent  until  the  MSS.  be  returned, 
which  I expect  about  the  end  of  this  mouth, 
along  with  Dug.  Stewart’s  observations.  I 
have  also  sent  the  Genealogy  of  the  Gre- 
gories,  which  your  brother  left  with  me : 

1 suspected  that  it  was  more  particular  than 
the  copy  I had,  but  I find  they  agree  per- 
fectly. 

You  will  please  deliver  it  to  him,  with 
my  compliments.  The  few  days  he  was 
here  he  payed  his  respects  to  all  the  Pro- 
fessors and  all  his  acquaintance,  and  they 
are  all  very  much  pleased  with  his  appear- 
ance. If  it  please  God  to  spare  his  life,  I 
hope  he  will  do  honour  to  his  Alma  Mater , 
and  to  his  friends,  t 

I kuow  not  upon  what  authority  the 
Edinburgh  and  London  news-writers  have 
given  contradictory  accounts  of  Dr  Hun- 
ter’s settlements.^  There  is  nothing  cer- 
tainly known  here,  I know  that,  six  or 
seven  years  ago,  he  made  a settlement  very 
favourable  to  this  College.  But  whether 
this  is  altered,  or  in  what  respect,  I believe 
nobody  here  knows.  But  we  sliall  probably 
know  soon.  He  was  surely  a man  that  did 
great  honour  to  his  country,  and  I doubt 
not  but  his  publick  spirit,  which  I take  to 
have  been  great,  will  have  disposed  him  to 
leave  his  books,  medals,  and  other  literary 
furniture — which  he  had  collected  at  vast 
expense,  and  with  great  industry — in  such 
a way  as  that  it  may  be  useful  to  the  pub- 
lick. 

I beg'  you  to  make  my  best  respects  to 
Mrs  Gregory,  and  to  all  your  family  ; and 
I am,  dear  Sir, 

Your  most  obedient  Servant, 

Two.  Reid. 


• Hit  M Ff*nv«  on  he  Intellectual  Power*  H. 

♦ ThUwa*  the  Rev.  William  Gregory,  A.  M.  of 
Pailllol  (olh-ge,  Oxford,  afterwards  Hector  of 
Maty*.  Bern  ham,  and  one  of  the  Preacher*  of  Can- 
terbury Cathedral.  He  had  studied  at  Gla»gow  prew 
viou*ly  toe*  teriog  at  Oxford  — H, 

t I he  celebrated  Dr  Wm  Hunter.  He  beqneathcd 
hi*  anatomical  preparation*,  library,  and  collection 
of  medal*,  to  the  Unirer*ltv  of  Gla-gow,  and  a *um 
of  money  for  the  erection  of  a rmiacum. — H. 


11. 

Glasgow  College , June  8,  1783. 
Dear  Sir, 

. . . . . I cannot  get 

more  copied  of  my  papers  till  next  winter , 
and  indeed  have  not  much  more  ready. 
This  parcel  goes  to  page  6o8.  I believe 
what  you  have  got  before  may  be  one-half 
or  more  of  all  1 intend.  The  materials  of 
what  is  not  yet  ready  for  the  copyer  are 
partly  discourses  read  in  our  Literary  So- 
ciety, partly  notes  of  my  Lectures. 

Your  judgment  of  what  you  have  seen 
flatters  me  very  much,  and  adds  greatly  to. 
my  own  opinion  of  it,  though  authors  sel- 
dom are  deficient  in  a good  opinion  of  their 
own  works. 

I am  at  a loss  to  express  my  obligations 
to  you  for  the  pains  you  have  taken,  and  pro- 
pose to  take  again  upon  it.  1 have  carefully 
laid  up  the  observations  you  sent  me,  to  be 
considered  when  the  copy  they  refer  to  is 
returned,  and  I hope  for  the  continuation  of 
them.  The  analogy  between  memory  ami 
prescience  is,  I believe,  a notion  of  uiy  own. 
But  I shall  be  open  to  conviction  on  this 
and  every  thing  else  we  may  differ  about. 

I have  often  thought  of  w hat  you  propose 

to  give  the  History  of  the  Ideal  System  ; 

and  what  I have  to  say  against  it,  by  itself, 
and  I am  far  from  being  positive  that  it 
stands  in  the  most  proper  place.  Perhaps 
it  will  be  easier  to  judge  of  this  when  the 
work  is  concluded.  I have  endeavoured  to 
put  it  in  separate  chapters,  whose  titles  may 
direct  those  who  have  no  taste  for  it  to  pass 
over  them.  But  I hope  to  have  your  opi- 
nion upon  this  point  at  more  length  when 
wc  meet-  I observe  that  Boyle  and  others, 
who,  at  the  Reformation  of  Natural  Philo- 
sophy, gave  new  light,  found  it  necessary  to 
contrast  their  discoveries  with  the  Aristo- 
telian notions  which  then  prevailed.  We 
could  now  wish  their  works  purged  of  the 
controversial  part ; but,  perhaps,  it  was  pro- 
per and  necessary  at  the  time  they  wrote, 
when  men’s  minds  were  full  of  the  old  sys- 
tems, and  prepossessed  in  its  favour.  What 
I take  to  be  the  genuine  philosophy  of  the 
human  mind,  is  in  so  low  a state,  and  has 
so  many  enemies,  that,  I apprehend  those 
who  would  make  any  improvement  in  it 
must,  for  some  time  at  least,  build  with  one 
hand,  and  hold  a weapon  with  the  other. 

I shall  be  very  glad  to  see  you  lietfe,  and 
will  take  it  as  a favour  if  you  acquaint  me 
when  you  have  fixed  your  time,  that  I may 
be  sure  to  be  at  home.  I beg  you  wi‘l 
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make  my  beat  compliment*  to  Mrs  Gregory, 
whom  I should  be  happy  to  see  along  with 
you  in  good  health,  and  to  Mr  D.  Gordon, 
if  he  i a still  with  you,  and  to  all  your  fa- 
mily ; and  am,  dear  sir, 

Yours  most  affectionately, 
Tho.  Rkiji. 


III. 

March  14,  1784. 

DkarSir, — I send  you  now  the  remainder 
of  what  I propose  to  print  with  respect  to 
the  Intellectual  Powers  of  the  Mind-  It 
may,  perhaps,  b©  a year  before  what  relates 
to  the  Active  Powers  be  ready,  and,  there- 
fore, I think  the  former  might  be  published 
by  itself,  as  it  is  very  uncertain  whether  I 
shall  live  to  publish  the  latter. 

1 have  enclosed,  in  the  first  of  the  three 
papers  now  sent,  the  contents  of  the  whole, 
which  you  was  so  good  as  to  write  out  as 
far  as  it  was  carried  last  year-  I think  the 
title  may  be,  E*snys  on  the  Intellectual  Power » 
of  the  Human  Mind.  It  will  easily  divide 
into  eight  essays,  as  you  will  see  by  the 
contents ; but  with  regard  to  this,  as  well 
as  whether  the  two  parts  may  be  published 
separately,  I wish  to  have  your  advice  and 
Mr  Stuart '8— (.Vic.)  Since  you  have  been  so 
good  as  to  take  a concern  in  it,  I apprehend 
that  the  second  Part — I mean  what  relates  to 
the  Active  Powers — will  not  be  near  so  large 
as  the  first.  I wish  to  have  the  manuscript, 
with  your  remarks  and  Mr  Stuart’s,  (*ir,) 
about  the  end  of  April,  if  you  can.  Dr 
Rose  at  Chiswick— who,  you  know,  has  all 
along  had  a principal  concern  in  The 
Monthly  Review — has  made  me  a very  kind 
offer,  that,  if  I please  to  send  the  MSS.  to 
him,  he  will  both  give  me  his  remarks,  and 
treat  with  a bookseller  about  the  sale  of  it. 
I think  this  is  an  offer  that  I ought  not  to  re- 
fuse ; and  I can  have  a good  occasion  of 
sending  it  about  the  beginning  of  the  month 
of  May,  by  his  son,  who  is  at  this  college. 
I long  to  hear  how  Mrs  Gregory  has  stood 
this  severe  winter,  and  beg  my  most  humble 
respects  to  her,  and  to  the  Rev.  Mr  Wil- 
liam, when  you  write  him. 

I send  you  on  the  other  page  an  anecdote 
respecting  Sir  I.  Newton,*  which  I do  not 
remember  whether  I ever  happened  to  men- 
tion to  you  in  conversation-  If  his  descent 
be  not  clearly  ascertained,  (as  I think  it  is 
not  in  the  books  I have  seen,)  might  it  not 
be  worth  while  for  the  antiquarian  branch 
of  your  R.  Society,  to  inquire  if  they 
can  find  evidence  to  confirm  the  account 
which  he  is  said  to  have  given  of  himself. 
Sheriff  Cross  was  very  zealous  about  it, 

• See  Brew<»er'«  ••  Life  of  Newton,"  and,  tnfr*t 

Reid’s  K tier  to  Mr  RobUon,  at  ti.e  end  uf  hit  Co r- 
r e i|wndriicr.  — H . 


when  death  put  a stop  to  his  inquiries. — 1 
am,  dear  Sir,  yours  most  respectfully, 

Tuo.  Rkid. 

When  I lived  in  Old  Aberdeen,  above 
twenty  years  ago,  I happened  to  be  con- 
versing over  a pipe  of  tobacco,  with  a gen- 
tleman of  that  country,  who  had  been  lately 
at  Edinburgh.  He  told  me  that  he  had 
been  often  in  company  with  Mr  Hepburn 
of  Keith,  with  whom  I had  the  honour  of 
some  acquaintance.  He  said  that,  speaking 
of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  Mr  Hepburn  men- 
tioned an  anecdote,  which  he  had  from  Mr 
James  Gregory,  Professor  of  Mathematics 
at  Edinburgh,  which  was  to  this  purpose  : — 
Mr  Gregory'  being  at  London  for  some  time 
after  he  resigned  the  mathematical  chair, 
was  often  with  Sir  I.  Newton.  One  day 
Sir  Isaac  said  to  him,  l<  Gregory,  I believe 
you  don’t  know  that  I am  connected  with 
Scotland.’*  “ Pray,  how,  Sir  Isaac  ?”  said 
Gregory.  Sir  Isaac  said — **  He  was  told, 
that  his  grandfather  was  a gentleman  of 
East  Lothian  ; that  he  came  to  London  with 
King  James  at  his  accession  to  the  Crown 
of  England,  and  there  spent  his  fortune,  as 
many  more  did  at  that  time,  by  which  his 
son  (Sir  Isaac’s  father)  was  reduced  to  mean 
circumstances.”  To  this  Gregory  bluntly 
replied — “ Newton,  a gentleman  in  East 
Lothian  ? — I never  heard  of  a gentleman  of 
East  Lothian  of  that  name.”  Upon  this 
Sir  Isaac  said,  that,  being  very  young  when 
his  father  died,  he  had  it  only  by  tradition, 
and  it  might  be  a mistake ; and  imme- 
diately turned  the  conversation  to  another 
subject. 

I confess  I suspected  that  the  gentleman 
who  was  my  author  had  given  some  colour- 
ing to  this  story ; and,  therefore,  I never 
mentioned  it  for  a good  many  years. 

After  I removed  to  Glasgow,  I came  to 
be  very  intimately  acquainted  frith  Mr 
Cross,  the  Sheriff  of  Lanerick,  and  one  day 
at  his  ow  n house  mentioned  this  story  with- 
out naming  my  author,  of  whom  I expressed 
some  diffidence.  The  Sheriff  immediately 
took  it  up  as  a matter  worth  being  inquired 
into.  He  said  he  was  well  acquainted  with 
Mr  Hepburn  of  Keith,  (who  was  then 
alive,)  and  that  he  would  write  him,  to 
know-  whether  he  ever  heard  Mr  Gregory 
say  that  he  had  such  a conversation  with 
Sir  Isaac  Newton.  He  said  he  knew  tliat 
Mr  Keith,  the  ambassador,  was  also  inti- 
mate with  Mr  Gregory,  and  that  he  would 
write  him  to  the  same  purpose.  Some  time 
after,  Mr  Cross  told  me,  tliat  he  had 
answers  from  both  the  gentlemen  above- 
mentioned,  and  that  botfi  remembered  to 
have  heard  Mr  Gregory  mention  the  con- 
versation between  him  and  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton to  the  purpose  above  narrated  ; and  at 
the  same  time  acknowledged  that  they  had 
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made  no  farther  inquiry  about  the  mat- 
ter. 

Mr  Cross,  however,  continued  in  the 
inquiry ; and,  a short  time  before  his  death, 
told  me,  that  all  he  had  learned  was,  that 
there  is,  or  was  lately,  a baronet’s  family 
of  the  name  of  Newton  in  West- Lothian, 
or  Mid-Lothian,  (I  have  forgot  which;) 
that  there  is  a tradition  in  that  family  that 
Sir  Isaac  Newton  wrote  a letter  to  the  old 
knight  that  was,  (I  think  Sir  John  New- 
ton of  Newton  was  his  name,)  desiring 
to  know  what  children,  and  particularly  what 
sons  he  had  ; their  age,  and  what  profes- 
sions they  intended.  That  the  old  baronet 
never  deigned  to  return  an  answer  to  this 
letter,  which  his  family  was  sorry  for,  as 
they  thought  Sir  Isaac  might  have  intended 
to  do  something  for  them. 


IV. 

Dear  Sm, — Happening  to  have  gone  into 
the  country  a little  way,  your  letter  of  5th 
June  did  not  reach  me  in  time  to  write  you 
before  you  set  out  upon  your  journey,  which 
I wish  to  be  attended  with  much  happiness 
to  the  parties,  and  comfort  to  their  friends.* 

I was  so  stupid  at  first  as  to  misunder- 
stand the  direction  you  gave  me  how  to 
write  you.  Now  I see  it  is  plain  enough, 
and  I hope  have  taken  it  right  I send  you 
the  enclosed  to  Dr  Rose,  as  you  desire. 

I have  by  me  our  friend  D.  Stewart's 
“ Discourse  on  the  Ideas  of  Cause  and 
Effect,”  Ac. ; and  I have  this  day  sent  him 
my  remarks  upon  it.  I am  happy  to  find 
his  sentiments  on  that  subject  agree  so 
much  with  my  own.  I think  it  well  wrote, 
and  hope  it  will  be  very  useful. 

Dr  Rose  will  shew  you  the  letter  I wrote 
to  him  along  with  the  MSS.,  and  one  from 
Mr  Belli-  to  me,  which  I enclosed  in  it : 
these  contain  all  the  information  I have  to 
give,  and  all  the  instructions  I thought 
necessary.  I expect  an  answer  from  one 
quarter,  at  least,  before  the  work  be  cold  from 
the  press.  But  the  only  answer  that  shall 
ever  have  any  reply  from  me  must  be  one 
who  keeps  good  temper,  and  who  observes 
good  manners,  in  the  first  place  ; and  next 
one  who,  in  my  opinion,  gives  new  light  to 
the  subject. 

I wish  you  happy  success  in  your  own 
affairs,  and  a safe  return.  If  nothing  hap- 
pens of  which  you  wish  to  acquaint  me 
sooner,  I shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  on 
your  return  ; being,  dear  sir, 

Most  affectionately  yours, 

Tiio.  Reid. 

Glasgow  Co//.  1784. 

• ThU  allude*  to  ibe  marriage  of  I>r  Gregory** 
ei<le*t  *i»icr  to  the  Kcv.  Archibald  a limn.— H. 

t The  publisher  — H. 


[ Th-  letter  quoted  above  by  Mr  Stewart , 
( p . 34)  “ to  one  of  Dr  Reid's  most  intimate 
friend a,”  teas  addressed  to  Dr  James  Gregory 
on  the  death  of  his  first  wife  and  should 
property  here  find  its  place- — II  ] 


V. 

ON  THE  MEAN!  NO  OF  NOTION. 

Glasgow  Col'ege,  December  31,  1784. 

Dear  Sir, — I had  the  favour  of  yours  by 
Mr  Tower,  and  take  the  opportunity  of  hU 
return  to  wish  you  many  happy  returns  of 
this  season, 

I believe  you  and  I cannot  differ  about 
right  or  wrong  notions , but  in  words. 

The  notions  we  have  of  real  existences, 
may  with  good  reason  lie  said  to  be  right  or 
wrong,  true  or  false  ; but  I think  even- 
notion  of  this  kind  has  a standard  to  which 
I believe  my  notion  to  agree ; and  as  tliat 
belief  is  true  or  false,  so  my  notion  of  the 
thing  is  true  or  false.  For  instance,  if  my 
notion  of  the  Devil  includes  hornsand  cloven 
feet,  I must  believe  these  to  be  attributes 
of  the  Devil,  otherwise  they  would  not  be 
included  in  my  notion  of  him.  If  this  be- 
lief be  wrong,  I have  a wrong  notion  of  him ; 
and,  as  soon  as  I am  convinced  that  this 
belief  is  wrong,  I leave  out  these  attribute# 
in  my  notion  of  him. 

I may  have  an  abstract  notion  of  a being 
with  horns  and  cloven  feet,  witliout  apply- 
ing it  to  any  individual — then  it  is  a simple 
apprehension,  and  neither  true  nor  false ; 
but  it  cannot  be  my  notion  of  any  indivi- 
dual that  exists,  unless  I believe  that  being 
to  have  these  attributes.  I am  therefore 
still  apt  to  thiuk  that  true  and  false  can  only 
with  propriety  be  applied  to  notions  which 
include  some  belief;  but  whether  my  re- 
mark on  your  use  of  the  word  notion  be  just 
or  not,  I cannot  presently  say : you  will 
judge  for  yourself. 

I thought  to  have  seen  D.  Stewart  here 
about  this  time.  When  you  see  him,  please 
acquaint  him  that  I have  made  my  remarks 
upon  the  performance  ho  left  with  me.  I 
am  extremely  obliged  to  you  and  him  for 
correcting  the  sheets  of  my  performance. 
You  leave  me  very  little  to  do. 

By  the  slowness  of  printing,  I conjecture 
that  the  book  cannot  be  published  next 
spring,  and  can  only  be  ready  for  the  spring 
1788.  I desired  long  ago  to  know  of  Mr 
Bell  whether  he  proposed  to  publish  it  in 
one  vol.  or  two ; but  I have  not  had  an 
answ-er.  I suspect  it  will  be  too  thick  for 
one  vol.  and  too  thin  for  two.  Perhaps  if 
the  publication  is  delayed  to  1788,  1 might 
have  my  Essays  on  the  Active  Powers 
ready,  of  which  Mr  Bell  shall  have  the  first 
offer ; and  1 apprehend  that,  with  this 
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Addition,  thero  may  b«  two  sizeable  4tos  in 
the  whole. — I am,  dear  Sir, 

Y ours  most  affectionately, 

Tho.  Reid. 

• VI. 

Dear  Sir,— I send  you  enclosed  what  I 
propose  as  the  title- page  of  my  essays,  with 
an  epistle,  which,  I hope,  you  and  Mr 
Stewart  will  please  to  allow  me  to  prefix  to 
them. 

Whether  your  name  should  go  first,  on 
account  of  your  doctor’s  degree,  or  Mr 
Stewart’s,  on  account  of  his  seniority  as  a 
professor,  I leave  you  to  adjust  betw'een 
yourselves.  • 

As  to  tho  title-page,  you  and  he  may 
alter  what  you  think  fit,f  and  deliver  it  to 
Mr  Bell  without  farther  communication 
with  me,  as  he  intends  immediately  to  ad- 
vertise the  book. 

If  you  find  anything  in  the  epistle  that 
you  would  have  altered  or  corrected,  you 
may  please  write  me ; but  you  need  not 
send  back  the  copy,  as  I have  a copy  by  me. 

I know  not  how  to  express  my  obliga- 
tions to  you  and  Mr  Stewart  for  the  aid 
you  have  given  me. — I am,  dear  Sir,  your 
most  obliged  servant, 

Tao.  Reid. 

May  2 d,  1785, 

Glasgow  College. 

Y ou  will  give  the  epistle  to  the  printers 
when  it  is  wanted.  I send  with  this  the 
last  part  of  the  MS. 


VII. 

MKANINC8  OP  CAUSE  — MOTIVE — LAW  OP 
NATURE. 

June  14,  1785. 

Dear  Sir, — I am  extremely  obliged  to 
ou  for  your  friendly  consultation  about  my 
ealth.  For  two  days  past,  I have  had 
almost  nothing  of  my  ailment,  which  I 
ascribe  to  some  exercise  I have  taken,  and 
to  a comfortable  warmness  in  the  air.  I 
resolve  to  try  some  short  excursions,  which 
I can  make  either  on  foot  or  in  a chaise. 
If  that  do  not  produce  the  effect,  I shall 
fall  to  you r prescriptions,  which  I think 
very  rational.  I very  probably  may  be  at 
home  when  you  propose  to  be  in  Glasgow. 


• In  the  MS.  dedication  of  the  '*  Essays  on  the 
Intellectual  Power*,"  Dr  Gregory'*  name  stand* 
before  that  of  Mr  Stewart.  This  order  wu,  probably 
by  Dr  Gregory  himself,  reversed  There  are  .also 
aome  verbal  improvements  in  the  style  of  the  dodica- 
Ikon,  a*  It  stands  printed,  which,  it  is  likely,  were 
Introduced  by  Dr  Gregory  or  Mr  Stewart.— H. 

t The  title  sent  was,  “ Essays  on  the  Intellectual 
Power*  of  the  Human  Mind,”  or,  " Essays  on  the 
Intellectual  Powers  of  Man.  The  latter  was  pre- 
ferred — H. 


Your  speculation  to  demonstrate,  mathe- 
matically,  the  difference  between  the  rela- 
tion of  motive  and  action,  and  the  relation  of 
cause  and  effect,*  is,  indeed,  so  new  to  me, 
that  I cannot  easily  forma  judgment  about  it. 
I shall  otter  some  of  my  thoughts  on  the  sub- 
ject of  those  two  relations.  Whether  they  be 
favourable  to  your  speculation,  or  unfavour- 
able, I cannot  immediately  determine. 

The  word  cause,  is  very  ambiguous  in  all 
languages.  I have  wrote  a chapter  lately 
upon  the  causes  of  this  ambiguity.  The 
words  power , agent , effect , have  a like  am- 
biguity ; each  different  meaning  of  tho  first 
mentioned  word  leading  to  a corresponding 
meaning  of  the  three  last.  A reason,  an 
end,  an  instrument,  and  even  a motive,  is 
often  called  a cause.  You  certaiuly  exclude 
the  last  from  what  you  call  a cause. 
W hctlier  you  exclude  all  the  other  meanings 
which  I think  improper  meanings,  I am  not 
go  sure. 

In  the  strict  and  proper  sense,  I take  an 
efficient  cause  to  be  a being  who  had  power 
to  produce  the  effect,  and  exerted  tluit  power 
for  that  purpose. 

Active  power  is  a quality  which  can  only 
lie  iu  a substance  that  really  exists,  and  is 
endowed  with  that  power.  Power  to  pro- 
duce an  effect,  supposes  power  not  to  pro- 
duce it ; otherwise  it  is  not  power  but  neces- 
sity, which  is  incompatible  with  power 
taken  in  a strict  sense.  The  exertion  of  that 
power,  is  agency,  or  efficiency.  That  every 
event  must  have  a cause  in  this  proper  Bense, 
I take  to  be  self-evident 

I should  have  noticed  that  I am  not  able 
to  form  a conception  how  power,  in  the  strict 
sense,  can  be  exerted  without  will ; nor  can 
there  lie  will  without  some  degree  of  under- 
standing. Therefore,  nothing  can  be  an 
efficient  cause,  in  the  proper  sense,  but  an 
intelligent  being. 

I believe  we  get  the  first  conception  of 
power,  in  the  proper  sense,  from  the  con- 
sciousness of  our  own  exertions  ; and,  as  all 
our  power  is  exerted  by  will,  we  cannot  form 
a conception  how  power  can  be  exerted  with- 
out will.  Hence  the  only  notion  w*e  can 
form  of  Almighty  power  in  the  Deity,  is  that 


•'11116  refers  to  Dr  Gregory's  Ingenious  “ Essay  on  t he 
Difference  between  tbcRelation  of  Motive  and  Action, 
and  that  of  Cause  and  Effect  in  Physics  ; on  physical 
and  mathematical  principles."  This  treatise,  which 
was  published  in  I1W,  had  been  previously  commu- 
nicated to  various  philosophical  friends,  and  In  par- 
ticular to  every  Necessitarian  of  the  author’s  ac- 
quaintance, with  the  assurance  that,  if  any  error 
could  be  pointed  out  in  the  reasoning— which,  as 
mathematical,  could  be  examined  with  the  utmojt 
rigour— the  objection  should  either  be  completely 
answered,  or  the  essay  itself  suppressed.  Only  one 
Necessitarian,  however,  allowed  hi*  objections  to  he 
published  ; and  these,  with  Dr  Gregory’s  answer*,  are 
to  be  found  in  the  appendix  to  the  e**ay.  Dr  ltetd 
was  among  the  fir»t  to  whom  Dr  Gregory  com- 
municated this  work ; and  to  Dr  Reid,  when  pub- 
lished, the  " Philosophical  and  Literary  Essays'* 
were  Inscribed.—  H, 
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he  can  do  whatever  he  wills.  A power  to  do 
what  he  does  not  will,  is  words  without  a 
meaning. 

Matter  cannot  be  the  cause  of  anything ; 
it  can  only  be  an  instrument  in  the  hands  of 
a real  cause.  Thus,  when  a body  has  a cer- 
tain force  given  it  by  impulse,  it  may  com- 
municate that  force  to  another  body,  and 
that  to  a third,  and  so  on.  But,  when  we 
trace  back  this  motion  to  its  origin,  it  must 
nave  been  given,  not  by  matter,  but  by  some 
being  which  had  in  itself  the  power  of  be- 
ginning motion — that  is,  by  a proper  efficient 
cause  of  motion. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  there  is  a constant 
conjunction  between  a proper  cause  and  the 
effect  ; for,  though  the  effect  cannot  be, 
without  power  to  produce  it,  yet  that  power 
may  be,  without  being  exerted,  and  power 
which  is  not  exerted  produces  no  effect. 

You  will  see,  by  what  is  said  above, 
what  I take  to  bo  the  strict  and  proper 
meaning  of  the  word  cause,  and  the  related 
words,  power,  agent,  §c.  In  this  sense  we 
use  it  in  reasoning  concerning  the  being  and 
attributes  of  the  Deity.  In  this  sense  we 
ought  to  use  it  in  the  question  about  liberty 
and  necessity,  and,  I think,  in  all  metaphy- 
sical reasoning  about  causes  and  effects; 
for  when,  in  metaphysical  reasoning,  we  de- 
part from  this  sense,  the  word  is  so  vague 
that  there  can  be  no  clear  reasoning  about 
it. 

Suppose,  now,  that  you  take  the  word 
cause  in  this  strict  sense  ; its  relation  to  its 
effect  is  so  self-evidently  different  from  the 
relation  of  a motive  to  an  action,  that  I am 
jealous  of  a mathematical  demonstration  of 
a truth  so  self-evident.  Nothing  is  more 
difficult  than  to  demonstrate  what  self- 
evident-  A cause  is  a being  which  has  a 
real  existence ; a motive  lias  no  real  exist- 
ence, and,  therefore,  can  have  no  active 
power.  It  is  a thing  conceived,  and  not  a 
thing  that  exists ; ana,  therefore,  can  neither 
be  active  nor  even  passive.  To  say  that  a 
motive  really  acts,  is  as  absurd  as  to  say 
that  a motive  drinks  my  health,  or  that  a 
motive  gives  me  a box  on  the  ear. 

In  physics,  the  word  cause  has  another 
meaning,  which,  though  I think  it  an  im- 
proper one,  yet  is  distinct,  and,  therefore, 
may  be  reasoned  upon.  When  a phenome- 
non is  produced  according  to  a certain  law 
of  nature,  we  call  the  law  of  nature  the  cause 
of  that  phenomenon ; and  to  the  laws  of 
nature  we  accordingly  ascribe  power,  agency, 
efficiency.  The  whole  business  of  physics 
is  to  discover,  by  observation  and  experi- 
ment, the  laws  of  nature,  and  to  apply  them 
to  the  solution  of  the  phenomena : this  wc 
call  discovering  tho  causes  of  things.  But 
this,  however  common,  is  an  improper  sense 
of  the  word  cause, 

A law  of  nature  can  no  more  bo  an  agent 


than  can  a motive.  It  is  a thing  conceived, 
and  not  a thing  tliat  exists  ; and,  therefore, 
can  neither  act,  nor  be  acted  upon.  A law 
of  nature  is  a purpose  or  resolution  of  the 
author  of  nature,  to  act  according  to  a cer- 
tain rule — either  immediately  by  himself  or 
by  instruments  that  are  under  his  direction. 
There  must  be  a real  agent  to  produce  tho 
phenomenon  according  to  the  law.  A 
malefactor  is  not  hanged  by  the  law,  but 
according  to  the  law,  by  the  executioner. 

I suspect  you  use  tho  word  cause  in  this 
sense  for  a law  of  nature,  according  to  which 
a phenomenon  is  produced.  If  so,  it  should 
appear  distinctly  that  you  do  so. 

But  is  it  not  self-evident,  that  the  rela- 
tion between  a law  of  nature  and  the  event 
which  is  produced  according  to  it,  is  very 
different  from  the  relation  between  a motive 
and  the  action  to  which  it  is  a motive  ? Is 
there  any  need  of  demonstration  for  this  ? 
or  does  it  admit  of  demonstration  ? 

There  is,  indeed,  a supposition  upon  which 
the  two  relations  would  be  very  similar. 
The  supposition  is,  tliat,  by  a law  of  nature, 
the  influence  of  motives  upon  actions  is  as 
invariable  as  is  the  effect  of  impulse  upon 
matter ; but  to  suppose  this  is  to  suppose 
fatality  and  not  to  prove  it. 

It  is  a question  of  fact,  whether  the  in- 
fluence of  motives  be  fixed  by  laws  of  nature, 
so  that  they  shall  always  have  the  same 
effect  in  the  same  circumstances.  Upon 
this,  indeed,  the  question  about  liberty  and 
necessity  hangs.  But  I have  never  seen 
any  proof  that  there  are  such  laws  of  nature, 
far  less  any  proof  that  the  strongest  motive 
always  prevails.  However  much  our  late 
fatalists  hare  boasted  of  this  principle  as  of 
a law  of  nature,  without  ever  telling  us  what 
they  mean  by  the  strongest  motive,  I am 
persuaded  that,  whenever  they  shall  be 
pleased  to  give  us  any  measure  of  the 
strength  of  motives  distinct  from  their  pre- 
valence, it  will  appear,  from  experience, 
that  the  strongest  motive  does  not  always 
prevail.  If  no  other  tost  or  measure  of  tho 
strength  of  motives  can  be  found  but  their 
prevailing,  then  this  boasted  principle  will 
be  only  an  identical  proposition,  and  signify 
only  that  the  strongest  motive  is  the  strong- 
est motive,  and  the  motive  tliat  prevails  is 
the  motive  that  prevails — which  proves 
nothing. 

May  it  not  be  objected  to  your  reasoning, 
that  you  apply  the  three  laws  of  motion  to 
motives ; but  motives  may  be  subject  to 
other  laws  of  nature,  no  less  invariable  than 
the  laws  of  motion,  though  not  the  same. 
Different  parts  of  nature  have  different 
laws,  it  may  be  said ; and  to  apply  the  laws 
of  one  part  to  another  part,  particularly  to 
apply  tho  laws  of  inert  matter  to  the  phe- 
nomena of  mind,  may  lead  into  great  falla- 
cies. I think,  indeed,  that  your  reasoning 
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proves,  that,  between  the  influence  of  mo- 
tives upon  a mind  and  the  influence  of 
impulse  upon  a body,  there  is  but  a very 
slight  analogy,  which  fails  in  many  in- 
stances. 

I have  wearied  yon  and  myself  with  a 
long  detail,  I fear,  little  to  the  purpose ; but 
it  was  in  my  head,  and  so  came  out.  I am 
just  setting  out  on  a jaunt  to  Paisley,  with 
ray  wife,  son-in-law,  and  daughter,  to  come 
home  at  night- 

Yours  most  affectionately, 

Tho.  Reid. 


VIII. 

MEANINQ  OP  CAUSE. 

Dear  Sir, — I believe  1 have  never  an- 
swered the  letter  you  favoured  me  with  of 
Aug.  9,  by  Capt.  Gallic.  First,  I obeyed 
your  commands  in  attending  Mrs  Siddons 
twice,  in  “ Douglas,’*  and  in  “ Venice  Pre- 
served.” I believe  I should  have  had  much 
more  pleasure  if,  on  account  of  deafness,  I 
had  not  lost  much  of  what  she  said,  and  had 
been  better  acquainted  with  the  plays.  Hut 
I believe  she  is  really  an  admirable  actress, 
and  deserves  the  admiration  you  express  of 
her. 

You  say,  you  fear  we  shall  never  agree 
with  respect  to  the  notion  of  cause  and 
effect.  I am  at  a logs  to  know  wherein  we 
differ.  I think  we  agree  in  this,  that  a 
cause,  in  the  proper  and  strict  sense,  (which, 
I think,  wc  may  call  the  metaphysical  sense,) 
signifies  a being  or  mind  that  has  power 
and  will  to  produce  the  effect.  But  there 
is  another  meaning  of  the  word  cause,  which 
is  so  well  authorized  by  custom,  that  we 
cannot  always  avoid  using  it,  and  I think 
we  may  call  it  the  physical  sense  ; as  when 
we  say  that  heat  is  the  cause  that  turns 
water  into  vapour,  and  cold  the  cause  that 
freezes  it  into  ice.  A cause,  in  this  sense, 
means  only  something  which,  by  the  laws 
of  nature,  the  effect  always  follows.  I 
think  natural  philosophers,  when  they  pre- 
tend to  shew  the  causes  of  natural  phenom- 
ena, always  use  the  word  in  this  last  sense; 
and  the  vulgar  in  common  discourse  very 
often  do  the  same. 

The  reason  why  I take  no  notice  of  neuter 
verbs  is,  that  I conceive  they  are  used  to 
express  an  event,  without  any  signification 
of  its  having  a cause  or  not.  Hut  I shall 
be  very  glad  to  see  your  speculations  upon 
this  subject  when  they  are  ready. 

I had  a letter  from  Dr  Price  lately, 
thanking  me  for  a copy  of  the  Essays  1 
ordered  to  be  presented  to  him,  which  he 
has  read,  and  calls  it  a work  of  the  first 
value  ; commends  me  particularly  for  treat- 


ing his  friend  Dr  Priestly  so  gently,  who, 
he  says,  had  been  unhappily  led  to  use  mo 
ill 

As  you  are  so  kind  as  to  ask  about  my 
distemper,  I think  it  is  almost  quite  gone, 
so  as  to  give  me  no  uneasiness-  I abstain 
from  fruit  and  malt  liquor,  and  take  a little 
port  wine,  morning,  noon,  and  night,  not 
above  two  bottles  in  a week  when  alone. 
The  more  I walk,  or  ride,  or  even  talk  or 
read  audibly,  I am  the  better. 

When  your  time  is  fixed  for  coming  here, 
I shall  be  glad  to  know  it, — I am,  dear  Sir, 
Most  affectionately  yours, 

Tho.  Reid. 

Gitugoic,  23 d Sept.  1785- 


IX. 

ON  CAUSE  AND  EFFECT — MOTIVE  AND  ACTION. 

[March  1786.] 

Dear  Sir, — I hope  your  essay,  along 
with  this,  will  come  to  your  hand  by  the 
carrier,  and  within  tho  time  you  mention. 
It  would  have  been  sent  sooner  if  I had  not 
had  a discourse  to  deliver  before  our  Lite- 
rary Society  last  Friday. 

Y ou  give  me  most  agreeable  intelligence — 
first,  of  M rs  Stewart's  being  so  far  recovered 
of  a dangerous  illness,  and  then  of  my 
friend  William’s  promotion,  who,  I hope, 
will  wear  the  robe  with  decency  and  dignity. 

Your  essay  I have  read  several  times 
with  attention,  and  I think  the  reasoning 
perfectly  conclusive  to  prove  that  the  rela- 
tion botw’een  motives  and  actions  is  totally 
of  a different  kind  from  that  which  physical 
causes  bear  to  their  effects. 

I agree  with  you  that  the  hypothesis  you 
combat  in  this  essay  is  more  unreasonable 
than  that  of  constant  conjunction.  Not 
because  it  is  more  reasonable  to  conceive  a 
constant  conjunction  between  motives  and 
actions  than  an  occasional  one ; but  be- 
cause the  first  agrees  better  than  the  hist 
with  the  hypothesis  of  motives  being  physi- 
cal causes  of  actions.  Between  a physical 
cause  and  its  effect,  the  conjunction  must 
be  constant,  unless  in  the  case  of  a miracle, 
or  suspension  of  the  laws  of  nature.  What 
D.  Hume  says  of  causes,  in  general,  is  very 
just  when  applied  to  physical  causes,  that  a 
constant  conjunction  with  the  effect  is  essen- 
tial to  such  causes,  and  implied  in  the  very 
conception  of  them. 

The  style  of  this  essay  is  more  simple 
than  that*  of  the  last,  and,  I think,  on  that 
account,  more  proper  for  a philosophical 
dissertation. 

I am  proud  of  the  approbation  you  ex- 
press of  tbe  essays  :*  I have  made  some 


* On  the  Active  Power*.— H. 
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corrections  and  additions,  but  such  as  I 
hope  will  not  make  it  necessary  to  write  it 
over  again.  But  I wish,  if  I find  health 
and  leisure,  in  summer,  to  add  some  essays 
to  go  before  that  on  liberty,  in  order  to  give 
some  farther  elucidation  to  the  principles 
of  morals,  both  theoretical  and  practical.  I 
expect  your  remarks  and  D.  Stewart’s  upon 
what  is  in  hand.  It  will  be  no  inconveni- 
ence to  wait  for  them  two  or  three,  or  even 
four  months — I am,  dear  Sir, 

Yours  most  affectionately, 

Tho.  Reid. 


X. 


Dear  Sir, — In  answer  to  your  queries,* 


• The  following  may  serve  to  explain  the  allusions 
In  the-e  letters,  an<1,  in  general,  the  connection  of 
Reid  with  the  family  of  fJregnry 

The  Reverend  John  Gregory  of  Drumoak,  in  the 
county  of  Aberdeen,  vim  the  common  ancestor  of 
two  lines,  both  greatly  distinguished  for  mathema- 
tical and  general  ability.  Ills  wife  was  a daughter 
of  David  Anderson  ol  Finsaugh.  cousin. german  uf 
the  celebrated  analyst.  Alexander  Anderson,  I he 
friend  and  follower  of  Vieta.  By  her,  he  had  two 
sons,  David  and  James,  progenitors  of  the  several 
lines. 

t.  u«i. 

The  elder  son,  Darid  Gregory  of  Kinairdy,  in  the 
county  of  Aberdeen,  was  bred  a merchant,  and  lived 
the  greater  part  of  a long  life  in  Holland  He  had 
the  singular  fortune  of  seeing  three  sons  Profes*orsof 
Mathematics  at  the  same  time  in  three  British  uni- 
versities. 

Of  these  sons,  the  eldest,  Darid,  (bom  IW4J,  di  d 
1 7 1 0, ) though  inferior  to  his  uncle  James  in  inventive 
genius,  was  oneoi  the  most  illustrious  geometers  and 
geometrical  authors  of  his  time.  In  KW'l,  elected 
Professor  of  Mathematics  in  the  University  of  Kdin. 
burgh,  he  was,  in  1691,  by  the  influence  of  Newton 
nominated  Savilian  Professor  of  Astronomy  in  Ox. 
ford.  His  son,  Darid,  who  died  17(77,  was  student, 
canon,  and  de  <n  of  Christ  Church,  and  Regius  Pro. 
fesmrof  Modern  History  in  i he  same  university. 

The  second  of  the*e  »ons.  James,  succeeded  his 
brother  David  as  Professor  of  Maihematics  in  Edin- 
burgh, and  retired  in  favour  of  the  celebrated  Mac- 
laurin,  in  1785. 

I he  third  son,  Charles,  was  Professor  of  Mathema- 
tics in  St  Andrews  from  17'*7  to  1739.  when  he  rnognrd 
in  favour  of  his  son,  David,  who  held  the  Chair  until 
hts  death  in  1701. 

Dr  Reid’s  mother  was  a daughter  of  David  Gre. 
gory  of  Kinairdy,  and  sister  of  the  three  Malhcma- 
tical  Professors. 

II.  I.IVS. 

James,  the  younger  son  of  the  Rev.  John  Gregory, 
was  born  in  HvW,  and  died  at  the  early  age  of  thirty, 
•even.  He  was  Professor  of  Mathematics  at  .St  And- 
rew's and  Edinburgh  ; inventor  of  the  Reflecting  or 
Gregorian  lelrscope;  author  of  several  remarkable 
treatises  on  optics  and  geometry ; and,  altogether, 
one  of  the  most  original  mathematicians  of  his  age. 

His  son,  J imcs,  Professor  of  Medicine  in  King** 
College,  Aberdeen,  was  father  of  a more  celebrated 
•on — 

John,  who  wa»  born  1784,  and  died  1773.  He  was 
•tic.  es»i*ely  Professor  of  Philosophy  and  of  Medicine 
in  King's  College,  Aberdeen,  and  of  the  Practice  of 
Physic  in  the  University  of  Fdiuburgh  : author  of 
the**  Comparative  View  ol  the  Slate  and  Faculties  of 
Man  and  Animals,**  of  the  *•  Lectures  on  the  Duties 
and  Quali  fleattons  of  a Physician,**  of"  Elements  of 
the  Practice  of  Physic,*’  and  of  “ A Father’s  Legacy 
lo  his  Daughters”  Hu  eldest  son  (Dr  Reid's  cor. 
reap  n^ent)— 

James,  vu  born  1753,  and  died  HW1.  He  was 
Professor  of  the  i lieory,  afterwards  of  the  Practice, 


I know  not  precisely  either  the  year  of  my 
grandfather's  death  or  his  age.  But  all 
that  I have  heard  agrees  very  well  with  tho 
account  you  mention.  Ho  served  appren- 
tice to  a merchant  in  Rotterdam  or  Camp- 
vere,  and,  I believe,  continued  there  till  the 
murder  of  his  elder  brother.  After  he  cam© 
home,  he  prosecuted  the  murderer,  (son 
and  heir  to  Viscount  Frendritt,  as  I have 
heard,  though  1 find  not  the  title  among  the 
extinct  or  forfeited  Peers,)  who,  being  a 
■ Roman  Catholic,  was  protected  by  all  the 
interest  of  the  Duke  of  Y ork  ; but  was  at 
hist  condemned,  but  pardoned  by  the  crown, 
and  soon  after  killed  in  a naval  engage- 
ment.* Your  g-grandfather  was  so  much 
younger  than  Kinairdy,  as  to  be  educated  by 
him.  Kinairdy  had  no  more  sons  professors 
than  the  three  you  mention,  who  were  all 
professors  before  he  died.  David  and  James 
were  of  the  first  marriage,  and  Charles  of 
the  second.  The  two  first  were  settled 
before  the  Revolution — David  as  Professor 
of  Mathematics  at  Edinburgh,  and,  I sup- 
pose, immediately  succeeded  his  uncle,  and 
James  as  a Professor  of  Philosophy  at  St 
Andrews.  I think  I have  a printed  thesis  of 
James,  published  at  St  Andrews  before  the 
Revolution,  which  is  acompend  of  Newton- 
ian philosophy,  with  some  strictures  against 
the  scholastic  philosophy.  With  regard  to 
the  ten  categories  in  particular,  he  says 
there  neither  are  nor  can  be  more  than  two 
categories,  viz.  Data  and  Quaesita.f  I be- 
lieve ho  was  the  first  professor  of  philosophy 
that  taught  the  doctrines  of  Newton  in  a 
Scotch  university ; for  the  Cartesian  was 

of  Medicine,  In  the  University  of  Edinburgh ; and 
author  of  •■Consperlus  Medicine  Theoretic*,”  of 
*•  Philosophical  and  Literary  Essays,”  and  of  various 
other  works,  distinguished  by  a talent  which  promises 
still  to  be  hereditary. 

• The  murder  here  aMudod  to  was  committed  on 
Alexander  Gregory  of  Nctherdecl,  eldest  son  and 
heir  ol  the  Rev.  John  Gregory,  minister  of  Drumoak  ; 
and  the  person  indicted  for  the  crime,  was  James 
(Crichton)  Viscount  Frcndraught.  The  Books  of 
Adjournal  (records  of  the  Scottish  Criminal  Court) 
detail  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  In  1664,  Alex- 
ander Gregory,  who  held,  in  security,  a rwrt  of 
the  e*tate  of  Prendr aught,  was  decoyed  by  Francis 
Crichton,  the  Viscount’*  uncle,  to  accompany  him 
to  the  house  of  Bognic,  where  that  nobleman  then 
lodged.  On  the  way  he  was  assaulted  by  Crichton 
and  his  servant ; and,  after  he  had  surrendered  hta 
arms,  was  wounded  by  them  with  swords  and  pistols, 
and-then  carried  a prisoner  to  Bognic.  Here  he  was 
watched  during  the  night,  among  others,  by  the  Via. 
count,  whose  servants,  nextday,  early  in  a co'd  morn, 
ing.  threw  him  across  a horse,  his  wounds  undressed 
and  bleeding,  and  brought  him  to  « lone  cottage, 
where  he  was  left  till  found  by  hit  friends,  who  con. 
veyrd  him  to  Aberdeen,  where,  after  languishing  for 
a few  days,  he  died.  Mr  Francis  and  bis  servant  did 
not  compear.  The  relevancy  of  the  libel  against  Lord 
Frcndraught  was  impugned,  on  the  ground  that  the 
crimes  libelled  being  only  statutory,  and  the  panncl  a 
minor,  they  ought  not  to  past  to  an  a.«ixe.  But,  though 
the  libel  was  f»und  relevant,  the  proof  aeerm  to  have 
been  defective  ; the  jury,  at  least,  found  a verdict  of  ac- 
quittal  — 1 am  indebted  for  this  information  to  Dun- 
can Gregory  and  James  Maidmcnt,  Esauircs.— H. 

f Thl«  illustrates  a statement  in  “ The  Analysis 
of  Aristotle  t Logic,”  ch.  U.  see.  8.—  H. 
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the  orthodox  system  at  that  time,  and  con- 
tinued to  be  so  till  1715.  I asked  him  once 
how  he  came  to  give  up  his  place  at  St 
Andrew’s  on  the  change  of  government, 
and  afterwards  to  take  the  mathematical 
chair  at  Edinburgh.  “ Faith,  nephew,”  said 
he,  “ I never  minded  politicks  much ; but 
my  dearest  companions  in  the  college  were 
going  out,  and  I did  not  like  those  that  were 
to  keep  their  places ; and  I thought  it  better 
to  go  out  in  good  company,  tlian  to  stay  be- 
hind with  ill.”  1 believe  Kinairdy ’s  mathe- 
matical and  medical  knowledge  was  the 
effect  of  his  own  study  and  reading.  He 
was  much  employed  as  a physician,  not 
only  by  the  poor,  but  by  the  nobility  and 
gentry;  but  he  took  no  fees ; and,  I conceive, 
his  younger  brother  and  his  sons  had  their 
mathematical  education  chiefly  from  him. 
He  had  a barometer,  and  had  a correspon- 
dence with  some  foreigners,  particularly  with 
Mariottc,  on  barometrical  observations.  As 
a barometer  had  never  been  beard  of  in  bis 
country  before,  he  was  once  in  danger  of 
being  brought  to  some  trouble  by  the  Pres- 
bytery on  account  of  it.  In  Queen  Ann’s 
war,  Kinairdy  employed  himself  upon  an 
invention  for  improving  the  effect  of  fire- 
arms, of  which  he  at  last  completed  a model, 
and  sent  it  to  his  son  David  at  Oxford,  that 
he  might  take  the  opinion  of  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton about  it  I have  heard  my  mother  say 
that  he  was  so  sanguine  upon  this  project, 
that  he  intended  to  make  a campaign  in 
Flanders  himself,  and  prepared  for  it.  Rut 
it  is  said  that  Sir  I.  Newton  persuaded  the 
suppression  of  the  invention  as  destructive 
of  the  human  species,  and  that  it  was  never 
brought  to  light,  I knew  a clockmaker  in 
Aberdeen  who  made  all  the  parts  by  Kin- 
airdy’s direction  ; but  never  saw  them  put 
together,  and  could  give  no  account  of  the 
principles  of  it.  Kinairdy  carried  his 
family  over  to  Holland,  about  the  year 
17R>,  as  I believe,  and,  after  some  time, 
returned  to  Aberdeen,  and  • died  soon  after, 
ilia  widow  was  alive  when  I went  first  to 
Aberdeen  in  April  1722 ; but  old  and  bed- 
rid. I never  saw  a more  ladylike  woman  ; 
I was  now  and  then  called  in  to  her  room, 
when  she  sat  up  in  her  bed,  and  enter- 
tained with  sweetmeats  and  gravo  advices. 
Her  daughters,  that  assisted  her  often,  as 
well  as  one  who  lived  with  her,  treated  her 
as  if  she  had  been  of  a superior  rank  ; and, 
indeed,  her  appearance  and  manner  com- 
manded respect.  I don’t  believe  that  she 
could  ever  descend  so  far  from  her  dignity 
and  magnanimity  as  to  scold.  And  the 
reverence  paid  her  by  all  her  descendants 
to  the  last  period  of  her  life,  seems  incon- 
sistent with  that  character.  She  and  all 
her  children  were  zealous  Presbyterians. 
The  first  wife’s  children  were  rather  Tories 
and  Fpiscooalians.  I believe  she  hud  much 


ado  to  keep  up  her  authority  with  them 
while  they  were  in  the  family.  David  and 
James,  when  prosecuting  their  studies  at 
Edinburgh,  used  to  pass  their  vacations  at 
Kinairdy  ; and  very  often  Dr  Pitcairn,  or 
some  other  fellow-student  came  along  with 
them  ; and,  as  the  master  of  the  family  was 
very  much  from  home,  it  was  not  easy  for  a 
stepmother  to  keep  them  to  her  rules.  One 
of  her  stepdaughters  married  a Mr  Cuthbert, 
of  the  family  of  Castlehill,  a writer  in  Aber- 
deen, and  was  the  mother  of  David  Cuth- 
bert, who  saved  millions  to  the  nation  in 
the  war  before  last,  by  controling  the 
accounts  of  the  commissaries  in  Germany. 

Another  daughter  of  the  first  marriage, 
married  a Mr  Innes  of  Tilliefour.  A 
grandson  of  hers,  Alexander  Innes,  was  a 
professor  of  philosophy  in  Marischal  College, 
Aberdeen.  He  had  a great  turn  to  natural 
history  and  to  medicine  ; but  died  young. 

3Iy  mother,  Margaret  Gregory,  was  the 
oldest  daughter  of  the  second  marriage. 
Besides  Charles,  there  was  a George  of  the 
second  marriage,  a merchant  in  Campvere, 
and  the  father  of  David  Gregory  at  Dun- 
kirk, and  of  John  Gregory  at  Campvere. 
Your  uncle,  David  Gregory,  served  an 
apprenticeship  to  this  George  Gregory,  and 
married  his  widow  after  his  death.  Charles 
told  me  that  his  brother  George  fell  to  the 
study  of  mathematics  in  Holland,  and  wrote 
him  an  account  of  his  discoveries.  But 
Charles  bid  him  mind  his  mercantile  affairs ; 
for  these  things  had  been  discovered  already 
by  authors  he  was  unacquainted  with.  The 
only  daughter  of  the  second  marriage,  besides 
my  mother,  who  left  issue,  was  Anne,  the 
youngest  daughter,  grandmother  to  James 
Bartlet,  banker  in  Edinburgh. 

The  story  of  the  watch,  to  which,  I sup- 
pose, you  allude,  I have  heard  very  often. 
By  the  descendants  of  the  first  wife  it  was 
imputed  to  the  second  wife  ; but  the  de- 
scendants of  the  second  wife  imputed  it  to 
the  first  wife.  The  first  time  I was  in 
Dean  Gregory’s  house  at  Oxford,  ho  told 
it  very  well  to  a large  company  of  Oxonians. 
He  prefaced  it  by  saying  that  his  grand- 
father had  a termagant  to  his  second  wife  ; 
but  turning  to  me  and  another  Scotch  gen- 
tleman that  was  with  me,  he  said,  “ I beg 
your  pardon,  gentlemen,  for  I don’t  know 
but  one  of  you  may  be  come  of  her.”  I 
answered  that  I believed  I had  heard  the 
story  he  was  about  to  tell,  and  heard  it 
imputed  to  the  first  wife,  of  whom  he  was 
come  ; but  it  was  no  matter  which : I begged 
he  would  proceed.  To  this  ho  agreed,  and 
proceeded  to  the  story  of  the  watch.* 

Another  story,  somewhat  similar,  is  told 
of  Kinairdy.  On  some  occasion  his  wife, 
I know  not  which  wife,  insisted  very  per- 


* Which  U now  forgotten  In  the  family.— H. 
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emptorily  that  he  should  correct  two  of  his 
sons,  which,  it  seems,  he  was  not  accus- 
tomed to  do ; but  the  offence  was  such,  that 
nothing  less  would  satisfy  the  wife.  He 
took  them  to  a room  where  his  saddle  and 
bridle  hung,  and  shut  the  door.  What 
satisfaction  he  required  for  the  fault  I know 
not ; but,  after  the  matter  was  compromised, 
he  took  the  bridle,  and  lashed  the  said  saddle* 
very  unmercifully,  and  ordered  the  boys  to 
cry,  which  they  did  most  pitifully.  The 
mother  hearing  the  noise,  thought  her  boys 
would  be  killed,  and  wanted  to  interpose, 
but  the  door  was  bolted-  She  was  forced 
to  stand  behind  the  door,  and  felt  every 
stroke  more  than  either  the  saddle  or  the 
boys,  resolving  never  again  to  trust  her 
husband  with  the  rod  of  correction. 

I have  found  the  printed  thesis  of  James 
Gregory,  above  mentioned  ; it  is  printed  at 
Edinburgh,  1C!M).  It  would  seem  that  the 
reform  of  St  Andrew’s  University,  after  the 
Revolution,  was  not  overtaken  at  that  time. 
The  students’  names  who  were  to  defend  the 
thesis  at  Salvator  College,  in  St  Andrew’s,  on 
such  a day  of  Juno,  arc  all  mentioned,  to  the 
number  of  twenty-one.  Kinairdy  was  a 
Scotch  Episcopalian.  lie  wrote  memoirs 
of  his  own  times,  which  my  father,  who  had 
read  them,  told  me  were  unfavourable  to 
the  Covenant — the  idol  of  tho  Presbyte- 
rians at  that  time.  These  Memoirs  were 
in  your  father’s  possession,  and  I suppose 
are  in  yours.  You  see,  my  dear  sir,  that 
I have  answered  more  than  I was  asked, 
because  I like  to  dwell  upon  the  subject ; 
but  you  must  not  think  nor  say  that  my 
grandmother  was  a scold  ; she  might  have 
strong  passions,  but  no  scold  ever  had  her 
dignity  and  magnanimity.  She  had  a 
brother,  whom  I knew  well,  who  was  very 
like  to  her — Provost  John  Gordon.  He 
was  long  at  the  head  of  the  magistracy  in 
Aberdeen  ; and  had  been  a member  of  the 
Scotch  Parliament,  and  was  one  of  tho  most 
respected  magistrates  that  ever  was  in  that 
city. — I ever  am,  dear  Sir,  yours, 

Tho.  Reid. 

Jug.  24,  1787. 


XI. 

ON  THE  ORIGIN,  PROGRESS,  AND  THEORY  Of 
LANGUAGE. 

Dear  Sir, — I have  read  your  theory  of 
the  moods  of  verbs*  over  and  over,  and 
shall  give  you  a few  trifling  remarks  when 
the  MS.  is  returned,  or  sooner,  if  I see  you 
sooner.  It  is  not  yet  sent  to  DrCleghom, 
but  shall  be  this  week.  In  the  meantime, 


• Subsequently  printed  in  " The  Transactions  of  1 
• he  Royal  Society  of  Edinburgh."—  H.  I 


having  the  opportunity  of  my  good  friend 
31  r John  Puguid,  I send  you  some  reveries 
on  the  invention  and  progress  of  language. 

The  art  of  communicating  our  sentiments 
by  articulate  sounds, is  certainly,  of  all  human 
arts,  the  most  ingenious,  and  that  which 
has  required  most  of  thought,  of  abstraction, 
and  nice  metaphysical  discrimination.  This 
has  led  our  friend  L.  M-*  to  think  that  it 
must  have  been,  at  first,  the  work  of  philo- 
sophers. I rather  consider  it  as  a huge  and 
complicated  machine,  which  was  very  im- 
perfect at  first,  but  gradually  received  im- 
provements from  the  judgment  and  invention 
of  all  who  used  it  in  the  course  of  many 
ages. 

It  is  a machine  which  every  man  must 
use,  and  which  he  finds  of  such  utility  and 
importance,  that,  if  he  has  any  genius,  he 
has  sufficient  inducement  to  employ  it  in 
making  language  more  subservient  to  his 
purpose. 

In  the  natural  talents  of  genius  and  in- 
vention, there  is  no  less  difference  among 
savages  than  among  philosophers.  One 
savage,  in  the  use  of  natural  signs,  will  shew 
great  superiority  to  others  in  conveying  his 
sentiments  distinctly  and  intelligibly ; and 
the  same  superiority  he  will  shew  in  the  use 
of  a rude  language  of  articulate  sounds— 
sometimes  by  giving  a more  easy  or  more 
agreeable  sound  to  words  that  are  in  use ; 
sometimes  by  distinguishing,  by  some  in- 
flection or  inversion,  words  or  phrases  that 
were  before  ambiguous  ; sometimes  by  a 
new  metaphorical  meaning  ; and  sometimes 
by  new  words  or  new  derivations,  where 
they  were  wanted. 

So  fond  are  ingenious  men  to  invent  such 
improvements  in  language,  and  so  prone  the 
multitude  to  adopt  them,  when  they  please 
the  public  taste,  that  all  languages  are  per- 
petually changing,  according  to  the  beau- 
tiful simile  of  Horace — Utailvas  foiiia  pronoM 
mutantur  in  annos,  ^0.  In  a rude  language 
it  is  easy  to  make  improvements;  and  changes 
that  arc  found  useful  and  important,  though 
invented  by  ono  man,  will  soon  be  adopted 
by  the  multitude. 

Thus  the  inventions  of  thousands  of  in- 
genious men,  in  a succession  of  ages,  all 
employed  upon  this  one  machine,  bring  it 
by  insensible  degrees  to  its  perfection ; as 
knowledge  grows,  language  grows  along 
with  it,  till  it  arrive  at  that  stately  form 
which  we  contemplate  with  admiration. 

The  steam  engine  was  invented  not  much 
more  than  a century  ago  ; but  it  has  re- 
ceived so  many  and  so  great  improvements 
in  that  Bhort  period,  that,  if  the  inventor 
were  to  arise  from  the  dead,  and  view  it  in 
its  improved  state,  he  would  hardly  be  able 
to  discern  his  own  share  of  the  invention. 


• I»rd  Monboddo.— H. 
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Language  is  like  a tree,  which,  from  a small 
seed,  grows  imperceptibly,  till  the  fowls  of 
the  air  lodge  in  its  branches,  and  the  beasts 
of  the  earth  rest  under  its  shadow.  The 
seed  of  language  is  the  natural  signs  of  our 
thoughts,  which  nature  has  taught  all  men 
to  use,  and  all  men  to  understand.  But  its 
growth  is  the  effect  of  the  united  energy  of 
all  who  do  or  ever  did  use  it.  One  man 
pushes  out  a branch,  another  a leaf,  one 
smooths  a rough  part,  another  lops  off  an 
excrescence.  Grammarians  have,  without 
doubt,  contributed  much  to  its  regularity 
and  beauty ; and  philosophers,  by  increasing 
our  knowledge,  have  added  many  a fair 
branch  to  it ; but  it  would  have  been  a tree 
without  the  aid  of  either. 

The  rudest  tribes  of  men  soon  find  lan- 
guage to  express  their  confined  wants  and 
desires;  and  the  natural  love  of  analogy 
will  produce  much  analogy  even  in  the  lan- 
guage of  savages.  We  see  that  children  of 
two  or  three  years  old,  having  got  a few 
plurals,  without  being  taught,  form  new 
ones  analogically,  and  often,  in  the  pursuit 
of  analogy,  break  through  the  rules  of 
grammar. 

A man  born  deaf,  who  has  no  opportunity 
of  conversing  w ith  other  deaf  men,  has  to 
invent  a language  for  himself,  along  with  the 
additional  labour  of  teaching  others  to  un- 
derstand it.  One  who  lias  had  access  to 
know  to  what  degree  of  perfection  some 
deaf  men  have  carried  their  art  of  commu- 
nicating their  thoughts,  will  not  think  it 
incredible  that  a nation  flourishing  in  arts 
and  sciences  should,  in  a course  of  ages,  bv 
their  united  efforts,  bring  language  to  all 
the  perfection  it  has  ever  attained. 

In  speech,  the  true  natural  unit  is  a sen- 
tence. No  man  intends  less  when  he 
speaks  ; what  is  less  than  a complete  sen- 
tence is  not  speech,  but  a part  or  parts  of 
speech ; to  divide  a sentence  into  parts 
requires  greater  abstraction  than  to  divide 
the  unit  into  fractions  of  a unit.  It  is, 
therefore,  extremely  probable  that  men  ex- 
pressed sentences  by  one  complex  sound  or 
word,  before  they  thought  of  dividing  them 
into  parts,  signified  by  different  words.  One 
word  signified,  give  me  bread  ; another,  take 
bread  ,*  another,  eat  bread  ; another,  bake 
bread.  As  all  these  sentences  have  some- 
thing common  in  their  meaning,  the  natu- 
ral love  of  analogy  would  lead  to  some- 
thing common  in  the  word  by  which  they 
were  expressed;  and  in  the  progress -of 
language,  that  which  was  common  in  the 
sound  of  all  these  sentences  might  be  sepa- 
rated from  that  which  was  proper  to  each  ; 
and,  being  thus  separated,  it  becomes  that 
part  of  speech  which  we  call  a substantive 


* Thta  S»  an  important  truth,  the  Ignorance  of 
which  U *«en  in  our  ptnrcrtcd  tyctema  of  Grammar, 
Logic,  and  Psychology. — H. 


noun,  signifying  bread,  which  substantive 
will  be  fit  to  make  a part  of  many  other 
sentences. 

Thus  the  object,  or  accusative,  may  be, 
as  it  were,  cut  out  of  the  sentence,  so  as  to 
form  a word  by  itself,  though  originally  it 
was  only  a part  of  a word. 

Another  set  of  sentences— -such  as,  / l<*ve 
Martha , You  love  Mary , John  loves  Matilda 
— might  lead  men  to  separate  w hat  is  com- 
mon in  the  word  by  which  each  of  these 
three  sentences  is  expressed,  from  what  is 
proper  to  each,  and  by  that  means  to  have 
a word  for  the  verb  love. 

To  shew  how  all  the  parts  of  speech  may 
be  cut  out  of  words  that  signify  whole  sen- 
tences, by  separating  that  part  of  the  sound 
which  is  common  to  many  sentences,  from 
that  which  is  proper  to  each,  would  be  more 
tedious  than  difficult,  and  may  easily  be 
conceived.  By  dividing  the  sound,  the 
mental  abstraction  is  made  easy,  even  to 
rude  men,  who,  without  some  aid  of  this 
kind,  would  find  it  above  their  reach.  Such 
division  facilitates  greatly  the  use  of  lan- 
guage, and,  therefore,  when  once  begun, 
will  go  on. 

That  the  parts  of  speech  Bhould  be  con- 
ceived before  speech  was  in  use,  and  that 
speech  should  at  first  be  formed  by  putting 
together  parts  of  speech,  which  before  had 
got  names,  seems  to  me  altogether  incred- 
ible ; no  less  incredible  than  if  it  should  be 
said  tliat  before  men  had  the  conception  of 
a body,  they  first  formed  the  conception  of 
matter,  then  the  conception  of  form,  and, 
putting  these  two  together,  they  got  the 
conception  of  body,  which  is  made  up  of 
matter  and  form. 

Perhaps,  in  the  language  of  some  Bavagcs, 
all  the  parts  of  speech  have  not  yet  been 
separated  into  different  words.  Charlevoix 
has  given  a very  full  account  of  some  of  the 
Canadian  languages.  I quote  him  from 
memory,  having  read  his  history  of  Canada, 
I think,  about  forty  years  ago ; but,  as  it 
first  led  me  into  this  speculation,  I remem- 
ber it  the  better. 

He  says,* of  one  of  their  languages,  (I 
think  that  of  the  Hurons,)  that  in  each  of 
their  villages  there  is  a public  orator  chosen, 
who  makes  it  the  whole  study  of  his  life  to 
speak  the  language  with  propriety  and  force ; 
that  the  people  arc  very  nice  judges  of  the 
defects  and  excellencies  of  their  orators ; 
so  that  there  are  very  few  of  them  that  can 
perfectly  please  the  public  ear ; tliat  their 
verbs  have  as  many  moods  and  tenses  as 
the  Greek  verbs  have,  and,  besides  this, 
that  the  accusative  or  object  always  makes 
a part  of  the  verb.  Thus,  one  verb  signi- 
fies to  drink  urine ; another,  to  drink  urater  ; 
one,  to  kilt  a brother ; another,  to  kill  an  ene- 
my i so  that  the  verb  very  often  expresses 
the  whole  sentence. 
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I believe,  in  all  languages  of  nations 
which  we  account  civilized,  the  several  parts 
of  speech  ltave  been  separated  from  one  an- 
other, and  are  often  expressed  by  words 
proper  to  them.  But  in  all  of  them,  and  in 
some  more  than  in  others,  several  parts  of 
speech  are  often  combined  in  one  word,  not 
from  necessity,  but  for  the  sake  of  elegance 
and  beauty. 

Thus,  in  the  Latin  and  Greek  verbs,  be- 
sides the  radical  signification  of  the  verb, 
its  voice,  mood,  tense,  person,  and  number 
are  all  expressed  in  one  word.  In  nouns, 
l»oth  substantive  and  adjective,  we  liave  the 
noun,  together  with  its  case,  number,  and 
gender,  in  one  word.  Nor  is  this  owing  to 
a want  of  words  in  those  languages  to  ex- 
press separately  those  accidents  of  verbs  and 
nouns.  It  seems  rather  to  be  a matter  of 
choice,  to  give  greater  beauty  and  strength 
to  the  language.  By  this  expedient,  much 
may  be  said  in  few'  words— and  these,  lofty 
and  sonorous  words,  with  a beautiful  variety 
and  harmony  of  termination,  and  great 
power  of  inversion  ; which  arc  qualities  of 
great  importance  in  poetry  and  eloquence. 

In  language,  as  in  many  other  things, 
necessity,  convenience,  and  long  practice, 
have,  without  the  rules  of  art,  produced 
artifices,  which  the  artist  or  the  philosopher 
has  reason  to  admire,  which,  sitting  in  his 
chair,  he  would  never  have  been  able  to 
invent,  and  which,  now  that  they  are  in- 
vented, he  finds  it  very  difficult  to  reduce 
to  principles  of  art, 

1 believe  the  principles  of  the  art  of  lan- 
guage are  to  be  found  in  a just  analysis  of 
the  various  species  of  sentences.  Aristotle 
and  the  logicians  have  analysed  one  species — 
to  wit,  the  proposition.  To  enumerate  and 
analyse  the  other  species,  must,  1 think,  be 
the  foundation  of  a just  theory  of  language. 
— I am,  dear  Sir,  yours  affectionately, 

Tho.  It  kid. 

Aug . 26,  1767, 


XII. 

[1768-] 

Dear  Sir, — I received  yours  of  Feb.  19, 
and  last  evening  received,  by  the  fly,  the 
very  acceptable  present  of  tho  new  edition 
of  your  father’s  works,  for  which  I heartily 
thank  you.  I have  read  the  Life,  which  1 
think  well  wrote.  I am  much  obliged  to 
the  author*  of  it  for  the  notice  he  has  taken 
of  me ; but  I wisli  he  had  spared  some 
epithets,  which  I could  not  read  to  myself 
without  a blush ; I have  exceptions  to 
some  things  in  the  narrative,  but  they 
relate  to  unimportant  circumstances.  The 
quotation  from  “ Whiston’s  Memoirs”  de- 
lighted me,  and  does  honour  to  Scotland. 

• Lord  Worrihousclee.—  H. 

f It  is  o!  the  following  jnirpott  '.—Speaking  of  I)r 


Perhaps  it  might  have  been  added,  that 
James,  the  brother  of  David,  was  at  that 
time  teaching  the  same  doctrine,  as  a Pro- 
fessor of  Philosophy,  in  another  Scotch 
university.  I have  by  me  a thesis  ho 
published  in  1690,  which  is  a com  pond  of 
the  conclusions  of  Newton’s  “ Priucipia.** 
I have  always  heard,  by  tradition,  that  D. 
Gregory,  the  astronomer,  was  chosen  to  bo 
preceptor  to  the  Duke  of  Gloucester,  Queen 
Ann’s  son  ; but  whether  his  entering  upon 
that  office  was  prevented  by  his  death,  or 
by  the  death  of  the  young  prince,  I know 
nob  I have  also  heard  that  the  Profession 
of  Modern  History  in  Oxford  was  erected  in 
favour  of  his  son,  David,  when  ho  came 
home  from  his  travels.* 


I am  happy  in  the  account  you  give  me 
of  our  friend,  William.  I hope  he  will 
continue  the  race  of  the  Gregories,  if  you 
do  not — which,  however,  I do  not  yet  de- 
spair of.  Our  University  has  sent  a petition 
to  tho  House  of  Commons,  in  favour  of  the 
African  slaves.  I hope  yours  will  not  bo 
the  last  in  this  humane  design ; and  that 
the  Clergy  of  Scotland  will  likewise  join  in 
it.  I comfort  my  grey  hairs  with  the  thoughts 
that  the  world  is  growing  better,  having  long 
resolved  to  resist  the  common  sentiment  of 
old  age,  that  it  is  always  growing  worse. 
1 am  grown  so  deaf  that  I can  only  converse 
with  one  person,  and  that  when  ho  speaks 
into  my  left  ear  ; but  I hope  to  resist  that 
depression  of  spirits  which  commonly  at- 
tends that  disorder.  I can  sec  people  con- 
versing together  without  any  uneasiness ; 
the  only  difficulty  is,  when  a laugh  is  raised, 
whether  to  laugh  at  one  does  not  know  what, 


David  Gregory,  when  Profp**or  of  Mathematics  at 
Edinburgh,  VN  hlston  says— .••  He  had  already  caused 
several  of  his  scholars  to  keep  acts,  as  wc  call  them, 
upon  several  branches  of  »he  Newtonian  philosophy, 
while  we  at  Cambridge,  poor  wretches  ! were  ignomi. 
ttiously  stud  ring  the  fictitious  hypotheses  of  Ihe  Carte, 
sian."—  H'hnton's  Memoirs,  p.  There  is  in  this, 
however,  no  just  ground  of  panegyric  on  Scotland. 
In  the  intrusive  system  of  the  English  universities, 
where  the  tutor  has  illegally  superseded  the  professor, 
all  change  from  one  set  of  doctrines  to  a better,  must 
be  the  tardy  and  painful  work  of  time  and  necessity. 
The  evolutions  of  a university  are  prompt  and  easy 
where  each  department  ol  its  cyclopaedia  i*  separately 
taught  by  an  able  professor;  whereas  a university 
which  abandons  instruction,  in  ail  branches,  to  any 
individual  of  a host  of  tutors— Ihe  majority  of  whom 
assume  the  office  m instructor  for  their  own  conve- 
nience, though  without  the  ability  adequate  to  dis- 
charge its  duties — such  a university  mutt  be  content, 
not  only  always  to  teach  little,  and  that  little  ill,  but 
to  continue  often  for  a long  time  to  teach  what 
is  elsewhere  obsolete  or  exploded.  Accordingly,  in 
Newton’s  own  university,  the  Cartesian  theories  con- 
tinued to  be  taught  as  the  orthodox  doctrine,  after  the 
Newtonian  physics  had,  in  other  universities,  super. 
Msdcd  the  Cartesian.  And  why  ? Simply  became,  in 
Cambridge,  instruction  was  carried  on  l»y  tutors  ; and 
the  majority  of  the  Cambridge  tutors,  educated  in  the 
old  system,  were  unable  or  unwilling  to  qualify  them- 
selves to  become  instructors  in  the  new  — H. 

• David  Gregory,  the  son.  waa.ccrtaiolyjSrrf  Pro- 
fesior  in  the  chair  of  Modern  History  and  Languages, 
founded  by  George  I.— II. 
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or  to  be  grave  when  other  people  laugh.  I 
am  very  glad  to  hear  that  Dug.  Stewart 
lectures  in  physicks  so  acceptably,  but  wish 
his  health  be  not  affected  by  his  being  over- 
wrought— I am,  dear  Sir,  very  affection- 
ately yours, 

Tho.  Rkid. 


XIII. 

ON  USURY. 

. . . . • I am  much 

pleased  with  the  tract  you  sent  me  on 
usury.*  I think  the  reasoning  unanswer- 
able, and  have  long  been  of  tne  author’s 
opinion,  though  I suspect  that  the  general 
principle,  that  bargains  ought  to  be  left  to 
the  judgment  of  the  parties,  may  admit  of 
some  exceptions,  when  the  buyers  are  the 
many,  the  poor,  and  the  simple— the  sellers 
few,  rich,  and  cunning;  the  former  may 
need  the  aid  of  the  magistrate  to  prevent 
their  being  oppressed  by  the  latter.  It 
seems  to  be  upon  this  principle  that  por- 
tage, freight,  the  hire  of  chair&und  coaches, 
and  the  price  of  bread,  are  regulated  in  most 
great  towns.  But  with  regard  to  the  loan 
of  money  in  a commercial  state,  the  excep- 
tion cau  have  no  place — the  borrowers  and 
lenders  are  upon  an  equal  footing,  and  each 
may  be  left  to  take  care  of  his  own  interest. 
Nor  do  I see  any  good  reason  for  the  inter- 
position of  law  in  bargains  about  the  loan 
of  money  more  than  in  bargains  of  any 
other  kind.  I am  least  pleased  with  the 
10th  letter,  wherein  he  accounts  for  the 
infamy  of  usury.  In  one  of  the  papers  you 
mention,  (which  I give  you  liberty  to  use 
as'you  please,)  I have  attempted  an  account 
of  that  phenomenon,  which  satisfies  me  more 
than  his  account  does. — I am,  dear  Sir, 
Yours  most  affectionately, 

Tho.  Reid. 

Glasgow,  5 th  Sep?,  1788. 


XIV. 

CAUSE — PHYSICAL  CAUSE — LAWS  OP  NATURE 
—AGENT — POWER  AND  ACTIVITY. 

My  Dear  Sir, — On  Monday  evening  I 
received  your  book,f  with  the  letter  in- 
closed. The  book  I shall  peruse  at  leisure 
with  the  eye  of  a critick  ; but,  as  it  is  proper 
to  acquaint  you  soon  of  my  having  received 
it  safe,  I shall  now  answer  your  letter, 
though  perhaps  in  too  much  haste.  Your 

• " J-ctteia  On  Uaunr,"  by  Mr  Jeremy  nentham, 
addressed  to  George  Wilson.  Em)  , (Dr  Gregory'* 
friend.)  and  published  by  Mr  Wilson  in  1787.— H. 

t The  " Philosophic*!  and  I kterary  Ksaays/*  or 
rather  their  Introduction,  which  vu  in  great  part 
punted  several  year*  belore  publication.—  H. 


intention  of  inscribing  the  book,  if  published, 
to  me,  I account  a very  great  honour  done 
me ; and,  if  you  do  not  alter  your  mind, 
would  not  be  so  self-denying  as  to  decline 
it ; but,  as  a real  friend,  I think  you  ought 
to  inscribe  it  to  some  man  in  power  that 
may  be  of  use  to  you,  though  I hate  dedi- 
cations stuffed  with  flattery  to  great  men. 
Yet  I know  no  reason  why  a man  of  your 
time  of  life  may  not  court  the  notice  of  a 
great  man  by  a dedication,  as  well  as  by  a 
visit.  When  I inscribed  a book  to  you, 
my  situation  was  very  different.  I was  past 
all  hopes  and  fears  with  regard  to  this 
world  ; and,  indeed,  had  Lord  Kaimes  been 
alive,  intended  to  liave  addressed  it  to  him. 
When  he  was  dead,  there  was  not  a man 
of  his  eminence  that  I had  so  much  ac- 
quaintance with  as  to  justify  such  an  address. 
I therefore  seriously  wL-h  you  to  spend  a 
second  thought  upon  this  subject ; and  not 
to  suffer  your  friendship,  of  which  I need 
no  new  proof,  to  lead  you  to  do  an  impru- 
dent thing,  and  what  the  world  would  think 
such,  or  even  perhaps  construe  as  a con- 
tempt put  upon  your  great  friends.* 

As  to  the  two  points  wherein  you  and  I 
differ,  after  what  you  have  said  of  them  in 
this  letter,  I am  really  uncertain  whether 
we  differ  about  things  or  only  about  words. 
You  deny  that  of  every  change  there  must 
be  an  efficient  cause,  in  my  sense — that  is, 
an  intelligent  agent,  who  by  bis  power  and 
will  effected  the  change.  But  I think  you 
grant  that,  when  the  change.is  not  effected 
by  such  an  agent,  *it  must  have  a physical 
cause — that  is,  it  must  be  the  necessary 
consequence  of  the  nature  and  previous  state 
of  things  unintelligent  and  inactive. 

I admit  that,  for  anything  I know  to  tho 
contrary,  there  may  be  such  a nature  and 
state  of  things  which  have  no  proper  ac- 
tivity, as  that  certain  events  or  changes 
must  necessarily  follow.  I admit  that,  in 
such  a case,  that  which  is  antecedent  may 
be  called  the  physical  cause,  aud  what  is 
necessarily  consequent,  may  be  called  the 
effect  of  that  cause. 

I likewise  admit,  laws  of  nature  may  be 
called  (as  they  commonly  are  called)  phy- 
sical causes — in  a sense  indeed  somewhat 
different  from  the  former — because  laws  of 
nature  effect  nothing,  but  os  far  as  they  are 
put  to  execution,  either  by  some  agent,  or 
by  some  physical  cause  ; they  being,  how- 
ever, our  ne  plus  ultra  in  natural  philosophy, 
which  professes  to  shew  us  the  causes  of 
natural  things,  and  being,  both  in  ancient 
and  modern  times,  called  causes , they  have 
by  prescription  acquired  a right  to  that 
name. 

I think  also,  and  I believe  you  agree  with 


• It  i*  netdUfts  to  say  that  i>r  Gregory  did  not 
comply  with  this  prudent  ad* ice.  I he  " Lata ja'* 
are  dedicated  to  Held.— H. 
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me,  that  every  physical  cause  must  be  the 
work  of  some  agent  or  efficient  cause.  Thus, 
that  a body  put  in  motion  continues  to  move 
till  it  be  stopped,  is  an  effect  which,  for  what 
I know,  may  be  owing  to  an  inherent  pro- 
perty in  matter ; if  this  be  so,  this  pro- 
perty of  matter  is  the  physical  cause  of  the 
continuance  of  the  motion  ; but  the  ultimate 
efficient  cause  is  the  Being  who  gave  this 
property  to  matter. 

If  we  suppose  this  continuance  of  motion 
to  be  an  arbitrary  appointment  of  the 
Deity,  and  call  that  appointment  a law  of 
nature  and  a physical  cause  ; such  a law  of 
nature  requires  a Being  who  has  not  only 
enacted  the  law,  but  provided  the  means  of 
its  being  executed,  either  by  some  physical 
cause,  or  by  some  agent  acting  by  his  order. 
If  we  agree  in  these  things,  I see  not 
wherein  we  differ,  but  in  words. 

I agree  with  you  that  to  confound  the 
notion  of  agent  or  efficient  cause  with  that 
of  physical  cause,  has  been  a common  error 
of  philosophers,  from  the  days  of  Plato  to 
our  own.  I could  wish  that  the  same  gene- 
ral name  of  cause  had  not  been  given  to 
both,  as  if  they  were  two  species  belonging 
to  the  same  genus.  They  differ  toto  generc. 
For  a physical  cause  is  not  an  agent.  It 
does  not  act,  but  is  acted  upon,  and  is  as 
passive  as  its  effect.  Y ou  accordingly  give 
them  different  generical  names,  calling  the 
one  the  agent , and  not  the  cause — the  other 
the  cause,  but  not  the  agent. 

I approve  of  your  view  in  this  ; but  think 
it  too  bold  an  innovation  in  language.  In 
all  writing,  preaching,  and  speaking,  men 
have  been  so  much  accustomed  to  call  the 
Deity  the  first  cause  of  all  things,  that  to 
maintain  that  he  is  no  cause  at  all,  would 
be  too  shocking.  To  say  that  the  world 
exists  without  a cause,  would  be  accounted 
Atheism,  in  spite  of  all  explications  that 
could  be  given  of  it.  Agency,  efficiency, 
operation,  are  so  conjoyned  in  our  concep- 
tions with  a cause,  that  an  age  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  disjoyn  them. 

The  words  agent  and  action  arc  not  less 
ambiguous  than  cause  and  causation  ; they 
arc  applied,  by  the  most  accurate  thinkers 
and  speakers,  to  what  you  call  physical 
causes.  So  we  say,  one  body  acts  upon 
another,  by  a stroke,  by  pressure,  by  attrac- 
tion or  repulsion  ; and  in  vain  would  one 
attempt  to  abolish  this  language.  W e must 
bear  with  the  imperfections  of  language  in 
some  degree  ; we  are  not  able  to  make  it 
so  philosophical  as  we  wish. 

To  remedy  the  ambiguity  of  cause  and 
agent  as  far  as  possible,  without  too  bold 
an  innovation,  I say  that  each  of  these 
words  has  two  meanings — a lax  and  popular 
meaning,  and  a philosophical.  In  the  po- 
pular meaning,  both  are  applied  to  wliat  you 
call  a physical  cause.  In  the  strict  or  philo- 


sophical meaning,  both  are  applied  only  to 
what  you  call  an  agent — I,  an  efficient 
cause.  I choose  to  distinguish  the  philoso- 
phical meaning  of  cause,  by  calling  it  an 
efficient  cause ; and  to  distinguish  the 
philosophical  meaning  of  agent,  by  calling 
it  an  agent  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense. 

You  distinguish  the  philosophical  mean- 
ing of  these  two  ambiguous  words  from  the 
popular,  by  appropriating  oue  to  the  philo- 
sophical meaning,  and  the  other  to  the 
popular.  Is  not  this  the  difference  between 
you  and  me  ? 

It  is  remarkable  that  the  philosophical 
meaning  of  those  two  words,  and  of  the 
others  that  depend  upon  them,  must  have 
been  the  first,  and  the  popular  meaning  a 
corruption  of  the  philosophical,  introduced 
by  time,  but  so  deeply  rooted  in  the  struc- 
ture of  all  languages,  that  it  is  impossible 
to  eradicate  it ; for  nothing  external  to  us 
could  introduce  into  the  human  mind  the 
general  notion  of  priority  and  constant  con- 
junction, but  nothing  farther. 

Power  alid  activity  are  first  conceived 
from  being  conscious  of  them  in  ourselves. 
Conceiving  of  other  beings  from  what  we 
know  of  ourselves,  we  first  ascribe  to  them 
such  powers  as  we  are  conscious  of  in  our- 
selves. Experience,  at  least,  informs  ut 
that  the  things  about  us  have  not  the  same 
powers  that  we  have ; but  language  was 
formed  on  a contrary  supposition  before 
this  discovery  was  made,  and  we  must  give 
a new,  and  perhaps  a very  indistinct,  mean- 
ing to  words  which  before  had  a clear  and 
distinct  one. 

As  to  the  other  difference  you  mention 
between  you  and  me,  I have  quite  forgot  it. 
But  I think  one  can  hardly  be  too  cautious 
of  denying  the  bona  /ides  of  an  antagonist 
in  a philosophical  dispute.  It  is  so  bitter  a 
pill,  that  it  cannot  be  swallowed  without 
being  very  well  gilded  and  aromatized.  I 
cannot  but  agree  with  you  that  assent  or 
belief  is  not  a voluntary  act.  Neither  is 
seeing  when  the  eyes  are  open.  One  may 
voluntarily  shut  his  bodily  eyes,  and  perhaps 
the  eye  of  his  understanding.  1 confess 
this  b mala  Jides.  But  as  light  may  be  so 
offensive  that  the  bodily  eye  is  shut  involun- 
tarily, may  not  something  similar  happen  to 
the  eye  of  the  understanding,  when  brought 
to  a light  too  offensive  to  some  favourite 
prejudice  or  passion,  to  be  endured  ?• 

As  soon  as  I have  done  with  your  book,  I 
shall  execute  your  commission  to  Mr  Ar- 
thur.—I am,  dear  Sir,  yours  very  sincerely. 

Tiio.  Rim. 

Thursday , July  30,  1789. 


• ThU  passage  ("  Bat  1 think"—' *•  be  endured  f") 
! U quoted  in  the  Introduction  to  Dr  Gregory *■  Eau?*, 
p.  316.— H. 
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XV. 

AMSTOTBLIC  BFBCIES  OP  CAUSES — ORIGIN  OP 
NOTIONS  OP  CAUSE  AND  POWKB — WHAT  ES- 
SENTIAL TO  THE  NATURE  OP  CAUSE — DIS- 
TINCTION OF  PHYSICAL  AND  METAPHYSICAL 
CAUSES. 

Remarks  on  the  Introduction .• 

1.  I humbly  think  you  are  too  severe 
against  Aristotle  and  Plato,  especially  the 
former. -f  Two  hundred  years  ago,  it  was 
proper  to  pull  him  down  from  the  high  seat 
he  held ; but  now  he  is  sufficiently  humbled, 
and  I would  not  have  him  trampled  upon. 
I confess  that  his  distinction  of  causes  into 
four  kinds  is  not  a division  of  a genus  into  its 
* peries , but  of  an  ambiguous  word  into  its 
different  meanings,  and  that  this  is  the  case 
with  raativ  of  his  divisions.  But,  in ‘the  in- 
fancy of  philosophy,  this  ought  to  be  corrected 
without  severity.  It  was  more  inexcusable 
in  many  philosophers  and  divines  of  the 
scholastick  ages  to  handle  every  subject  in 
one  method,  namely,  by  shewing  its  four 
causes — Efficient,  Material,  Formal,  and 
Final.  A very  learned  divine,  whose  com  pend 
was  the  text-book  in  the  school  where  I was 
taught,  treating  of  the  creation,  when  he 
comes  to  the  material  cause,  pronounces  it 
to  be  nihil.  If  Aristotle  had  treated  of  his 
materia  prima  in  this  method,  he  must  have 
made  the  material  cause  to  be  the  thing  it- 
self, and  all  the  three  other  causes  to  be 
nihil ; for  it  had  no  form,  no  efficient,  con- 
sequently no  end.  But  the  absurdity  of 
making  everything  to  have  four  causes,  can- 
not, I believe,  be  imputed  to  Aristotle. 

2.  You  challenge  him  with  a violation  of 
propriety  in  the  Greek  language. X I am  dis- 
posed to  take  it  upon  the  authority  of  Aris- 
totle, as  a man  who  understood  Greek  better 
than  any  modern,  that  the  word  mn*  was 
sometimes  used  to  signify  the  form,  some- 
times the  matter  of  a thing.  If  these  were 
not  popular  meanings  of  the  word,  might 
they  not  be  philosophical,  and  perhaps  to  be 
found  only  in  the  writings  of  philosophers, 
which  are  now  lost  ? But  I cannot  think 
that  Aristotle  would  have  given  these  mean- 
ings without  authority  ; and  I think  it  bold 
in  any  modern  to  impute  this  to  him. 

3.  Y ou  are  likewise  severe  upon  the  ri  If  Z.  || 
May  it  not  be  said  that  itis  very  like  the  sup- 
posed principle  of  change,  which,  in  page  x vii. , 
you  make  the  general  meaning  of  the  word 
cause  $ 

4.  You  seem  to  think  (end  of  page  xxl) 
that  there  are  different  kinds  of  causes,  each 


• •*  Introduction  to  the  &r  printed  in 

part. — H 

1 Vide  ••  Introduction,  p xvi.  aq._H. 

1 Ibidem,  p.  xvii—H.  y Ibidem,  p lfU.-H 


having  something  specifick  in  its  relation  to 
the  effect, 

I know  not  what  the  kinds  are  which  you 
have  in  your  eye,  and  therefore  speak  in 
the  dark  upon  this  point.  I mean  onely  to 
put  you  upon  your  guard  that  they  be 
really  species  of  the  same  genus , tliat  you 
may  not  fall  under  the  censure  you  have 
passed  upon  Aristotle. 

You  will  forgive  my  offering  this  caution, 
because  I apprehend  that  there  is  one  ori- 
ginal notion  of  cause  grounded  in  human 
nature,  and  that  this  is  the  notion  on  which 
the  maxim  is  grounded — that  every  change 
or  event  must  have  a cause.  This  maxim  is 
so  universally  held,  and  forces  itself  upon 
the  judgment  so  strongly,  that  I think  it 
must  be  a first  principle,  or  what  you  call  a 
law  of  human  thought.  And  I think  the 
only  distinct  and  true  meaning  of  this  maxim 
is,  that  there  must  be  something  tliat  had 
power  to  produce  the  event,  and  did  pro- 
duce it.  We  are  early  conscious  of  some 
power  in  ourselves  to  produce  some  events ; 
and  our  nature  leads  us  to  think  tliat  every 
event  is  produced  by  a power  similar  to  that 
which  we  find  in  ourselves — that  is,  by  will 
and  exertion : when  a weight  falls  and  hurts 
a child,  he  is  angry  with  it — he  attributes 
power  and  will  to  everything  that  seems  to 
act.  Language  is  formed  upon  these  early 
sentiments,  and  attributes  action  and  power 
to  things  that  are  afterwards  discovered  to 
have  neither  will  nor  power.  By  this 
means,  the  notion  of  action  and  causation  is 
gradually  changed  j what  was  essential  to  it 
at  first  is  left  out,  while  the  name  remains  ; 
and  the  term  cause  is  applied  to  things  which 
we  believe  to  be  inanimate  and  passive. 

I conceive  tliat,  from  the  original  notion 
or  sentiment  above  described,  all  the  dif- 
ferent notions  of  cause  have  been  derived, 
by  some  kind  of  analogy,  or  perhaps  abuse ; 
and  I know  not  but  the  n «| » may  compre- 
hend them  all,  as  well  as  any  other  general 
name,  as  they  are  so  heterogeneous. 

A law  plea  is  the  cause  of  a litigation. 
The  motive  that  induces  a great  body  of  men 
to  act  in  concert,  is  the  cause  of  a revolu- 
tion in  politicks.  A law  of  nature  is  the 
cause  of  a phenomenon  in  physicks,  or, 
perhaps,  the  cause  is  another  phenomenon 
which  always  goes  before  it.  The  cause  of 
the  universe  has  been  by  some  thought  to 
be  necessity,  by  others  chance,  by  others  a 
powerful  intelligent  being. 

I think  it  is  a good  division  in  Aristotle, 
that  the  same  word  may  be  applied  to  dif- 
ferent things  in  three  ways — univocally, 
analogically,  and  equivocally.  Univocally, 
when  the  things  are  species  of  the  same 
genus ; analogically,  when  the  things  are 
related  by  somo  similitude  or  analogy ; equi- 
vocally, when  they  have  no  relation  but  a 
common  name.  When  a word  is  analogi- 
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cally  applied  to  different  things,  as,  1 be- 
lieve, the  word  cause  is,  there  must  be  an 
original  meaning  from  which  tho  things 
related  to  it  have  borrowed  the  name ; and 
it  happens  not  unfrequently  that  the  origi- 
nal notion  loses  the  name  by  disuse,  while 
the  relatives  monopolize  it ; as  in  the  Eng- 
lish words,  deliberate,  suspense,  project , 
and  many  others. 

The  vulgar,  in  their  notion  even  of  the 
physical  cause  of  a phenomenon,  include 
some  conception  of  efficiency  or  productive 
influence.  So  all  the  ancient  philosophers 
did.  Itaqne  non  sic  causa  intelligi  debet, 
ut  quod  cuique  antecedat.  id  ei  causa  sit,  sed 
quod  efficient er  antecedit. — Cicero. 

Modern  philosophers  know  that  we  have 
no  ground  to  ascribe  efficiency  to  natural 
causes,  or  even  necessary  connection  with 
the  effect.  But  wo  still  call  them  causes, 
including  nothing  under  the  name  but  pri- 
ority and  constant  conjunction.  Thus  the 
giving  the  name  of  causation  to  tho  relation 
of  connected  events  in  physicks,  is,  in  mo- 
dern philosophers,  a kind  of  abuse  of  the 
name,  because  we  know  that  the  thing 
most  essential  to  causation  in  its  proper 
meaning — to  wit,  efficiency — is  wanting. 
Yet  this  docs  not  hinder  our  notion  of  a 
physical  cause  from  being  distinct  and  de- 
terminate, though,  I think,  it  cannot  be 
said  to  be  of  tho  same  genus  with  an  effi- 
cient cause  or  agent.  Even  the  great  Bacon 
seems  to  have  thought  that  there  is  a latens 
processus , as  he  calls  it,  by  which  natural 
causes  really  produce  their  effects ; and 
that,  in  the  progress  of  philosophy,  this 
might  bo  discovered.  But  Newton,  more 
enlightened  on  this  point,  has  taught  us  to 
acquiesce  in  a law  of  nature,  according  to 
xchi  h the  effect  is  produced,  ns  the  utmost 
that  natural  philosophy  can  reach,  leaving 
what  can  be  known  of  the  agent  or  efficient 
cause  to  metaphysicks  or  natural  theology. 
This  I look  upon  as  one  of  the  great  dis- 
coveries of  Newton  ; for  I know  of  none 
that  went  before  him  in  it.  It  has  new- 
modelled  our  notion  of  physical  causes,  but, 
at  the  same  time,  carried  it  farther  from 
what  I take  to  bo  the  original  notion  of 
cau He  or  agent. 

If  you  have  found,  as  you  seem  to  say, 
(page  xxii.,)  that  the  different  relations  of 
things,  which  we  call  cause  and  effect,  differ 
only  as  species  of  the  same  genus,  and  liavc 
found  the  general  notion  which  comprehends 
them  all  under  it — this,  indeed,  is  more 
than  I am  able  to  do.  Supposing  it  to  be 
done,  I should  think  that  the  genus,  being 
an  abstract  notion,  would  be  capable  of  a 
just  definition.  Yet  I do  not  find  fault  , 
with  your  declining  to  set  out  by  giving  ! 
the  definition ; for  I conceive  you  m\v,  j 
with  great  propriety,  pave  the  way  to  it  by 
• preliminary  induction. 


XVI. 

ON  CAUSE OBJECTS  OP  GEOMETRY — POWER 

AGENCY,  &C. 

[Xo  date . J 

My  Dear  Sir, — I must  thank  you,  in 
the  first  place,  for  your  attention  to  my  in- 
terest in  writing  to  Dr  Rose  what  you  in- 
formed me  of  in  your  answer  to  my  last. 

I received  your  three  volumes*  on  Wed- 
nesday evening,  with  the  letter  and  plan  of 
the  Essay 


Volume  First. 

In  the  induction  made  to  prove  that  men 
have  a notion  of  the  relation  of  cause  ami 
effect,  this  case  ought  to  be  particularly  in  the 
view  of  the  author,  (as  I take  it  to  be  the 
case  that  really  exists) — to  wit,  that  cause 
and  effect,  from  the  imperfection  of  langu- 
age, signifie  many  different  relations,  and 
yet,  by  those  who  write  and  think  dis- 
tinctly, will  be  used  without  ambiguity; 
the  things  of  which  they  are  predicated  ex- 
plaining sufficiently  what  relation  is  meant. 
This  is  the  case  of  many  words  that  have 
various  meanings  really  different,  though, 
perhaps,  somewhat  similar  or  analogous.  1 1 
is  remarkably  the  case  of  prepositions.  Yet 
such  words  as  prepositions  are  used  with- 
out ambiguity  by  those  who  think  distinctly. 
How  mauy  relations  are  expressed  by  the 
preposition  of  ? — and  yet,  when  it  is  put  be- 
tween two  words,  we  are  never  at  a loss 
for  its  meaning.  1 n Aristotle's  days,  a cause 
meant  four  things — to  wit,  the  Efficient, 
the  Form,  the  Matter,  and  the  End.  Yet, 
when  it  was  used  by  a good  writer,  it  was 
easy  to  see  in  which  of  these  senses  it  was 
meant.  With  us  the  w'ord  cause  has  lost 
some  of  thcKO'-four  meanings,  and  has  got 
others  to  supply  their  places,  and,  perhaps, 
has  not,  in  one  language,  all  the  meanings 
which  it  has  in  another.  Perhaps,  therefore, 
it  may  be  said,  that  all  men  have  many  no- 
tions of  cause  and  effect,  and  some  men 
more  than  others ; tho  same  observation 
may,  I think,  be  applied  to  the  words  Power, 
Agent,  and  Activity. 

To  give  you  a hint  of  my  notion  of  the 
word  cause,  I think  it  lms  one  strict  and 
philosophical  meaning  which  is  a single  re- 
lation, and  it  has  a Lax  and  popular  meaning 
which  includes  many  relations.  The  popu- 
lar meaning  I think  I can  express  by  a 
definition.  Causa  est  id,  quo  posit o ponitur 


• The  MS.  of  the  Essay  itaelf.  The  Enay  w»« 
pr  liable  considerably  modified  before  publication  j 
*<  d I have  been  unable  to  attempt  the  ta«k  ofdltcover. 
niff  how  far.  and  to  what  paget  of  the  published  book, 
the  following  remarks  apply H. 
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Effecius , quo  sublato  tollitur.  This,  you 
will  easily  see,  includes  many  relations,  and, 
I believe,  includes  all  that  inany  languageare 
expressed  by  cau*e,  though  jin  some  languages 
some  of  the  relations  included  uuder  the 
definition  may  not  be  called  causes, -on  ac- 
count, perhaps,  of  their  having  some  other 
word  appropriated  to  signify  such  relations. 

In  the  strict  philosophical  sense,  J take  a 
cause  to  be  tliat  which  lias  the  relation  to 
the  effect  which  I have  to  my  voluntary  and 
deliberate  actions  ; for  I take  this  notion  of 
a cause  to  be  derived  from  the  power  I feel 
in  myself  to  produce  certain  effects.  In 
this  sense,  we  6ay  that  the  Deity  is  the 
cause  of  the  universe. 

I think  there  is  some  ambiguity  in  your 
use  of  tho  words  The  notion  *<f  a cause. 
Through  a considerable  part  of  VoL  I.  it 
means  barely  a conception  of  the  meaning 
of  tho  word  cause  ; then  suddenly  it  means 
some  opinion  or  judgment  about  tho  word 
cause , or  the  thing  meant  by  that  word. 
The  last  must  be  the  meaning  when  you 
speak  of  the  notion  of  a cause  being  true  or 
false,  being  condemned  or  justified.  Tho 
bare  conception  of  a cause,  without  any 
opinion  about  it,  con  neither  be  true  nor 
false.  It  is  true  that  notion  often  signifies 
opinion ; but  when,  in  a train  of  discourse, 
it  has  been  put  for  simple  conception,  and 
then  immediately  for  opinion,  the  reader 
is  apt  to  overlook  the  change  of  signification, 
or  to  think  that  the  author  means  to  impute 
truth  or  falsehood  to  a bare  conception, 
without  opinion. 

The  same  thing  I observe  when  you 
speak  of  the  notion  of  power,  vol.  II.  p.  19. 

Page  40,  &c — What  is  said  about  the 
non-existence  of  the  objects  of  geometry,  I 
think,  is  rather  too  strongly  expressed.  I 
grant  that  they  are  things  conceived  without 
regard  to  their  existence  ; but  they  are  pos- 
sible modifications  of  things  which  we  dayly 
perceive  by  our  senses.  We  perceive  length, 
breadth,  and  thickness  : these  attributes  do 
really  exist.  The  objects  of  geometry  are 
modifications  of  one  or  more  of  these,  accu- 
rately conceived  and  defined. 

Nor  do  I think  it  can  be  said,  without  great 
exceptions,  tliat  the  notions  of  the  objects 
of  geometry  are  not  common  among  man- 
kind. The  notions  of  a straight  and  a curve 
line,  of  an  angle,  of  a plain  surface,  and 
others, are  common;  though,  perhaps,  in  the 
minds  of  the  vulgar,  not  so  accurately  de- 
fined as  in  those  of  geometers.  The  more 
complex  geometrical  conceptions  of  cycloids 
and  other  curves,  are  only  artificial  com- 
positions of  more  simple  notions  which  are 
common  to  the  vulgar.  Hence,  a man  of 
ordinary  capacity  finds  no  difficulty  in  under- 
■ anding  the  definitions  of  Euclid.  All  the 
difficulty  lies  in  forming  the  habit  by  which 


the  name,  and  an  accurate  conception  of  its 
meaning,  are  so  associated,  that  the  one 
readily  suggests  the  other.  To  form  this 
habit  requires  time,  and  in  some  persons 
much  more  than  in  others. 

Page  60.— You  may  use  freedom  with 
Aristotle,  because  he  won’t  feel  it.  But  I 
would  not  have  you  laugh  at  the  restorer  of 
ancient  metuphysicks*  in  publick  while  he 
is  alive.  Why  hurt  a man  who  is  not 
hurting  you  ? 

Pago  70. — I thought  the  animal  im plume 
bipes  was  Plato’s  definition,  and  1 think  I 
quoted  it  as  his  ; but  you  may  examine.  I 
think  it  is  Diog.  Laertius  that  says  so  ; but 
1 atn  not  sure,  nor  have  I the  book  here."}* 

What  you  say  of  definitions  in  natural 
history,  chemistry,  and  medicine,  may  per- 
haps be  taken  by  some  persons  as  a disap- 
probation of  definitions  in  those  sciences. 
Would  it  not  be  proper  to  guard  against 
this  misconstruction  ? I think  them  very 
useful  to  the  present  age,  and  that  they 
may  be  still  mure  useful  to  future  ages, 
though  you  observe,  very  justly,  that  we  can- 
not reason  from  them  as  wc  do  from  mathe- 
matical definitions.  The  most  common 
words  may  flow  with  the  flux  of  time,  and 
have  their  meaning  contracted,  enlarged,  or 
altered.  Definition  seems  to  be  the  only 
ineau  of  fixing  them  to  one  meaning,  or,  at 
least,  of  shewing  what  was  the  meaning  when 
that  definition  had  authority. 


Volume  Second. 

After  what  I have  already  said,  you  will 
not  be  surprized  to  find  me  oue  of  those 
who  think  that  the  notions  of  Power  and  of 
Agency  or  Activity,  have  a.  share  in  the  rela- 
tion of  Cause  and  Effect.  I take  all  the 
three  words  to  have  a lax  and  popular 
meaning,  in  which  they  are  nearly  related  ; 
and  a strict  and  philosophical  meaning,  in 
which  also  they  have  the  same  affinity. 

In  the  strict  sense,  1 agree  with  you 
that  power  and  agency  are  attributes  of 
mindonely;  and  I think  that  mind  onely  can 
be  a cause  in  the  strict  sense.  This  power, 
indeed,  may  be  where  it  is  not  exerted,  and 
so  may  be  without  agency  or  causation  ; but 
there  can  be  no  agency  or  causation  with- 
out power  to  act,  and  to  produce  the  effect. 

As  far  as  I can  judge,  to  everything  we 
call  a cause  we  ascribe  power  to  produce 
the  effect.  In  intelligent  causes,  the  power 
may  be  without  be'ng  exerted ; so  I have 
power  to  run,  when  I sit  still  or  walk.  But 
in  inanimate  causes,  we  conceive  no  power 
but  what  is  exerted  ; and,  therefore,  mea- 
sure the  power  of  the  cause  by  the  effect 

• Lord  Monboddo— H. 

t See  l-acrtiua,  L.  vL  S*g.  40.  Tbe  definition  If 
Plato**.— H. 
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which  it  actually  produces.  The  power  of 
an  acid  to  dissolve  iron  is  measured  by 
what  it  actually  dissolves. 

We  get  the  notion  of  active  power,  as 
well  as  of  cause  and  effect,  as  I think,  from 
what  we  feel  in  ourselves.  We  feel  in  our- 
selves a power  %to  move  our  limbs,  and  to 
produce  certain  effects  when  we  choose. 
Hence,  we  get  the  notion  of  power,  agency, 
and  causation,  in  the  strict  and  philosophical 
sense  ; and  this  I take  to  be  our  first  notion 
of  these  three  things. 

If  this  be  so,  it  is  a curious  problem  in 
human  nature,  how,  in  the  progress  of 
life,  we  come  by  the  lax  notion  of  power, 
agency,  cause,  aud  effect,  and  to  ascribe 
them  to  things  that  have  no  will  nor  intel- 
ligence. I am  apt  to  think,  with  the  AbW 
Itaynal,  “ that  savages,*’  (I  add  children 
as  in  the  same  predicament,)  “ wherever 
they  see  motion  which  they  cannot  account 
for,  there  they  suppose  a soul.”  Hence 
they  ascribe  active  power  and  causation  to 
sun,  moon,  and  stars,  rivers,  fountains,  sea, 
air,  and  earth  ; these  are  'conceived  to  be 
causes  in  the  strict  sense.  In  this  period 
of  society,  language  is  formed,  its  funda- 
mental rules  and  forms  established.  Ac- 
tive verbs  are  applied  oncly  to  things  that 
are  believed  to  have  power  and  activity  in 
the  proper  sense.  Every  part  of  nature 
which  moves,  without  our  seeing  any  exter- 
nal cause  of  its  motion,  is  conceived  to  be  a 
cause  in  the  strict  sense,  and,  therefore,  is 
called  so.  At  length,  the  more  acute  and 
speculative  few  discover  that  some  of  those 
things  which  the  vulgar  believe  to  be  ani- 
mated like  themselves,  are  inanimate,  and 
have  neither  will  nor  understanding.  These 
discoveries  grow  and  spread  slowly  in  a 
course  of  ages.  In  this  slow  progress,  what 
use  must  the  wise  men  make  of  their  dis- 
coveries ? Will  they  aftirm  that  the  sun 
does  not  shine  nor  give  heat,  tliat  the 
sea  ne%'er  rages,  nor  do  the  winds  blow,  nor 
the  earth  bring  forth  grass  aud  corn  ? If 
any  bold  spirit  should  maintain  such  para- 
doxes, he  would  probably  repent  his  teme- 
rity. The  wiser  part  will  speak  the  com- 
mon language,  and  suit  it  to  their  new  no- 
tions as  well  as  they  can  ; just  as  philoso- 
phers say  with  the  vulgar,  that  the  sun 
rises  and  sets,  and  the  moon  changes.  The 
philosopher  must  put  a meaning  upon  vul- 
gar language  that  suits  his  peculiar  tenets 
os  well  as  he  can.  And,  even  if  all  men 
should  become  philosophers,  their  language 
would  still  retain  strong  marks  of  the  opi- 
nions that  prevailed  when  it  was  first  made. 
If  we  allow  tliut  active  verbs  were  made  to 
express  action,  it  seems  to  be  a necessary 
consequence,  that  all  the  languages  we 
know  were  made  by  men  who  believed 
almost  every  part  of  nature  to  be  active, 
and  to  have  inherent  power. 


Volume  Third. 

The  philological  discussion  is  new  to  me  j 
and  it  would  require  more  time  in  my  slow 
way  to  make  up  my  mind  about  it,  than 
you  allow  me.  But  the  general  principle— 
that  every  distinction  which  is  found  in  the 
structure  of  a common  language,  is  a real 
distinction,  and  is  perceivable  by  the  com- 
mon sense  of  mankind — this  I hold  for  cer- 
tain, and  have  made  frequent  use  of  it  I 
wish  it  were  more  used  than  it  has  been ; 
for  I believe  the  whole  system  of  metaphy- 
sicks,  or  the  far  greater  part,  may  be  brought 
out  of  it ; and,  next  to  accurate  reflexion 
upon  the  operations  of  our  own  minds,  I 
know  nothing  that  can  give  so  much  light 
to  the  human  faculties  as  a due  considera- 
tion of  the  structure  of  language. 

From  this  principle,  you  prove  to  my 
satisfaction  that  there  is  a real  distinction 
between  the  relation  which  a living  agent 
has  to  his  action,  and  the  relation  between 
an  inanimate  and  the  effect  of  which  it  is 
the  cause,  moan,  or  instrument. 

But  I know  no  language  in  which  the 
word  cause  is  confined  to  inanimate  things, 
though,  perhaps,  it  may  bo  more  frequently 
applied  to  them  than  to  things  that  have 
life  and  intelligence. 

If  I were  convinced  that  it  cannot  be  said, 
in  a plain,  literal  sense,  that  I am  the  cause 
of  my  own  actions,  or  that  the  Deity  is  the 
cause  of  the  universe — if  I were  convinced 
that  my  actions,  or  the  production  of  the 
universe,  are  not  effects,  or  that  there  must 
be  a cause  of  these  effects  distinct  from  the 
agent,  I should  in  this  case  agree  to  your 
reasoning. 

The  rule  of  Latin  syntax  from  which  you 
reason,  seems,  indeed,  to  suppose  that  all 
causes  arc  inanimate  things,  like  means 
and  instruments ; but  I desiderate  better 
authority.  I am  not  sure  but  power  and 
agency  are  as  often  ascribed  to  inanimate 
things  as  causation.  Tims  we  speak  of  the 
powers  of  gravity,  magnetism,  mechanical 
powers,  and  a hundred  more.  Y et  there  is 
a kind  of  power  and  agency  which  you 
acknowledge  to  belong  only  to  mind. 

Your  system,  if  I comprehend  it,  (which, 
indeed,  I am  dubious  about,)  seems  to  go 
upon  the  supposition  tliat  power  and  agency 
belong  onely  to  mind,  and  that  in  language 
causation  never  belongs  to  mind.  If  this 
be  so,  you  and  I may,  after  all,  differ  only 
about  the  meaning  of  words.  What  you 
call  an  agent,  and  n being  that  has  power, 
that  I call  a cause  with  regard  to  every  ex- 
ertion of  his  power. 

Tliat  which  alone  you  call  a cause,  I 
think  is  no  cause  at  all  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word ; but  I acknowledge  it  is  so  in  the 
lax  and  popular  sense. 
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In  these  remarks  I thought  friendship 
obliged  me  to  lay  aside  all  regard  to  friend- 
ship, and  even  to  indulge  a spirit  of  severity 
that  seems  opposite  to  it.  I hope  you  will 
make  allowance  for  this.  For,  in  reality, 
I have  such  an  opinion  of  your  judgment 
and  taste,  that  I cannot  help  suspecting  my 
own  where  they  differ. 


XVII. 

AN  AMBIGUITY  OP  HUME — MEANINGS  OP 
WILL  AND  VOLITION — POWER. 

Motive — Sect  1. 

27.  [Page  21,  published  work.] — It 
does  not  appear  to  me,  that  the  long  pas- 
sage quoted  from  Mr  Hume’s  reconciling 
project,  is  so  full  of  ambiguous  expressions 
and  hypothetical  doctrine,  as  it  is  said  to 
be  ; though  I think  it  is  very  clearly  shewn 
to  be  full  of  weak  reasoning.  I think  he 
does  not  confound  a constant  conjunction 
with  a necessary  connection , but  plainly  dis- 
tinguishes them  ; affirming,  that  the  fiist  is 
all  the  relation  which,  upon  accurate  reflec- 
tion, we  are  able  to  perceive  between  cause 
and  effect ; but  that  mankind,  by  some  pre- 
judice, are  led  to  think  that  cause  and  effect 
have  moreover  a necessary  connection; 
when  at  the  same  time  they  acknowledge 
onely  a constant  conjunction  between  motive 
and  action  ; so  far  I see  no  obscurity  or 
ambiguity.  The  words  const  a nt  con ju  notion 
and  necessary  connection , I think,  are  the 
best  that  can  be  used  to  express  the  meaning 
of  each,  and  the  difference  between  them. 
At  the  same  time,  to  suppose,  without 
assigning  any  reason  for  the  supposition, 
that  the  constant  conjunction  of  cause  and 
effect  leads  men  to  believe  a necessary  con- 
nection between  them,  but  that  the  con- 
stant conjunction  between  motive  and  action 
has  no  such  effect,  appears  to  me  very  weak 
and  un philosophical ; and  this  account  of 
the  phenomenon  of  men’s  putting  a differ- 
ence between  the  relation  of  motive  and 
action,  and  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect, 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  deserve  the  epithet 
you  give  it,  of  very  ingenious. 

The  last  part  of  the  quotation,  beginning 
with — “ Let  any  one  define  a cause  without 
comprehending,"  Sic.,9  I think  has  a distinct 


• The  whole  sentence  is  as  follows It  t«  from 
Hume’s  " Inquiry  concerning  the  Human  Under- 
standing," sect.  will,  part  I.  prope  fincm.  •*  I,et  any 
one  define  a cause,  without  comprehending,  as  a part  of 
the  definition,  a necessary  connection  with  its  efftet ; 
and  let  hiBMbew  distinctly  the  origin  of  the  idea,  ex 
pressed  by  the  definition,  and  I shall  readily  give  up 
ihe- whole  controversy.”— Dr  Reid,  in  his  remarks 
on  this  passage,  would  be  right,  did  Hume  mean 
1 yeesiary  connection,  a really  necessary  con. 
nection,  and  not  mere'y  a feeling  of  necessity  m 
us,  and  that  not  a priori , but  a po  teriori— not  the 


meaning ; but  that  meaning  is  so  imperti- 
nent to  his  purpose,  and  so  contrary  to  his 
principles,  that  I cannot  help  thinking  that 
he  meant  to  say  the  very  contrary  of  what 
he  says ; and  that  the  word  teithout  has  slipt 
into  the  sentence  by  an  oversight  of  the 
author  or  printer.  For,  does  not  he  him- 
self define  a cause  without  comprehending, 
as  a part  of  the  definition,  a necessary  con- 
nection between  the  cause  and  the  effect  ? 
Does  he  not  maintain  that  we  have  no  idea 
of  necessary  connection  ? He  certainly 
meant  to  say,  that  he  would  give  up  the 
whole  controversy,  if  any  one  could  shew 
that  we  have  such  an  idea,  and  not  to  say 
that  he  would  give  up  the  controversy,  if 
any  one  could  give  a definition  of  cause 
without  comprehending  that  idea.  Were 
I to  comment  upon  this  passage  in  the 
Bentleian  style,  I would  say  dele  1 cithout, 
meo  periculo.  After  all,  how  he  should 
think  that  the  bulk  of  mankind  have,  without 
reason,  joyned  the  idea  of  necessary  con- 
nection to  that  of  constant  conjunction,  in 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  when  man- 
kind liave  no  such  idea,  I cannot  account 
for. 


Of  the  Notion  of  Instrument. 

66,  &c. — I am  not  pleased  with  the  three 
different  meanings  you  put  upon  the  w’ord 
volition,  nor  do  I think  it  ambiguous.  Will 
is  indeed  an  ambiguous  word,  being  some- 
times put  for  the  faculty  of  willing  ; some- 
times for  the  act  of  that  faculty,  besides 
other  meanings.  But  volition  always  sig- 
nifies the  act  of  willing,  and  nothing  else. 
Willingness,  I think,  is  opposed  to  unwil- 
lingness or  aversion.  A man  is  willing  to 
do  what  he  has  no  aversion  to  do,  or  what 
he  has  some  desire  to  do,  though  perhaps 
he  has  not  the  opportunity  ; and  I think 
this  is  never  called  volition. 

Choice  or  preference,  in  the  proper  sense, 
is  an  act  of  the  understanding  ; but  some- 
times it  is  improperly  put  for  volition,  or 
the  determination  of  the  will  in  things  where 
there  is  no  judgment  or  preference  ; thus, 
a man  who  owes  me  a shilling,  lays  down 
three  or  four  equally  good,  and  bids  roe  take 
which  I choose.  I take  one  without  any 
judgment  or  belief  that  there  is  any  ground 
of  preference — this  is  merely  an  act  of  will 
that  is  a volition. 

An  effort  greater  or  less,  I think,  always 
accompanies  volition,  but  is  not  called  vo- 
lition. There  may  be  a determination  of 
will  to  do  something  to-morrow  or  next 
week.  This,  though  it  be  properly  an  act 
offspring  oTkrvowIcdjte,  but  of  blind  habit.  It  it  he>« 
the  part  of  the  sceptic,  not  to  disprove  the  subjective 
phenomenon  of  necessity,  but  to  shew  that  it  Is  kits- 
gitimate  and  objectively  barren.— H. 
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of  will,  is  not  called  volition,  because  it  lias 
a proper  name  of  its  own— we  call  it  a reso- 
lution or  purpose ; and  here  the  effort  is 
suspended  till  the  purpose  is  to  be  ex- 
ecuted. 

I apprehend  that,  in  dreaming,  the  effort 
accompanies  volition,  as  well  as  when  we 
are  awake  ; but  in  most  persons  the  effort 
in  dreaming  produces  little  or  no  motion 
in  the  body,  as  is  the  case  in  palsy.  When 
a hound  dreams,  we  see  a feeble  attempt  to 
move  his  limbs  and  to  bark,  as  if  he  had  the 
palsy.  And  a man  dreaming  that  he  cries 
desperately  for  help,  is  often  heard  to  make 
a feeble  attempt  to  cry. 


Power. 

16,  &c. — I humbly  think  that  my  power 
to  ride  or  to  walk,  and  the  king's  power  to 
call  or  to  dissolve  a parliament,  are  different 
kinds,  or  rather  different  meanings  of  the 
word  power.  1 n the  former  meaning,  every- 
thing depending  upon  my  will  is  in  my 
|K>wer,  and  consequently  my  will  itself ; for, 
if  I had  not  power  to  will,  I could  have  no 
power  to  do  what  defends  upon  my  will. 
In  the  second  meaning,  power  signifies  a 
right  by  the  law  or  by  the  constitution, 
according  to  that  maxim  of  law,  Nihil  pus- 
a urn  quo!  jure  non  ) o**utn. 

In  another  law  sense,  we  say — It  is  part 
of  the  king's  prerogative  that  he  can  do  no 
wrong.  The  meaning  of  this  is  not  that  he 
has  no  legal  right  to  do  wrong,  for  this  may 
be  said  of  the  meanest  of  his  subjects ; but 
it  means  that  he  cannot  be  accused  or  tried 
for  any  wrong  before  any  criminal  judica- 
ture. It  is  his  prerogative,  that  he  cannot 
be  called  to  account  for  any  wrong. 

71,  &c.— - The  doctrine  delivered  from  page 
71  to  76,  I suspect  very  much  not  to  be 
just.  If  it  be  true,  it  is  surely  important, 
and  would  make  many  difficulties  instantly 
to  vanish,  which  the  bulk  of  philosophers 
have  laboured  in  vain  to  resolve,  and  the 
wiser  part  have  reckoned  to  be  insolvablc. 
It  is  so  new  and  so  contrary  to  all  that 
philosophers  have  taught  and  believed  since 
the  days  of  Aristotle,  that  it  ought  to  be 
proposed  and  supported  with  great  modesty; 
but,  indeed,  I cannot  yet  assent  to  it. 

I have,  for  instance,  the  power  of  moving 
my  hand  ; all  the  activity  I am  conscious 
of  exerting,  is  volition  and  effort  to  move 
the  hand  ; the  motion  must  begin  some- 
where. Suppose  it  begins  at  the  nerves, 
and  that  its  being  continued  till  the  hand 
be  moved,  is  all  mechanism.  The  first 
motion,  how-ever,  cannot  be  mechanism. 
It  follows  immediately  upon  my  volition  and 
effort. 

Nor  do  I know  how  my  volition  and 
effort  to  move  my  hand.  Droduoes  a certain 


| motion  in  the  nerves.  I am  conscious  that 
in  this  there  is  something  which  I do  not 
comprehend,  though  I believe  He  that  made 
me  comprehends  it  perfectly.  If  I be  struek 
with  a palsy,  that  volition  and  effort  which 
before  moved  my  hand,  is  now  unable  to  do 
it.  Is  this  owing  to  an  inability  to  produce 
the  first  motion  ? or  is  it  owing  to  some  de- 
rangement of  the  machine  of  the  body  ? I 
know  not.  Nay,  I am  uncertain  whether  I 
be  truly  and  properly  the  agent  in  the  first 
motion ; for  I can  suppose,  that,  whenever 
I will  to  move  my  hand,  the  Deity,  or  some 
other  agent,  produces  the  first  motion  in  my 
body — which  was  the  opinion  of  Male- 
h rancho.  This  hypothesis  agrees  with  all  that 
I am  conscious  of  in  the  matter.  I am  like 
a child  turning  the  handle  of  a hand  organ 
— the  turning  of  the  handle  answers  to  my 
volition  and  effort.  The  music  immediately 
follows;  but  how  it  follows,  the  child  knows 
not.  Were  two  or  three  ingenious  children 
to  speculate  upon  the  subject,  who  had  never 
seen  nor  heard  of  such  a machine  before, 
perhaps  one  who  liad  seen  strange  effects  of 
mechanism,  might  conjecture  that  the 
handle,  by  means  of  machinery,  produced 
the  music  ; another,  like  Molcbranche, 
might  conjecture  that  a musician,  concealed 
in  the  machine,  always  played  when  the 
handle  was  turned. 

We  know  as  little  how  our  intellectual 
operation^  are  performed  as  how  we  move 
our  own  body.  I remember  many  things 
past ; but  how  I remember  them  I know 
not.  Some  have  attempted  to  account  for 
memory  by  a repository  of  ideas,  or  by  traces 
left  in  the  brain  of  the  ideas  we  had  before. 
Such  accounts  would  appear  ridiculous  at 
first  sight,  if  we  knew  how  the  operation  of 
memory  is  performed.  But,  as  we  are 
totally  ignorant  how  we  remember,  such 
weak  hypotheses  have  been  embraced  by 
sensible  men. 

In  these,  and  in  innumerable  cases  that 
might  be  mentioned,  it  seems  to  me  to  l»e 
ono  thing  to  know  that  6uch  a thing  is,  and 
auotlier  to  know  how  it  is. 

Perhaps  you  may  have  been  led  into  the 
mistake,  if  it  be  a mistake,  by  what  you 
say  about  definition  in  the  note,  p.  76.  An 
operation,  or  any  other  thing  that  is  per- 
fectly simple,  cannot  be  defined — this  is 
true.  Nor  can  it  be  explained  by  words  to 
a man  who  had  noj  the  conception  of  it  be- 
fore ; for  words  can  give  us  no  new  simple 
conceptions,  but  such  only  as  we  had  before, 
and  had  annexed  to  such  words. 

Thus,  if  a man  born  blind  asks  me  what 
a scarlet  colour  is,  the  question,  I think,  is 
not  impertinent,  or  nugatory,  or  absurd;  but 
I can  only  answer  him,  that,  though  I know 
j»erfcctly  what  a scarlet  colour  is,  it  is  im- 
possible to  give  him  a distinct  conception  of 
it  unless  he  saw.  But,  if  he  asks  me  how 
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my  volition  and  effort  moves  my  hand,  I 
not  onely  cannot  satisfy  him,  but  ain  con- 
scious that  I am  ignorant  myself.  We  both 
know  that  there  is  a constant  conjunction 
between  the  volition  and  the  motion,  when 
I am  in  health,  but  how  they  arc  connected 
I know  not,  but  should  think  myself  much 
wiser  than  I am,  if  I did  know.  For  any- 
thing I know,  some  other  being  may  move 
my  hand  as  often  as  I will  to  move  it.  The 
volition,  I am  conscious,  is  my  act ; but  I 
am  not  conscious  that  the  motion  is  so.  I 
onely  learn  from  experience  that  it  always  fol- 
lows the  volition,  when  I am  in  sound  health. 


Acti  o ity. — Sect.  1 . 

P.  24,  Ac — The  distinction  between  the 
two  kinds  of  active  verbs  hero  marked,  ap- 
pears no  less  clearly  when  they  are  used  in 
the  passive  voice.  To  he  known , to  be  be - 
lieved,  &e,  imply  nothing  done  to  the  things 
known  or  believed*  But  to  be  t coun -erf,  to 
be  healed , implies  something  dono  to  tho 
wounded  or  healed.  A scholastick  philoso- 
pher would  say  that  to  be  Mounted,  belongs 
to  the  category  of  passion  ; but  to  be  knoti  n 
belongs  to  none  of  the  categories— being  only 
an  external  denomination.  Indeed,  however 
grammarians  might  confound  those  two 
kinds  of  active  verbs,  the  scholastick  philo- 
sophers very  properly  distinguished  the  acts 
expressed  by  them.  They  called  the  acts 
expressed  by  the  first  kind  immanent  arts , 
and  those  expressed  by  the  second  kind, 
transitive  acts.  Immnnent  acts  of  mind  arc 
such  as  produce  no  change  in  the  object. 
Such  are  all  acts  of  understanding,  and  even 
some  that  may  be  called  voluntary— Boch  as 
attention,  deliberation,  purpose. 


Activity — Sect.  2. 

P.  43.— If  my  memory  docs  not  deceive 
me,  Charlevoix,  in  his  history  of  Canada, 
eays,  that,  in  the  Huron  language,  or  in  seine 
language  of  that  country,  there  is  but  one 
word  for  both  the  sexes  of  the  human  species, 
which  word  has  two  genders,  not  a mascu- 
line and  feminine — for  there  is  no  such  dis- 
tinction of  genders  in  th»  language—  but  a 
a noble  and  an  ignoble  gender  : the  ignoble 
gender  signifies  not  a woman,  though  we 
improperly  translate  it  so.  It  signifies  a 
coward,  or  a good-for-nothing  creature  of 
either  sex.  A woman  of  distinguished 
talents  that  create  respect,  is  always  of  the 
noble  gender.  I know  not  whether  it  be 
owing  to  something  of  this  kind  in  the 
Gaelic  language,  that  a Highlander,  who 
has  got  onely  a little  broken  English,  modestly 


I takes  the  feminine  gender  to  himself,  and, 
in  place  of  saying  I aid  so,  says,  her  own  seij 
did  no, 

As  to  the  mathematical  reasoning  on 
motive, , Section  2,  to  prove  that  the  relation 
of  motive  and  agent  is  very  different  from 
that  of  a physical  cause  to  its  effect,  I think 
it  just  and  conclusive  ; and  that  it  isa  good 
argument  ad  hominetn , against  the  scheme 
of  Necessity  held  by  Hume,  Priestley,  and 
other  modern  advocates  for  Necessity,  who 
plainly  make  these  two  relations  the  same. 
Mr  Hutne  holds  it  for  a maxim  no  less  ap- 
plicable to  intelligent  beings  and  their  ac- 
tions, than  to.  physical  causes  and  their 
effects,  that  the  cause  is  to  be  measured  by 
the  effect.  And  from  this  maxim  he  infers, 
or  makes  an  Epicurean  to  infer,  that  we 
have  reason  to  ascribe  to  the  Deity  just  as 
much  of  wisdom,  power,  and  goodness,  as 
appears  in  the  constitution  of  things,  and 
no  more. 

The  reasoning  in  the  papers  on  activity,  to 
shew  that  the  relation  between  an  agent  and 
hisuction  is,  in  the  structuroof  language,  dis- 
tinguished from  the  relation  between  a cause 
and  its  effect,  is,  I think,  perfectly  just  when 
cause  is  taken  in  a certain  sense  ; but  I am 
not  so  clear  that  the  word  cau.se  is  never, 
except  metaphorically  or  figuratively,  taken 
in  any  other  sense.  Y ou  will  see  my  senti- 
ments about  that  word  in  two  chapters  of  my 
“ Essay  on  the  Liberty  of  Moral  Agents,” 
now  in  your  hands.  If  I had  seen  your 
papers  before  I wrote  those  two  chapters, 
perhaps  I would  have  been  more  explicit. 
However,  they  will  save  you  and  me  tho 
trouble  of  repeating  here  what  is  there  said. 

I think,  after  all,  the  difference  between 
you  and  mo  is  merely  al>out  the  use  of  a 
word  ; and  that  it  amounts  to  this — whether 
the  word  cause,  and  the  corresponding  words 
in  other  languages,  has,  or  has  not,  from  the 
beginning,  been  used  to  express,  without  a 
figure,  a being  that  produces  the  effect  by 
his  will  and  power. 

I see  not  how  mankind  could  ever  have 
acquired  the  conception  of  a cause,  or  of 
any  relation,  beyond  a mere  conjunction  in 
time  and  place  between  it  and  its  effect,  if 
they  were  not  conscious  of  active  exertions 
in  themselves,  by  which  effects  are  pro- 
duced. This  seems  to  me  to  bo  the  origin 
•if  the  idea  or  conception  of  production. 

In  the  grammar  rule,  causa , modus  et 
instrumentum , &c.,  the  word  cause  is  taken 
in  a limited  sense,  which  is  explained  by 
the  words  conjoyned  writh  it.  Nor  do  I see 
that  any  part  of  the  rule  would  bo  lost  if 
the  w'ord  causa  had  been  altogether  left  out. 
Is  not  everything  which  you  would  call  a 
cause  a mean  or  an  instrument  ? May  not 
everything  to  which  the  rule  applies  be 
called  a mean  or  an  instrument  ? But  surely 
many  things  are  called  causes  that  ore 
o 


Digitized  by  Google 


82 


CORRESPONDENCE  OF  DR  REID. 


neither  means  nor  instruments, and  to  which 
the  rule  does  not  apply. 

You  know  that  Aristotle,  who  surely 
understood  Greek,  makes  four  kinds  of 
causes — the  efficient,  the  matter,  the  form, 
and  the  end-  I think  the  grammar  rule 
applies  to  none  of  these ; for  they  are  not 
in  Latin  expressed  by  an  oblative  without 
a preposition. 

That  nothing  can  happen  without  a cause, 
is  a maxim  found  in  Plato,  in  Cicero,  and,  I 
believe,  never  brought  into  doubt  till  the 
time  of  D.  Ilurae.  If  this  bo  not  under- 
stood of  an  efficient  cause,  it  is  not  true  of 
any  other  kind  of  cause ; nor  can  any  reason 
be  given  why  it  should  have  been  universally 
received  as  an  axiom.  All  other  causes 
suppose  an  efficient  cause  ; but  it  supposes 
no  other ; and,  therefore,  in  every  enumer- 
ation of  causes,  it  is  made  the  first ; and 
the  word  cause,  without  any  addition,  is  put 
to  signify  an  efficient  cause  ; as  in  that  of 
Cicero,  (which  I quote  only  from  memory,) 
“ 1 toque  non  cst  causa  quod  cuique  ante - 
ctdit,  §ed  quod  cuique  efficicnter  ante - 
aediu" 


XVIII. 

ON  THE  TERMS,  PHILOSOPHICAL  NECESSITY, 
AND  NECESSARIAN— ON  DETERMINATION 
BY  STRONGEST  MOTIVE — REPROACH  OP 
MALA  FIDES — CONSCIOUSNESS  OP  LIBERTY 

— ARGL'MENTUM  PJGRl  M,&C IN  A PAPER 

ENTITLED  — 

Remarks .* 

Page  2. — “ Philosophical  Necessity." — 
This,  I think,  is  an  epithet  given  to  the 
doctrine  of  Necessity  by  Dr  Priestley  only  ; 
and  I do  not  see  that  he  deserves  to  be  fol- 
lowed in  it  The  vulgar  have,  from  the 
beginning  of  the  world,  had  the  conception 
of  it  as  well  as  philosophers.  Whether  they 
ground  it  upon  the  influence  of  the  stars, 
or  the  decrees  of  fate,  or  of  the  gods,  or 
upon  the  influence  of  motives,  it  is  necessity 
■till.  I have  often  found  the  illiterate  vul- 
gar have  recourse  to  it  to  exculpate  their 
own  faults,  or  those  of  their  friends,  when 
no  other  excuse  could  be  found-  It  lurks 
in  their  minds  as  a last  shift  to  alleviate  the 
pangs  of  guilt,  or  to  soften  their  indignation 
against  those  whom  they  love.*f  But  it  is  not 
admitted  on  other  occasions.  Dr  Priestley 
by  this  epithet  no  doubt  w ished  it  to  pass 
for  a profound  discovery  of  philosophy ; but 


* On  the  " Eiinjf  " Somepagt*  corre*por»d  to  the 
published  work,  other#  do  not.  The  " K**ay  * was, 
therefore,  probably  printed  but  in  proof — H. 
t Thu*  Agamemnon  ’Ey*  )’  tunif  » 

' AAAi  Ztii  xmi  Mli{«  (W  — H. 


I know  no  claim  it  has  to  be  called  philoso- 
phical. 

In  other  places,  you  use  another  of  Dr 
Priestley’s  words — the  Necessarians.  I see 
no  reason  for  adding  this  word  to  our  lan- 
guage, when  Fatalists  might  do  as  well. 
Sometimes  I think  you  call  them  the  Philo- 
sophers  indefinitely.  I don’t  like  this 
neither.  Fatalism  was  never  so  general 
among  philosophers,  nor  so  peculiar  to  them, 
as  to  justify  it. 

P.  27 — In  my  (i  Essay  on  Liberty”  I 
have  censured  the  defenders  of  Necessity  for 
grounding  one  of  their  chief  arguments  upon 
this  as  a self-evident  axiom,  That  the  strong - 
cst  malice  aftcays  determines  the  agent , while 
no  one  of  them,  as  far  as  I know,  has  offered 
to  explain  what  is  meant  by  the  strongest 
motive,  or  given  any  test  by  which  we  may 
know  which  of  two  contrary  motives  is  the 
strongest ; without  which  the  axiom  is  an 
identical  proposition,  or  has  no  meaning  at 
all.  I have  offered  two  tests  of  the  strength 
of  motives — according  as  they  operate  upon 
the  will  immediately,  or  upon  the  under- 
standing— and  endeavoured  to  shew  that  the 
maxim  is  not  true  according  to  either. 

P.  72. — The  want  of  sincerity  or  bona 
fideSy  in  a largo  body  of  men,  respected  and 
respectable,  is  a very  tender  place,  and  can- 
not be  touched  with  too  much  delicacy. 
Though  you  were  sure  of  being  able  to  de- 
monstrate it,  I am  afraid  it  may  be  taken  as 
an  insult,  which  even  demonstration  cannot 
justify.  Your  not  making  the  conclusion 
general,  for  want  of  a sufficiently  extensive 
information,  w ill  not  satisfy,  because  it  seems 
to  extend  the  conclusion  as  far  as  your 
observation  lias  extended,  and  because  the 
reasons  on  which  you  ground  your  con- 
clusion seem  to  extend  it  to  all  fatalists 
who  can  draw  a conclusion  from  premises. 
If  David  Hume,  or  any  other  person,  has 
charged  those  who  profess  to  believe  men  to 
be  free  agents  with  insincerity,  I think  he 
did  wrong,  and  that  I should  do  WTong  in 
following  the  example. 

But,  setting  apart  the  consideration  of 
liens eancey  I doubt  of  the  truth  of  your 
conclusion.  If  human  reason  were  perfect, 
I think  you  would  be  better  founded  ; but 
we  are  such  imperfect  creatures,  that  I fear 
we  are  not  exempted  from  the  possibility  of 
swallowing  contradictions.  Could  you  not 
prove  with  equal  strength  that  all  bad  men 
are  infidels  ? Yet  1 believe  this  not  to  be 
true. 

In  page  76,  you  speak  of  our  having  a 
consciousness  of  independent  activity.  I 
think  this  cannot  be  said  with  strict  pro- 
priety. It  is  only  the  operations  of  our 
own  mind  that  we  are  conscious  of.  Ac- 
tivity is  not  an  operation  of  miud ; it  is  a 
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power  to  act.  We  are  conscious  of  our 
volitions,  but  not  of  the  cause  of  them. 

I think,  indeed,  that  we  have  an  early 
and  a natural  conviction  that  we  have  power 
to  will  this  or  that ; that  this  conviction 
precedes  the  exercise  of  reasoning  ; that  it 
is  implyed  in  all  our  deliberations,  purooses, 
promises,  and  voluntary  actions:  and  I have 
used  this  os  an  argument  for  liberty.  But 
I think  this  conviction  is  not  properly  called 
consciousness. 

I truly  think  that  a fatalist  who  acted 
agreeably  to  his  belief  would  sit  still,  like  a 
passenger  in  a ship,  and  suffer  himself  to  be 
carried  on  by  the  tide  of  fate ; and  that, 
when  he  deliberates,  resolves,  promises,  or 
chuses,  he  acts  inconsistently  with  his  be- 
lief. But  such  inconsistencies,  I fear,  are 
to  be  found  in  life;  and,  if  men  be  ever  con- 
vinced of  them,  it  must  be  by  soothing  words 
and  Boft  arguments,  which  tudunt  cir- 
cum  pr&cordia  ; for  the  force  of  prejudice, 
joyned  with  that  of  provocation,  will  shut 
the  door  against  all  conviction. 

I humbly  think,  therefore,  that  it  will  be 
prudent  and  becoming  to  express  less  con- 
fidence in  your  mathematical  reasonings, 
though  I really  believe  them  to  bo  just  upon 
the  hypothesis  you  combat.  Fatalists  will 
think  that,  when  you  put  the  issue  of  the 
controversy  solely  upon  the  experiments, 
you  treat  them  like  children.  No  fatalist 
will  contend  with  you  upon  that  footing, 
nor  take  it  well  to  be  challenged  to  do  so  ; 
and  I think  you  have  a good  plea  with  any 
man  who  disputes  the  strength  of  your  ma- 
thematical reasoning,  to  prove  that  the 
relation  between  motives  and  actions  is 
altogether  of  a different  kind,  and  subject  to 
different  laws  from  that  between  physical 
causes  and  their  effects. 


XIX. 

ON  VULGAR  NOTION  OF  NECESSARY  CONNEC- 
TION— INADVERTENCY  OF  HUME — REID*8 
REFUTATION  OF  IDEAS  — REID**  USB  OF  THE 
WORD  CAUSE— INERTIA,  PASSIVITY,  STATE, 
OF  MIND — AND  SUNDRY  OBSERVATIONS  ON 
THE  NECESSITARIAN  CONTROVERSY — IN  A 
PAPER  ENTITLED 

Remarks  on  the  Essay . 

Page  23. — I am  apt  to  think  even  the 
vulgar  have  the  notion  of  necessary  con- 
nection, and  that  they  perceive  it  in  arith- 
metical and  mathematical  axioms,  though 
they  do  not  speculate  about  it ; nor  do  they 
perceive  it  between  physical  causes  and 
their  effects.  Does  not  every  man  of  com- 
mon sense  perceive  the  ridiculousness  of 


• Aapublithcd.— H. 


that  complaint  to  the  gods,  which  one  of 
the  heroes  of  the  u Dunciad’*  makes — 

And  am  I now  fourscore  ? 

Ah  I why,  ye  god*.  ahould  two  and  two  make  four  P” 

But  is  it  not  remarkable  that  Mr  Hume, 
after  taking  so  much  pains  to  prove  that  we 
have  no  idea  of  necessary  connection,  should 
impute  to  the  bulk  of  mankind  the  opinion 
of  a necessary  connection  between  physical 
causes  and  their  effects  ? Can  they  have 
this  opinion  without  an  idea  of  necessary 
connection  ? 

33. — The  passage  here  quoted  from  Mr 
Hume  is,  indeed,  so  extraordinary,  that  I 
suspect  an  error  in  printing,  and  that  the 
word  without  has  been  put  in  against  his 
intention,  though  I find  it  in  my  copy  of  his 
essays,  as  well  as  in  your  quotation.  For 
how  could  a man  who  denies  that  we  have 
any  idea  of  necessary  connection,  defy  any 
one  to  define  a cause  without  comprehending 
necessary  connection  ? Ho  might,  consist- 
ently with  himself,  have  defied  any  one  to 
define  a cause,  comprehending  in  the  defi- 
nition necessary  connection ; and  at  tho 
same  time  to  shew  distinctly  the  origin  of 
the  idea  expressed  by  the  definition.  How 
could  he  pledge  himself  to  give  up  the  con- 
troversy on  the  condition  of  getting  such  a 
definition,  when,  as  you  observe,  he  had 
given  two  such  definitions  himself?  If 
there  be  no  error  of  the  press,  we  must 
say,  Aliqunndo  bonus  dormitat  Humius .• 

34  and  35 — You  observe  justly  and  pert  i- 
nently, that  “ the  intelligible  and  consistent 
use  of  a word  shews  that  the  speaker  had 
some  thought,  notion,  or  idea,  correspond- 
ing to  it**  Idea  is  here  put  for  the  mean- 
ing of  a word,  which  can  neither  be  true  nor 
false,  because  it  implies  neither  affirmation 
nor  negation.  But  in  tho  same  paragraph 
it  is  supposed  that  this  idea  may  be  im- 
proper, groundless,  and  to  be  given  up. 
This  can  onely  be  applied  to  idea,  taken 
in  another  sense — to  wit,  when  it  implies 
some  affirmation  or  negation.  I know  this 
ambiguity  may  be  found  in  Locke  and  Hume ; 
but  I think  it  ought  to  be  avoided. 

36. — “ Or  the  philosophical  doctrine  of 
ideas.**  If,  an  hundred  years  after  this,  the 
philosophical  doctrine  of  ideas  be  as  little 
regarded  ns  the  Vortices  of  Des  Cartes  are 
at  this  day,  they  may  then  be  coupled  in 
the  manner  you  here  do.  But  at  present, 
though  I am  proud  of  your  opinion,  that 
that  doctrine  must  be  given  up,  I think  it 
is  expressed  in  a way  too  assuming  with 
regard  to  the  publick. 

40 — I know  of  no  philosopher  who  makes 
the  word  cause  extend  solely  to  the  giving 
of  existence. 

44.  Dr  Reid  agrees  with  the  author  of 
the  Essay,  that  the  word  cause  ought  to  be 

• Sec  note  at  page  79.— H. 
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used  in  the  most  common  sense.*  But 
one  sense  may  be  the  most  common  in 
one  science,  and  another  in  others.  He 
thinks  that,  in  theology  and  in  metaphysicks, 
the  most  common  sense  is  that  of  agent  or 
efficient  cause ; and  for  this  he  thinks  he 
has  tho  authority  of  Des  Cartes,  Locke, 
Dr  Clarke,  Bishop  Butler,  and  many  others. 
In  physicks,  and  in  all  its  brunches,  medi- 
cine, chvmistry,  agriculture,  the  mechani- 
cal arts,  &c.,  he  thinks  the  most  common 
meaning  of  cause  is  Hume’s  notion  of  it — 
to  wit,  something  which  goes  before  the 
effect,  and  is  conjoyncd  with  it  in  the  course  of 
nature.  As  this  notion  is  vague  and  popular, 
philosophers,  when  they  would  speak  more 
precisely  of  a cause  in  physicks,  mean  by 
it  some  law  of  nature,  of  which  the  pheno- 
menon called  the  effect  is  a necessary 
consequence.  Therefore,  in  writings  of 
the  former  kind,  he  would  think  himself 
warranted  to  use  the  word  cause,  without 
addition  in  the  first  of  these  senses ; and,  if 
he  had  occasion  to  use  it  in  the  last  sense, 
he  would  call  it  physical  cause.  In  writings 
of  the  last  kind,  he  thinks  it  may,  with  pro- 
priety, be  used  without  addition  in  the  la«t 
sense ; and  if,  in  such  writings,  it  be  used 
in  the  first  sense,  he  would  have  it  called 
tho  efficient  cause.  But  tho  additions  of 
efficient  and  physical , he  does  [not]  conceive 
as  denoting  two  species  of  the  same  genu*, 


* ThU  is  in  reference  to  what  Dr  Gregory  say*  of 
the  meaning  attached  by  Kcid  humclf  to  the  won! 
caute  The  pi***ge  i*  at  follow*  “ A*  little  could 
he  (Hume)  hare  in  view  the  meaning  expressed  in 
the  third  query,  in  which  meaning  Dr  Reid  (I  own 

I think  with  too  little  regard  to  the  common  imp  and 
appl  cation  of  the  word  c«u*e)  hath  employed  »t  in 
arguing  this  question  ; ('  Kssays  on  the  Active 
Power*,*  passim  ; ) a*  where  lie  say*,  after  admitting 
that  everything  must  have  a cause,  that,  in  the  ca»e 
of  voluntary  actions,  it  is  not  the  motive,  but  the 
person,  that  is  the  cause  of  them  This  meaning  of 
the  term  came— to  wit,  a being  having  power  (and 
optional  or  discretionary  powci)  to  produce  or  not  to 
product  a certain  change— is  not  only  evidently  dif- 
ferent from  Mr  Hume’s,  but  completely  repugnant  to 
his  whole  system.  We  may  therclorc  set  it  aside 
too.** 

It  is  necessary  to  quote  the  queries  to  which  refer, 
ence  Is  made  in  the  preceding  pa«>agc.  They  are 
these  :— **  It  might  reasonably  be  asked— (I  ) I*  the 
word  cause  employed  In  that  general  fourfold  sense 
mentioned  by  Ariftotle,  and  applied  equally  to  the 
essence  or  form  of  a being,  to  the  matter  of  it,  to  the 
effl  -lent  or  agent,  and  to  the  motive,  or  purpose,  or 
(Inal  cause?  Or  (i is  it  employed  in  its  more 
common  and  limited  acceptation,  a4*  ^morally  used  in 
physics,  and,  indeed,  in  popular  discourse,  a«  when  we 
say,  ‘ Heat  is  the  cause  of  expansion/  excluding  all 
the  other  meanings  of  it,  and  particularly  that  of  the 
agent?  Or  fit  ) i«  it  employed  in  that  more  limited 
sense  in  which  U hath  been  defined  and  used  by 
several  philosophers,  to  denote  exclusively  theagent,  I 
In  contradistinction  to  the  physical  cause  ? Or  (4-) 
Is  it  used  to  express  the  vague  not  i n indnuated  by 
Aristotle  • r*  if  iv.  comprehending  all  these  already 
mentioned,  and  many  more?  For  example— what  the 
part*  are  to  the  whole,  what  a right  angle  in  a tn. 
ancle  is  to  the  proportion  lie1  ween  the  squares  of  the 
si'ics  of  it.  what  the  alarm*  of  a pilot  is  to  a ship- 
wreck, whit  the  seed  is  to  a plant,  what  a father  i* 
to  his  sou,  what  the  removal  of  an  opposing  cause  is 
to  any  event  or  effect,  ttc,  Ac.*"— H. 


but  as  distinguishing  two  different  meanings 
of  the  same  ambiguous  word. 

You  have  good  reason  to  dispute  tho 
maxim  about  eauses,  as  laid  down  by  Mr 
Hume,  in  whatever  sense  he  takes  the  word 
cause . It  is  a maxim  in  natural  theology, 

universally  admitted,  that  everything  that 
begins  to  exist  must  have  a cause,  meaning 
an  efficient  cause  ; and  from  this  maxim  we 
easily  deduce  the  existance  of  a Being  who 
neither  had  a cause  nor  a beginning  of  ex- 
istance, but  exists  necessarily.  Physicks, 
in  all  its  branches,  is  conversant  about  the 
phenomena  of  nature,  and  their  physical 
causes ; and  I think  it  may  be  admitted  as 
a maxim  that  every  phenomenon  of  nature 
has  a physical  cause.  But  the  actions  of 
men,  or  of  other  rational  beings,  arc  not 
phenomena  of  nature,  nor  do  they  come 
within  the  sphere  of  physicks.  As  little  is 
a beginning  of  existance  a phenomenon  of 
nature. 

Page  154 — “ Expressly  excluding  from 
the  meaning  nf  the  phrase,"  J^e.,  to  the  end  of 
the  paragraph.  * My  remark  upon  this  para- 
graph 1 think  more  important  than  any 
other  I have  made  on  the  Essay ; and,  there- 
fore, I beg  your  attention  to  it. 

Inertia  of  mind  seems  to  be  a very  pro- 
per name  for  a quality  which,  upon  every 
system  of  Necessity,  must  belong  to  the 
mind.  It  is  likewise  very  proper  to  explain 
the  meaning  of  that  term  when  applied  to 
the  mind. 

But  when  you  “ expressly  exclude  from 
tho  meaning  of  the  phrase,  the  circumstance 
of  mind  remaining  or  persevering  in  any 
state  into  which  it  once  gets,”  I wish  you 
to  consider  very  seriously  whether  this  con- 
cession be  not  more  generous  than  just ; and» 
if  it  l»e  not  just,  whether  by  making  it,  you 

• The  whole  passage  referred  lo  it  os  follow*  :— 
**  1 have  occasion  often  lo  consider  the  supposed  want 
of  any  such  attribute  of  mind  [*l*.,  power}  at  tins  is 
ihc  fundamental  principle  of  thedoctrmeof  necessity. 
And,  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  and  the  opposition  to 
what  hat  been  often  termed  Jctirity  and  Force  oj 
Mind,  I call  it  the  Inertia  qf  M/ml;  limiting,  how- 
ever, the  signification  of  the  phra*e,  to  denote  merely 
♦ be  incapacity  of  acting  optionally  or  di*crenonally 
without  motive*,  or  in  opposition  to  all  motive*,  or 
in  any  other  way  but  just  according  to  the  motive* 
applied,  and  expressly  excluding  from  the  meaning 
of  the  phrase  the  circumstance  of  mind  remaining  or 
persevering  in  any  >tate  into  which  it  once  get*,  as 
b<>dy  does  in  a slate,  either  ol  re*1  or  of  uniform 
progressive  rectilinear  motion,  into  which  it  is  once 
put  Much  permanency  of  state  does  rod  Apjwar  to  l>e 
anv  part  of  the  constitution  of  the  human  mind,  with 
icspect  to  any  of  ita  operations.  Sensation  of  rveiy 
kind— memory.  Imagination,  judgment,  emotion,  or 
pasdon,  volition,  and  involuntary  effort— all  appear 
to  be  transient  conditions,  or  attributes  of  mind ; 
which,  ot  their  own  nature,  independently  of  any 
cau*e  applied,  pass  away  or  come  to  an  end.  A*  d 
this  1 conceive  to  be  one  of  the  most  general  circum- 
stances of  distinction  between  mere  sta  eor  condition, 
widen  i*  prcdicahlc  of  mind  at  well  a*  body,  (a*,  fi.r 
example,  madne**,  idiotism,  vivacity,  dulnrst.  jieru. 
liar  genius,  wisdom,  knowledge,  virtue,  v»ce,)  and 
those  things  which  are  termed  act*  or  operations  ot 
mind  or  though  H. 
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do  not  much  weaken  the  force  of  a great 
part  of  your  subsequent  reasoning. 

The  justice  of  the  concession  is  not  evi- 
dent to  me.  To  be  merely  passive,  and  to 
remain  in  the  sta'e  into  which  it  is  put , seem 
to  signify  the  same  thing ; as,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  be  active,  and  to  have  potter  to 
change  its  own  state,  have  the  same  meaning. 
If  the  mind  be  passive  onely,all  its  changes 
are  phenomena  of  nature,  and  therefore  be- 
long to  the  science  of  physicks,  and  require 
a physical  cause,  no  less  than  does  the 
change  of  direction  or  of  velocity  iu  a moving 
body. 

Of  all  things  that  belong  to  the  mind,  its 
acts  and  operations  are  the  onely  things 
which  have  any  analogy  to  motion  in  a body. 
The  same  analogy  there  is  between  the 
ceasing  of  any  act  or  operation  and  the 
ceasing  of  motion.  If,  therefore,  from  mere 
inactivity,  the  body,  once  put  in  the  state  of 
motion,  continues  or  perseveres  iu  that 
state,  why  should  not  a mind,  which  is 
equally  inactive,  being  once  put  in  the  state 
of  action  or  operation,  continue  in  that  state  ? 

You  say,  u Such  pennaneucy  of  state 
does  not  appear  to  be  the  constitution  of 
the  mind  in  any  of  its  operations.**  I grant 
this.  But  the  question  is  not,  ‘‘  What  really 
is  its  constitution  ?‘*  but  “ What  would  bo 
its  constitution  if  it  were  as  inert  and  in- 
active as  body  is  ?**  To  admit  this  want  of 
permanency  is  to  admit  that  the  mind  is 
active  iu  some  degree,  which  is  contrary  to 
the  supposition. 

The  reason  why  madness,  idiotism,  &c., 
are  called  states  of  mind,  while  its  acts  and 
operat  ions  arc  not,*  is  because  mankind  have 
always  conceived  the  mind  to  be  passive  in 
the  former  and  active  in  the  later.  But  on 
the  system  of  Necessity,  this  distinction  has 
no  place.  Both  aro  equally  states,  onely 
the  first  are  not  so  frequently  changed  as 
the  last. 

If  the  concession  be  just  and  consistent 
with  necessity,  it  must  be  granted,  what- 
ever be  its  consequences  ; but  I apprehend 
the  consequences  will  deeply  affect  your  essay. 

For,  first,  it  contradicts  what  you  have 
said,  page  33(1,  and,  perlisps,  in  several 
other  places,  that,  “ according  to  Mr 
Hume’s  doctrine,  a living  person,  in  relation 
to  motives  and  actions,  is  precisely  in  the 
situation  of  an  inanimate  body  in  relation  to 
projection  and  gravity.”  If  an  inanimate 
body  had  not  the  quality  of  persevering  in 
its  state  of  motion,  tho  effect  of  projection 
and  gravity  upon  it  would  be  very  different 
from  wliat  it  is  with  that  quality. 

Secondly,  by  this  concession,  your  reason- 
ing from  the  laws  of  motion  and  their  cor- 
ollaries, is  much  weakened  i for  those  laws 

• The  term  State  ha,  more  e*peclally  of  late  year*, 
and  principally  by  Necenitanan  pniloaophera,  been 

applied  to  all  modification*  of  mind  indifferently.— H. 


and  corollaries  are  founded  on  the  supposi- 
tion that  bodies  persevere  in  the  state  of 
motion  as  well  as  of  rest ; and,  therefore, 
are  not  properly  applied  to  a being  which 
has  not  that  quality.  Indeed,  perseverance 
in  its  state  is  so  essential  to  inertia,  that  it 
will  be  thought  unjustifiable  to  apply  that 
namo  to  what  you  acknowledge  does  not 
persevere  in  its  state.  And  you  will, 
perhaps,  be  charged  with  giving  an  invi- 
dious epithet  to  tho  mind,  which,  by 
your  own  acknowledgment,  is  not  due,  and 
then  reasoning  from  that  epithet  as  if  it 
were  duo. 

220.— I n the  style  of  physicks,  to  carry  a 
letter  i«  the  direction  A B,  and  to  carry  a 
letter  from  A to  the  point  B,  are  different 
things.  Any  line  parallel  to  A B,  is  said 
to  be  in  the  direction  A B,  though  it  can- 
not lead  to  the  point  B. 

The  case,  therefore,  here  put,  is,  that  the 
porter  is  offered  a guinea  a-mile  to  carry  a 
letter  from  A to  the  point  B,  and  half-a- 
guinea  a-mile  to  carry  a letter,  at  the  same 
time,  from  A to  the  point  C.  And  both 
motives  must  necessarely  operate  according 
to  their  strength.  I truely  think  it  impos- 
sible to  say  how  the  porter  would  act  upon 
these  suppositious.  He  would  be  iu  an  in- 
extricable puzzle  between  contrary  actions 
and  contrary  wills. 

One  should  think  that  the  two  motives 
mentioned,  would  conjoyn  their  force  in  the 
diagonal.  But,  by  going  in  the  diagonal, 
he  loses  both  the  guineas  and  the  half- 
guineas  ; this  is  implied  in  the  offer,  and  is 
a motive  not  to  go  in  the  diagonal,  os  strong 
as  the  two  motives  for  going  in  it.  By  the 
force  of  the  two  motives,  he  must  will  to  go 
in  the  diagonal ; by  the  force  of  the  third, 
he  must  will  not  to  go  in  the  diagonal. 

You  pretend  to  demonstrate  that  ho 
must  go  in  the  diagonal  willingly.  I think 
it  may  be  demonstrated,  with  equal  force, 
that  he  must  will  not  to  go  in  the  diagonal. 
I perceive  no  error  in  either  demonstration ; 
and,  if  both  demonstrations  be  good,  what 
must  be  the  conclusion  ? Tbc  conclusion 
must  be,  that  the  supposition  on  which  both 
demonstrations  are  grounded  must  be  false — 
I mean  the  supposition  that  motives  are  the 
physical  causes  of  actions ; for  it  is  possible, 
and  often  happens,  that,  from  a false  sup- 
position, two  contradictory  conclusions  may 
be  drawn  ; but,  from  a true  supposition,  it 
it  impossible. 

I think  it  were  better  to  omit  the  case 
stated  toward  the  end  of  tliis  page,®  because 
I think  it  hardly  possible  to  conceive  two 
motives,  which,  being  conjoyned,  shall  have 
an  analogy  to  a projectile  and  centripetal 
force  conjoyned  ; and  your  concession,  that 


• ThU  has  been  done.— H. 
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the  effect  of  a motive  is  not  permanent, 
adds  to  the  difficulty.  A projectile  force 
requires  a cause  to  begin  it,  but  it  requires 
no  continuance  of  the  cause — it  continues 
by  the  inertia  of  matter.  A centripetal  force 
is  the  effect  of  a cause  acting  constantly ; 
and  the  effect  of  that  cause  must  bear  some 
proportion  to  the  time  it  acts.  Diminish 
the  time,  in  infinitum,  and  the  effect  of  a 
centripetal  force  is  diminished,  in  infinitum ; 
so  that,  in  any  one  instant  of  time,  it  bears 
no  proportion  to  a projectile  force  ; and, 
what  makes  the  effect  of  a centripetal,  in  a 
given  time,  to  l»e  capable  of  comparison  with 
a projectile,  force,  is,  that  the  effects  of  the 
centripetal  force,  during  every  instant  of  the 
time,  are  accumulated  by  the  inertia  of  mat- 
ter, and  all,  as  it  were,  brought  into  one 
sum.  Now,  how  can  you  conceive  two 
motives,  which  have  a difference  and  a re- 
lation to  each  other,  corresponding  to  the 
difference  and  the  relation  of  these  two  kinds 
of  force  ? Both  kinds  of  force  suppose  the 
permanency  of  motion  once  acquired,  and, 
I think,  cannot  be  distinctly  conceived,  or 
their  effects  ascertained,  without  that  sup- 
position. 

337*— Upon  the  scheme  of  Necessity, 
considered  in  this  section,  it  must  be  main- 
tained, that  there  is  some  unknown  cause 
or  causes  of  human  actions,  besides  motives, 
which  sometimes  oppose  motives  with  greater 
force,  sometimes  produce  actions  without 
motives  ; and,  as  there  arc  no  causes  but 
physical  causes,  all  actions  must  be  neces- 
sary, whether  produced  by  motives  or  by 
other  physical  causes.  This  scheme  of 
Necessity  appears,  indeed,  to  me  more 
tenable  than  that  of  Hume  and  Priestley  ; 
and  I wonder  that  Mr  Hume,  who  thought 
that  he  had  proved,  beyond  doubt,  that  we 
have  no  conception  of  any  cause  but  a physi- 
cal cause,  did  not  rest  the  doctrine  of  Neces- 
sity upon  that  principle  solely.  Unknown 
causes  would  have  afforded  him  a retreat  in 
all  attacks  upon  his  system.  That  motives  are 
the  sole  causes  of  action,  is  onely  an  outwork 
In  the  system  of  Necessity,  and  may  be  given 
up,  while  it  is  maintained  that  every  action 
must  have  a physical  cause ; for  physical 
causes  of  all  human  actions,  whether  they 
be  known  or  unknown,  are  equally  inconsist- 
ent with  liberty. 

342. — A physical  cause,  from  its  nature, 
must  be  constant  in  its  effects,  when  it  exists, 
and  is  applied  to  its  proper  object.  But  of  un- 
known causes,  the  existence  aud  the  applica- 
tion may  depend  upon  a concurrence  of  acci- 
dents, which  is  not  subject  to  calculation,  or 
even  to  rational  conjecture.  So  that,  I 
apprehend,  the  existanco  of  such  causes  can 
never  be  demonstrated  to  be  contrary  to 
matter  of  fact.  Unknown  causes,  like  oc- 
cult qualities,  suit  every  occasion,  and  can 
never  be  contradicted  by  pheenomena  ; for, 


as  we  cannot,  a priori , determine  what  shall 
be  the  effects  of  causes  absolutely  unknown ; 
so  it  is  impossible  to  prove,  of  any  effect 
whatsoever,  that  it  cannot  be  produced  by 
some  unknown  physical  cause  or  causes. 

The  defects  of  this  system  of  Necessity,  I 
think,  are  these  two  : — first,  it  is  a mere 
arbitrary  hypothesis,  brought  to  prop  a weak 
side  in  the  hypothesis  of  Necessity ; and, 
secondly,  it  is  grounded  on  the  supposition 
that  every  event  must  have  a physical  cause, 
a supposition  which  demonstrably  termin- 
ates in  an  infinite  series  of  physical  causes, 
every  one  of  which  is  the  effect  of  a physical 
cause. 

If  the  doctrine  opposed  in  this  16th  sec- 
tion be  ns  it  is  expressed,  page  338 — that, 
though  the  connection  of  motive  and  action 
is  but  occasional,  the  volitions  and  actions 
of  men  are  absolutely  produced  by  motives 
as  physical  causes— this  d«>ctrine  I take  to 
be  a contradiction  in  terms,  and  unworthy 
of  confutation.  It  maintains  that  men  are 
absolutely  determined  by  motives,  and  yet 
onely  occasionally  determined  by  motives— 
which,  if  I understand  it  right,  is  a contra- 
diction. 

351.  The  case  supposed  in  this  page  seems 
perfectly  similar  to  that  of  page  226 ; the 
same  reasoning  is  applied  to  both  Should 
not  the  conclusion  be  the  same  in  both  ? 

431. — Is  there  not  some  inaccuracy  in  the 
reasoning  in  this  and  the  next  page  ? I take 
X and  Y to  represent  equal  motives  to  action, 
and  V a motive  to  inaction,  which  equally 
opposes  both.  If  this  be  so,  the  motives  to 
the  opposite  action  stand  thus  : X — V 4-  Z 
on  one  side,  and  Y — V on  the  other.  Then 
there  will  be  a preponderancy  on  the  side 
of  X ns  long  as  X and  its  equal  Y is  greater 
than  V ; and  if  X bo  withdrawn  on  one 
side,  and  Y on  the  other,  we  shall  have 
—V  -f-  Z opposed  to  — V.  In  this  case,  if  Z 
be  equal  to  V,  the  motives  to  act  and  not 
to  act  on  the  side  of  Z will  be  equal  ; if  Z 
bo  less  than  V,  the  strongest  motive  will  be 
for  inaction  ; and  if  Z be  greater  than  V, 
there  will  be  a preponderating  motive  to  act 
on  the  side  of  Z. 

As  to  the  style  in  general,  the  only  fault 
I find  is,  that  it  abounds  too  much  in  long 
and  complex  sentences,  which  have  so  many 
clauses,  and  so  much  meaning,  that  it  is 
difficult  to  carry  it  all  from  the  beginning  to 
the  end  of  the  sentence.  The  reader’s  un- 
derstanding should  have  gentle  exercise,  but 
not  hard  labour,  to  comprehend  the  author’s 
meaning.  I dislike  a style  that  is  cut  down 
into  what  the  ancients  called  commas  of  a 
line  or  half  a line.  This,  like  water  falling 
drop  by  drop,  disposes  one  to  sleep.  But  I 
think  you  rather  go  into  the  contrary  ex- 
treme. Your  friend,  Lord  Bacon,  says, 
“ A fluent  and  luxuriant  speech  becomes 
you'h  ice/lf  but  not  aye/*  I believe  he  bail 


LETTERS  TO  DR  JAMES  GREGORY. 


in  his  view  a rhetorical  speech,  and  not  the 
lene  et  temperatum  dicendi  genus,  which, 
in  Cicero's  judgment,  best  suits  philosophy. 

XX. 

ON  A NOVEL  USE  OF  THE  WORD  MOTIVE — 
CAUSALITY  OP  MOTIVES,  &C. 

1793. 

Dear  Sir  — I received  Mr  Crombie’s 
Essay*  on  Friday  the  11th,  at  night,  and 
have  read  it  twice,  though  interrupted  by 
the  removal  of  my  family  to  the  college. 
If  this  be  Mr  Crombic’s  first  essay  in  con- 
troversy, I think  he  shews  no  mean  talent, 
and  inay  in  time  become  an  able  champion. 

He  has  done  me  particular  honour  in 
directing  so  great  a part  of  the  book  against 
me  ; yet,  though  I read  the  work  without 
prejudice,  my  opinion  is  not  changed  in  any 
point  of  the  controversy. 

He  has  strengthened  his  defensive  armour 
by  extending  the  meaning  of  the  word  mo- 
tive. I understood  a motive,  when  applied 
to  a human  being,  to  be  that  for  the  sake  of 
which f he  acts,  and,  therefore,  that  what  he 
never  was  conscious  of,  can  no  more  be  a 
motive  to  determine  his  will,  than  it  can  be 
an  argument  to  convince  his  judgment. 

Now,  I learn  that  any  circumstance 
arising  from  habit,  or  some  mechanical  in- 
stinctive cause,  may  be  a motive,  though  it 
never  entered  into  the  thought  of  the  agent. 

From  this  reinforcement  of  motives,  of 
which  we  are  unconscious,  every  volition 
may  be  supplied  with  a motive,  and  even  a 
predominant  one,  when  it  is  wanted. 

Yet  this  addition  to  his  defensive  force 
tikes  just  as  much  from  his  offensive. 

The  chief  argument  for  Necessity  used 
by  D.  Hume  and  Lord  Karnes  is,  that,  from 
experience,  it  appears  that  men  are  always 
determined  by  the  strongest  motive.  This 
argument  admits  of  much  embellishment  by 
a large  and  pleasant  induction. 

• Ur  Crumble,  the  well-known  author  of  the 
**  Gymnasium,"  and  other  ab*e  work*.  publi»hed  an 
**  L»»a jr  on  Ph  lo*ophical  Necewuty,’'  London,  I7B1, 
in  uhich  Dr  Gregory's  reasoning  it  availed  with 
much  acrimony  and  considerable  acutenm.  It  it 
to  thit  treatise  that  Rci"’a  remarks  apply  There 
subiiqueutly  appeared,  " Letters  from  Dr  James 
Gregory  of  Edinburgh,  in  Defence  of  his  ts»ay  on  the 
Difference  01  the  relation  between  MotiVeand  Action, 
and  that  of  Cause  and  Effect  in  Physic. : with  Replies 
by  the  Rev,  Alexander  Crombie,  L1.D.1”  l»ndon, 
is  19.  It  it  much  to  be  regretted,  that  Dr  Gregory 
did  not  find  leisure  to  complete  his  “ Answer  to 
Messrs  Crombie,  Priestley,  and  Co. of  which  512 
pages  have  been  printed,  but  are  still  unpublished. 

t This  u Aristotle's  definition  (r#  *v)  of  end 

or  final  cau$< ; and,  as  a tynonyme  for  end  or  final 
erne,  the  term  motive  had  been  long  exclusively 
employed.  There  are  two  schemes  of  Necessity— 
the  Necesil'ation  by  efficient—  the  Necessitation  by 
final  causes  The  former  is  brute  or  blind  Fate ; the 
latter  rational  Determinism.  '1  hough  their  practica* 
results  be  the  same,  they  ought  to  be  carefully  Uia. 
tiugiiUhfd  in  theory.— H. 


«7 

After  these  two  authors  had  exhausted 
their  eloquence  upon  it,  Mr  Ciombie  add® 
his,  from  page  27  to  39.  Now,  if  motives 
we  are  unconscious  of  be  the  cause  of  many 
actions,  it  will  be  impossible  to  prove  from 
experience,  that  they  are  all  caused  by  mo- 
tives. For  no  experiment  can  be  made 
upon  motives  we  are  unconscious  of.  If, 
on  the  contrary,  all  our  actions  are  found 
' by  experience  to  proceed  from  motives 
known  or  felt,  there  is  no  work  left  for  the 
unknown,  nor  any  evidence  of  their  exist- 
ance.  I apprehend,  therefore,  Mr  Crombie 
must  either  keep  by  the  old  meaning  of 
motive,  or  give  up  this  argument  for  Neces- 
sity taken  from  experience. 

But  he  lays  the  main  stress,  as  Dr  Priestley 
likewise  has  done,  upon  another  argument. 
It  is,  that  a volition  not  determined  by  mo- 
tives, is  an  uncaused  effect,  and  therefore 
an  absurdity,  a contradiction,  and  the  greatest 
of  all  absuniities. 

I think,  indeed,  it  is  in  vain  to  reason  upon 
the  subject  of  Necessity  pro  or  con , till  this 
point  be  determined  ; for,  on  the  one  side,  to 
what  purpose  is  [it]  to  disprove  by  argument 
a proposition  that  is  absurd  ? On  the  other 
side,  demonstration  itself  cannot  prove  that 
to  be  true  which  is  absurd. 

If  this  be  really  an  absurdity,  Liberty  must 
be  given  up.  And  if  the  appearance  of 
absurdity  be  owing  to  false  colouring,  I think 
every  argument  this  author  has  used,  when 
weighed  in  the  balance  of  reason,  will  be 
found  light. 

I would,  therefore,  think  it  a prudent 
saving  of  time  and  labour,  that  contro\  ertists 
on  both  sides  should  lay  aside  every  other 
weapon,  till  the  force  of  this  be  fairly  tried. 
Mr  Crombie  triumphs  in  it  almost  in  every 
page  ; and  I think  Dr  Priestley  urged  it  as 
an  apology  for  neglecting  your  essay,  that 
you  pretended  to  demonstrate  an  absurdity. 
It  must,  indeed,  be  granted,  that  even 
the  Deity  cannot  give  a power  to  man, 
which  involves  an  absurdity.  But  if  this 
absurdity  vanish,  when  seen  in  a just  light, 
then  it  will  be  time  to  examine  the  fact, 
whether  such  a power  is  given  to  man  or  not. 

Is  a volition,  undetermined  by  motives, 
an  uncaused  effect,  aud  therefore  an  ab- 
surdity and  a contradiction  ? 

I grant  that  an  uncaused  effect  is  a con- 
tradiction in  terms  ; for  an  effect  is  some- 
thing effected,  and  what  is  effected  implies 
an  efficient,  as  nn  action  implies  an  agent. 
To  say  an  effect  must  have  a cause,  is 
really  an  identical  proposition,  which  carries 
no  information  but  of  the  meaning  of  a word. 
To  say  that  an  event — that  is,  a thing  which 
began  to  exist — must  have  a cause,  is  not  an 
identical  proposition,  and  might  have  been 
as  easily  said.  I know  [no]  reason  why 
Mr  Crombie  should  stick  by  this  impro- 
priety, after  it  was  censured  in  Dr  Priestley, 
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but  that  impropriety  in  the  use  of  terms 
is  an  expedient  either  to  cover  an  absurdity 
where  it  really  is,  or  to  make  that  appear 
absurd  which  is  not  so  in  reality. 

I grant,  then,  that  an  effect  uncaused  is 
a contradiction,  and  that  an  event  uncaused 
is  an  absurdity.  The  question  that  remains  J 
is  whether  a volition,  undetermined  by  mo-  j 
fives,  is  an  event  uncaused.  This  1 deny. 
The  cause  of  the  volition  is  the  man  that 
willed  it.  This  Mr  Crombio  grants  in 
several  places  of  his  Essay — that  the  man  is 
the  efficient  cause  of  all  his  volitions.  Is  it 
not  strange,  then,  that,  almost  in  every  page, 
he  should  affirm  that  a volition,  undeter- 
mined by  motives,  is  an  effect  uncaused  ? 
Is  an  efficient  cause  no  cause  ? or  are  two 
causes  necessary  to  every  event  ?*  Motives, 
he  thinks,  are  not  the  efficient  but  the  physi- 
cal cause  of  volitions,  as  gravity  is  of  the 
descent  of  a stone.  Then,  fair  dealing 
would  have  made  him  qualify  the  absurdity, 
and,  say  that  it  is  absurd  that  a volition 
should  be  without  a physical  cause ; but  to 
have  pleaded  the  absurdity  thus  qualified, 
would  have  been  a manifest  pefitio  principir . 

I can  see  nothing  in  a physical  cause  but 
a constant  conjunction  with  the  effect.  Mr 
Crombio  calls  it  a necessary  connection  ; 
but  this  no  man  sees  in  physical  causes ; 
and,  if  every  event  must  have  a physical 
cause,  then  every  event  must  have  been 
repeated  in  conjunction  with  its  cause  from 
eternity,  for  it  could  have  uo  constant  con- 
junction when  first  produced. 

The  nu-st  shocking  consequences  of  the 
system  of  necessity  are  avowed  by  this  au- 
thor without  shame.  Moral  evil  is  nothing 
but  ns  it  tends  to  produce  natural  evil.  A 
man  truely  enlightened,  ought  to  have  no 
remorse  for  the  blackest  crimes.  1 think 
ho  might  have  added  that  the  villain  has 
reason  to  glory  in  his  crimes,  as  he  suffers 
for  them  without  his  fault,  and  for  the  com- 
mon good.  Among  the  arts  of  this  author, 
the  following  are  often  put  in  practice  : — 

1.  To  supply  the  defect  of  argument  by 
abuse.  2.  What  he  thinks  a consequence 
of  the  system  of  Liberty  he  imputes  to  his 
adversaries  as  their  opinion,  though  they 
deny  it.  3.  What  is  urged  as  a conse- 
quence of  Necessity,  he  considers  as  imputing 
an  opinion  to  those  who  hold  Necessity,  and 
thinks  it  answer  that  they  hold  no  such 
opinion.  4.  What  is  said  to  invalidate  an 
argument  for  Necessity,  he  considers  as  an 


• This  is  no  removal  oT  the  difficulty.  Is  the  man 
determined  to  volition,  and  to  a certain  kind  of  voli. 
tion,  or  is  he  not  ? If  the  former,  ticcesaitation  Is 
not  avoided ; If  the  latter,  the  admitted  absurdity 
emerge*.  Trie  schemes  of  Liberty  and  of  Necessity  arc 
contradictory  ol  each  other:  they  consequently  ex- 
clude any  intermediate  tiieory ; and  one  or  other 
must  be  true.  Yet  the  possibility  of  neither  can  be 
conceived  ; for  each  equally  involves  what  is  ineoto. 
pr  hensible,  if  not  what  is  absurd.  Put  ol  this  again. 


argument  against  Necessity  ; and  thinks  it 
sufficient  to  shew  that  it  does  not  answer  a 
purpose  for  which  it  never  was  intended,  as 
if  what  is  a sufficient  answer  to  an  argument 
for  Necessity  must  be  a conclusiveargument 
against  Necessity.  1 believe,  however,  he 
may  claim  the  merit  of  adding  the  word 
Libertarian  to  the  English  language,  as 
Priestley  added  that  of  Necessarian. — 
Y ours, 

Tho.  Rbjd.* 


XXI. 

[ The  following  Letter  to  Dr  Gregory  ir 
quoted  by  Mr  Stewart  in  hie  li  Disserta- 
t‘on  on  the  Progress  of  Metaphysical  and 
Mural  Science The  date  is  not  given  ; 
and  the  original  is  not  now  extant  among 
the  letters  of  Jleid  in  the  hands  of  Dr 
Gregory's  family,— -II.] 

The  merit  of  what  you  are  pleased  to  call 
my  philosophy t lies,  I think,  chiefly,  in  hav- 
ing called  in  question  the  common  theory 
of  ideas,  or  images  of  things  in  the  mind, 
being  the  only  objects  of  thought ; a theory 
founded  ou  natural  prejudices,  and  so  uni- 
versally received  as  to  be  interwoven  with 
the  structure  of  the  language.  Yet,  were  I 
to  give  you  a detail  of  what  led  me  to  call 
in  question  this  theory,  after  I had  long  held 
it  as  self-evident  and  unquestionable,  you 
would  think,  as  I do,  that  there  was  much 
of  chance  in  the  matter.  The  discovery 
was  the  birth  of  time,  not  of  genius  ; and 
Berkeley  and  Hume  did  more  to  bring  it  to 
light  than  the  man  that  hit  upon  it.  I 
think  there  is  hardly  anything  that  can  be 
called  mine  in  the  philosophy  of  the  mind, 
which  does  not  follow  with  ease  from  the 
detection  of  this  prejudice.  I must,  there- 
fore, beg  of  you  most  earnestly  to  make  no 
contrast  in  my  favour  to  the  disparagement 
of  my  predecessors  in  the  same  pursuits.  I 
can  truly  say  of  them,  and  sliall  always 
avow,  what  you  are  pleased  to  say  of  me, 
that,  hut  for  the  assistance  I have  received 
from  their  writings,  I never  could  have 
wrote  or  thought  what  I have  done. 

• lb-side*  the  preceding  paper*  on  the  question  of 
Liberty  and  Necessity,  there  are  extant,  Memories 
at  considerable  length  by  Reid,  on  three  set*  of  Otfjcc- 
dons  made  by  a distinguished  natural  philosopher  to 
Dr  Gregory'*  Essay,  in  the  yean  ITtfc,  1789,  and 
1790.  These  Remarks,  though  of  much  interes', 
have  been  omitted  : for  they  could  not  adequately  be 
understood  apart  from  the  relative  Objection*;  and 
these  it  was  deemed  improper  to  publish  posthu- 
mously, after  their  author  had  expressly  refused  to 
allow  them  to  be  printed  during  hi*  life.— There  are 
al«o  omitted,  a*  of  minor  importance,  two  other 
papers  on  the  same  question  ; the  one  containing, 
•*  Remarks  on  the  Objections  to  Dr  Gregory’s  > ssay," 
which  woe  printed  m the  appendix  to  that  Ksaay  ; 
theoth  r,*'  Remarks"  on  a pamphlet  entitled  “ Illus- 
trations of  Libettv  and  Necessity,  in  An*wer  to  D» 
Gregory,"  published  in  I “96.— II. 
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I).— LETTER  TO  THE  REV.  ARCHIBALD  ALISON. 

The  following  letter  was  addressed,  by  Dr  Reid,  to  the  Rev.  Archibald  Alison, 
( LL.B.,  Prebendary  of  Sarum,  Ac.,)  on  receiving  a copy  of  his  “ Essays  on  the  Nature 
and  Principles  of  Taste*’ — a work  of  great  ingenuity  and  elegance,  and  the  first  systematic 
attempt  to  explain  the  emotions  of  sublimity  and  beauty  on  the  principles  of  association. 
It  was  originally  published  in  1790.  It  is,  perhaps,  needless  to  remind  the  reader  that 
Mr  Alison  was  brother-in-law  of  Dr  Gregory. — H. 


ON  THE  PHILOSOPHY  OP  TASTE. 

Dear  Sir, — I received  your  very  oblig- 
ing letter  of  Jan.  10,  with  two  copies  of  your 
book,  about  the  middle  of  last  week.  I ex- 
pected a meeting  of  Faculty,  to  which  I might 
present  the  book,  and  return  you  the  thanks 
of  the  society  along  with  my  own  ; but  we 
have  had  no  meeting  since  I received  it. 
In  the  meantime,  I have  read  it  with  avidity  j 
and  with  much  pleasure  ; and  cannot  longer 
forbear  to  return  you  my  cordial  thanks  for 
this  mark  of  your  regard,  and  for  the  hand- 
some compliment  you  make  me  in  the  book. 

I think  your  principles  are  just,  and  that 
you  have  sufficiently  justified  them  by  a 
great  variety  of  illustrations,  of  which  many 
appear  new  to  me,  and  important  in  them- 
selves, as  well  as  pertinent  to  the  purpose 
for  which  they  are  adduced. 

That  your  doctrine  concerning  the  sub- 
lime and  beautiful  in  objects  of  sense  coin- 
cides, in  a great  degree,  with  that  of  the 
Platonic  school,  and  with  Shaftesbury  and 
Akenside  among  the  moderns,  I think  may 
justly  be  said.  They  believed  intellec- 
tual beauties  to  be  the  highest  order,  com- 
pared with  which  the  terrestrial  hardly  de- 
serve the  name.  They  taught  beauty  and 
good  to  be  one  and  the  same  thing.  But 
both  Plato  and  those  two,  his  admirers, 
handle  the  subject  of  beauty  rather  with 
the  enthusiasm  of  poets  or  lovers,  than  with 
the  cool  temper  of  philosophers.  And  it  is 
difficult  to  determine  what  allowance  is  to 
lie  made,  in  wliat  they  have  said,  for  the 
liy|>erbolical  language  of  enthusiasm. 

The  other  two  you  mention,  Dr  Hutche- 


son and  Mr  Spence,  though  both  admirers 
of  Plato,  do  not  appear  to  me  either  to  have 
perceived  this  doctrine  in  him,  or  to  have 
discovered  it  themselves.  The  first  places 
beauty  in  uniformity  and  variety,  which, 
when  they  are  perceived,  immediately  affect 
that  internal  sense  which  he  calls  the  sense 
of  beauty.  The  other  makes  colour,  form, 
expression,  and  grace  to  be  the  four  ingre- 
dients of  beauty  in  the  female  part  of  our 
species,  without  being  aware  that  the  beauty 
of  colour,  form,  and  grace  Is  nothing  but 
expression,  as  well  as  wliat  he  calls  by  that 
name. 

On  these  grounds,  I am  proud  to  think 
that  I first,  in  clear  and  explicit  terms,  and 
in  the  cool  blood  of  a philosopher,  main- 
tained that  all  the  beauty  and  sublimity  of 
objects  of  sense  is  derived  from  the  expres- 
sion they  exhibit  o f things  intellectual,  which 
alone  have  original  beauty.  But  in  this  1 
may  deceive  myself,  and  cannot  claim  to  be 
held  an  impartial  judge. 

Though  I don’t  expect  to  live  to  see  the 
second  part  of  your  work,  I have  uo  hesi- 
tation in  advising  you  to  prosecute  it ; being 
persuaded  that  criticism  is  reducible  to  prin- 
ciples of  philosophy,  which  may  be  more 
fully  unfolded  than  they  have  been,  and 
which  will  always  be  found  friendly  to  the 
best  interests  of  mankind,  as  well  as  to 
manly  and  rational  entertainment. 

Mrs  Reid  desires  to  present  her  best  re- 
spects to  Mrs  Alison,  to  which  I beg  you 
to  add  mine,  and  to  believe  me  to  be  your 
much  obliged  and  faithful  servant, 

Tho.  Reid. 

ClasQoto  College, 

3 d Feb.  1790. 


K— LETTER  TO  PROFESSOR  ROBISON. 

There  has  been  given  above,  (p.  63,)  a letter  by  Dr  Reid,  in  1784,  recording  a 
remarkable  conversation  between  Sir  Isaac  Newton  and  Professor  James  Gregory, 
relative  to  Sir  Isaac’s  descent  from  the  family  of  Newton  of  Newton,  in  the  county 
of  East  Lothian.  Some  years  thereafter,  Mr  Barron,  a relation  of  Sir  Isaac,  seems 
to  have  instituted  inquiries  in  regard  to  the  Scottish  genealogy  of  the  philosopher;  in  con- 
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sequence  of  which,  the  late  Professor  Robison  of  Edinburgh,  aware,  probably,  of  the 
letter  to  Dr  Gregory,  was  induced  to  apply  to  Dr  Reid  for  a more  particular  account 
of  the  conversation  in  question.  The  following  is  Reid's  answer,  as  published  in  Sir 
David  Brewster’s  “ Life  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton.” — II. 


Dear  Sir, — I am  very  glad  to  learn,  by 
yours  of  April  4,  that  a Mr  Barron,  a near 
relation  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  is  anxious  to 
inquire  into  the  descent  of  that  great  man, 
as  the  family  cannot  trace  it  farther,  with 
any  certainty,  than  his  grandfather.  I there- 
fore, as  you  desire,  send  you  a precise  ac- 
count of  all  I know  ; and  am  glad  to  have 
this  opportunity,  before  I die,  of  putting 
this  information  in  hands  that  will  make  the 
proper  use  of  it,  if  it  shall  be  found  of  any 
use. 

Several  years  before  I left  Aberdeen, 
(which  I didin  1 7C4,)  Mr  Douglas  of  Fcchcl, 
the  father  of  Sylvester  Douglas,  now  a bar- 
rister at  London,  told  me,  that,  having  been 
lately  at  Edinburgh,  he  was  often  in  com- 
pany of  Mr  Hepburn  of  Keith,  a gentleman 
with  whom  I had  some  acquaintance,  by  his 
lodging  a night  at  my  house  at  New  Machar, 
when  lie  was  in  the  rebel  army  in  17-15. 
That  Mr  Hepburn  told  him,  that  he  had 
heard  Mr  James  Gregory,  Professor  of 
Mathematics,  Edinburgh,  say,  that,  being 
one  day  in  familiar  conversation  with  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  at  London,  Sir  Isaac  said  — 
“ Gregory,  I believe  you  don't  know  that 
I am  a Scotchman.” — “ Pray,  how  is  that  ?*• 
said  Gregory.  Sir  Isaac  said,  he  was  in- 
formed that  his  grandfather  (or  great-grand- 
father) was  a gentleman  of  East  (or  West) 
Lothian  ; that  he  went  to  London  with 
King  James  I.  at  his  accession  to  the  crown 
of  England ; and  that  he  attended  the  court, 
in  expectation,  as  many  others  did,  until 
he  spent  his  fortune,  by  which  means  his 
family  was  reduced  to  low  circumstances. 
At  the  time  this  was  told  me,  Mr  Gregory 
was  dead,  otherwise  I should  have  had  his 
own  testimony  ; for  he  was  my  mother’s 
brother.  I likewise  thought  at  that  time, 
that  it  had  been  certainly  known  that  Sir 
Isaac  had  been  descended  from  an  old 
English  family,  as  I think  is  said  in  his 
etoye  before  the  Academy  of  Sciences  at 
Paris;  and  therefore  I never  mentioned 
what  I had  heard  for  many  years,  believing 
that  there  must  lie  some  mistake  in  it. 

Some  years  after  I came  to  Glasgow, 

I mentioned,  (I  believe  for  the  first  time,) 
what  I had  heard  to  have  been  said  by  Mr 
Hepburn,  to  Mr  Cross,  late  sheriff  of  this 
county,  whom  you  will  remember.  Mr 
Cross  was  moved  by  this  account,  and  im- 
mediately said — “ I know  Mr  Hepburn  very 
well,  and  I know'  he  was  intimate  with  Mr 
Gregory#  I shall  write  him  this  same  night, 
to  know  whether  he  heard  Mr  Gregory  say 
so  or  not,”  After  some  reflection,  he  added  t 


— u I know  that  Mr  Keith,  the  ambassador, 
was  also  an  intimate  acquaintance  of  Mr 
Gregory,  and,  as  he  is  at  present  in  Edin- 
burgh, I shall  likewise  write  to  him  this 
night.” 

The  next  time  I waited  on  Mr  Cross, 
he  told  me  that  he  had  wrote  both  to  Mr 
Hepburn  and  Mr  Keith,  and  had  nn 
answer  from  both;  and  tliat  both  of  there 
testified  that  they  had  several  times  heard 
Mr  James  Gregory  say,  that  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton told  him  what  is  above  expressed,  but 
that  neither  they  nor  Mr  Gregory,  as  far 
as  they  knew’,  ever  made  any  farther  inquiry 
into  the  matter.  This  appeared  very  strange 
both  to  Mr  Cross  and  me ; and  he  said  he 
would  reproach  them  for  their  indifference, 
and  would  make  inquiry  as  soon  as  he  was 
able. 

He  lived  but  a short  time  after  this  ; and, 
in  the  last  conversation  I had  with  him 
upon  the  subject,  he  said,  that  all  he  had 
yet  learned  was,  that  there  was  a Sir  John 
Newton  of  Newton  in  one  of  the  counties  of 
Lothian,  (but  1 have  forgot  which,)  some 
of  whose  children  were  yet  alive  ; that  they 
reported  that  their  father,  Sir  John,  had  a 
letter  from  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  desiring  to 
know’  the  state  of  his  family  ; what  children 
lie  had,  particularly  what  sons ; and  in  what 
way  they  were.  The  old  knight  never  re- 
turned an  answer  to  this  letter,  thinking, 
probably,  that  Sir  Isaac  was  some  upstart, 
who  wanted  to  claim  a relation  to  his  wor- 
shipful house.  This  omission  the  children 
regretted,  conceiving  that  Sir  Isaac  might 
have  had  a view  of  doing  something  for  their 
benefit. 

Alter  this,  I mentioned  occasionally  in 
conversation  what  I knew,  hoping  that  these 
facts  might  lead  to  some  more  certain  dis- 
covery ; but  I found  more  coldness  about 
the  matter  than  I thought  it  deserved.  I 
wrote  an  account  of  it  to  Dr  Gregory,  your 
colleague,  that  he  might  impart  it  to  any 
member  of  the  Antiquarian  Society  w-ho  he 
judged  might  have  had  the  curiosity  to  trace 
the  matter  farther. 

In  the  year  17#7»  my  colleague,  Mr 
Patrick  Wilson,  Professor  of  Astronomy, 
having  been  in  London,  told  me,  on  his 
return,  that  he  had  met  accidentally  with  a 
James  Hutton,  Esq.  of  Pimlico,  Westmin- 
ster, a near  relation  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton, 
to  whom  he  mentioned  wlmt  he  had  heard 
from  me  with  respect  to  Sir  Isaac’s  descent, 
and  that  I wished  much  to  know  something 
decisive  on  the  subject  Mr  Hutton  said, 
if  I pleased  to  write  to  him,  he  would  give 
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mo  all  the  information  he  could  give.  I 
wrote  him,  accordingly,  and  had  a very 
polite  answer,  dated  at  Bath,  25th  Decem- 
ber 1787,  which  is  now  before  me.  Ho 
says,  “ I shall  be  glad,  when  1 return  to 
London,  if  I can  find,  in  some  old  notes  of 
my  mother,  any  thing  that  may  fix  the  cer- 
tainty of  Sir  Isaac's  descent.  If  he  spoke 
so  to  Mr  James  Gregory,  it  is  most  cer- 
tain he  spoke  truth.  Rut  Sir  Isaac’s 
grandfather,  not  his  great-grandfather, 
must  be  the  person  who  came  from  Scot- 
land with  King  James  I.  If  I find  any 
thing  to  the  purpose,  I will  take  care  it 
shall  reach  you.” 

This  is  all  I know  of  the  matter ; and 
for  the  facts  above  mentioned,  I pledge 
my  veracity.  I am  much  obliged  to  you. 


dear  Si*  for  the  kind  expressions  of  your 
affection  and  esteem,  which,  I assure  you, 
are  mutual  on  my  part ; and  I sincerely 
sympathise  with  you  on  your  afflicting 
state  of  health,  which  makes  you  consider 
yourself  as  out  of  the  world,  and  despair 
of  seeing  me  any  more. 

I have  been  long  out  of  the  world  by 
deafness  and  extreme  old  age.  I hope, 
however,  if  we  should  not  meet  again  in 
this  world,  that  we  shall  meet  and  renew 
our  acquaintance  in  another.  In  the 
meantime,  I am,  with  great  esteem,  dear 
Sir,  yours  affectionately, 

Tho.  Ram 

Glasgow  College, 

12 th  April  1792. 


F.— LETTER  TO  DAVID  HUME. 

The  following  is  in  answer  to  the  letter  of  Hume,  given  by  Mr  Stewart  in  his  Ac- 
count of  Reid,  (supra,  p.  7,  sq.)  It  is  recently  published,  from  the  Hume  papers, 
by  Mr  Burton,  in  his  very  able  life  of  the  philosopher ; and,  though  out  of  chrono- 
logical order,  (by  the  reprinting  of  a leaf,)  it  is  here  inserted. — H. 


IN  REFERENCE  TO  HIS  OWN  INQUIRY, 
PRIOR  TO  1T8  PUHLICATION. 

King's  College,  [Aberdeen,'] 
lath  March  1763. 

Sir, — On  Monday  last,  Mr  John  Far- 
quhar  brought  me  your  letter  of  February 
25th,  enclosed  in  one  from  Dr  Blair.  I 
thought  myself  very  happy  in  having 
the  means  of  obtaining  at  second  hand, 
through  the  friendship  of  Dr  Blair,  your 
opinion  of  my  performance : and  you  have 
been  pleased  to  communicate  it  directly 
in  so  polite  and  friendly  a manner,  as 
merits  great  acknowledgments  on  my 
part.  Your  keeping  a watchful  eye  over 
ray  style,  with  a view  to  bo  of  use  to 
me,  is  an  instance  of  candour  and  gene- 
rosity to  an  antagonist,  which  would  affect 
me  very  sensibly,  although  I had  no  per- 
sonal concern  in  it,  and  I shall  always  be 
proud  to  show  so  amiable  an  example. 
Your  judgment  of  the  style,  indeed,  gives 
me  great  consolation,  as  I was  very  diffi- 
dent of  myself  in  regard  to  English,  and 
have  been  indebted  to  Drs  Campbell  and 
Gerard  for  many  corrections  of  that 
kind. 

In  attempting  to  throw  some  new  light 


* Kant  makes  a similar  acknowledgment.  “By 
Hume."  he  says,  “ I was  first  startled  out  of  my 
dogmatic  slumber."  Thus  Hume  (as  elsewhere 
stated)  is  author,  in  a sort,  of  all  our  subsequent 
philosophy.  For  out  of  Reid  and  Kant,  mediately 
or  immediately,  all  our  subsequent  philosophy  Is 


upon  those  abstruse  subjects,  I wish  to 
preserve  the  due  mean  betwixt  confidence 
and  despair.  But  whether  I have  any 
success  in  this  attempt  or  not,  I shall 
always  avow  myself  your  disciple  in  me- 
taphysics. I have  learned  more  from 
your  writings  in  this  kind,  than  from  all 
others  put  together.  Your  system  appears 
to  me  not  only  coherent  in  all  its  parts, 
but  likewise  justly  deduced  from  princi- 
ples commonly  received  among  philoso- 
phers ; principles  which  I never  thought 
of  calling  in  question,  until  the  conclu- 
sions you  draw  from  them  in  tho  Treatise 
of  Human  Nature  made  me  suspect  them. 
If  these  principles  are  solid,  your  system 
must  stand  ; and  w hether  they  are  or  not, 
can  better  be  judged  after  you  have 
brought  to  light  the  whole  system  that 
grows  out  of  them,  than  when  the  greater 
part  of  it  was  wrapped  up  in  clouds  and 
darkness.  I agree  with  you,  therefore, 
that  if  this  system  shall  ever  be  de- 
molished, you  have  a just  claim  to  a great 
share  of  the  praise,  both  because  you  have 
made  it  a distinct  and  determined  mark 
to  be  aimed  at,  and  have  furnished  pro- 
per artillery  for  the  purpose.* 

evolved;  ami  the  doctrines  of  Kant  and  Reid  are 
both  avowedly  recoils  from  the  annihilating  seep, 
ticiam  of  Hume— both  attempts  to  find  for  philo- 
sophy deeper  foundations  than  those  which  he 
had  so  thoroughly  subverted. —II. 
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When  you  hare  seen  the  whole  of  my 
performance,  I shall  take  it  as  a very 
great  favour  to  have  your  opinion  upon 
it,  from  which  I make  no  doubt  of  re- 
ceiving light,  whether  I receive  correc- 
tion or  no.  Your  friendly  adversaries 
l)rs  Campbell  and  Gerard,  as  well  as  Dr 
Gregory,  return  their  compliments  to  you 
respectfully.  A little  philosophical  so- 
ciety here,  of  which  all  the  three  are 
members,  is  much  indebted  to  you  for  its 
entertainment.  Your  company  would, 


although  we  are  all  good  Christians,  be 
more  acceptable  than  that  of  St  Athana- 
sius ; and  since  we  cannot  have  you  upon 
the  bench,  you  are  brought  oftener  than 
any  other  man  to  the  bar,  accused  and 
defended  with  great  zeal,  but  without 
bitterness.  If  you  write  no  more  in 
morals,  politics,  or  metaphysics,  I am 
afraid  we  shall  be  at  a loss  for  subjects. 
I am,  respectfully.  Sir,  your  most  obliged, 
humble  servant, 

Thomas  Reid. 


The  following  should  have  been  inserted  in  the  correspondence  with  Karnes. 
Karnes’s  objection  to  Dr  Adam  Smith’s  theory  of  Sympathy  as  the  sole  foundation  of 
our  moral  judgments,  which  appeared  in  the  third  edition  of  the  u Essays  on 
Morality,”  were,  previously  to  publication,  communicated  to  Dr  Reid,  who  thus 
expresses  his  opinion  on  the  subject : — 

“ I have  always  thought  Dr  S *s  system  of  sympathy  wrong.  It  is  indeed  only 

a refinement  of  the  selfish  system ; and  I think  your  arguments  against  it  are  solid. 
But  you  have  smitten  with  a friendly  hand,  which  does  not  break  the  head ; and 
your  compliment  to  the  author  I highly  approve  of.” — From  Letter  of  80 th  October 

177a 

In  this  judgment  of  Smith,  Reid  and  Kant  are  at  one.  The  latter  condemns  tho 
Ethic  of  Sympathy  as  a Euckcmonism,  or  rather  Hedonism. — H. 


In  Hutton’s  Mathematical  Dictionary,  1795,  in  the  article,  David  Gregory* 
there  are  given,  11  Some  farther  particulars  of  the  families  of  Gregory  and  Ander- 
son, communicated  by  Dr  Thomas  Reid,”  &c.,  probably  written  in  the  year  of 
publication,  or  the  preceding.  As  these  notices  contain  nothing  of  any  moment  which 
does  not  appear  in  the  foregoing  correspondence,  it  has  been  deemed  unnecessary 
to  reprint  them. — H. 
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The  inspiration  of  the  Almightj  gireth  them  understanding. 
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Tim  Inquiry  was  first  published  in  1704,  when  Dr  Reid  was  Professor  of  Philo- 
sophy, in  King's  College,  Aberdeen.  Three  subsequent  editions  were  printed  during  the 
author's  lifetime — in  1760,  1769,  and  1785.  The  text  of  the  present  impression  is 
taken  from  the  last  authentic  edition— the  fourth,  or  that  of  1780,  which  professes  to  be 
u corrected;**  collated,  however,  with  the  first,  and  any  variations  of  importance 
noticed. — II. 
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TO 

THE  RIGHT  HONOURABLE 

JAMES,  EARL  OF  FINDLATER  AND  SEAFIELD,* 


CHANCELLOR  OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  OLD  ABF.RDEEN. 


My  Lord,— Though  I apprehend  that 
there  are  things  new  and  of  some  import- 
ance, in  the  following  Inquiry,  it  is  not 
without  timidity  that  I have  consented  to 
the  publication  of  it.  The  subject  has  been 
canvassed  by  men  of  very  great  penetration 
and  genius  : for  who  does  not  acknowledge 
DesCartes,  Malebranche,  Locke,  Berkeley, 
and  Hume,  to  be  such  P A view  of  the 
human  understanding,  Bodifferent  from  that 
which  they  have  exhibited,  will,  no  doubt, 
be  condemned  by  many,  without  examin- 
ation, as  proceeding  from  temerity  and 
vanity. 

But  I hope  the  candid  and  discerning  Few, 
who  are  capable  of  attending  to  the  opera- 
tions of  their  own  minds,  will  weigh  delibe- 
rately what  is  here  advanced,  before  they 
pass  sentence  upon  it.  To  such  I appeal, 
ns  the  only  competent  judges.  If  they  dis- 
approve, I am  probably  in  the  wrong,  and 
shall  be  ready  to  change  my  opinion  upon 
conviction.  If  they  approve,  the  Many  will 
at  last  yield  to  their  authority,  as  they  always 
do. 

However  contrary  my  notions  are  to  those 
of  the  writers  I have  mentioned,  their  spe- 
culations have  been  of  great  use  to  me,  and 
seem  even  to  point  out  the  road  which  I 
have  taken  : and  your  Lordship  knows,  that 
the  merit  of  useful  discoveries  is  sometimes 
not  more  justly  due  to  those  that  have  hit 
upon  them,  than  to  others  that  have  ripened 
them,  and  brought  them  to  the  birth. 

I acknowledge,  my  Lord,  that  I never 
thought  of  calling  in  question  the  principles 
commonly  received  with  regard  to  the  hu- 
man understanding,  until  the  u Treatise  of 
Human  Nature”  was  published  in  the  year 
1739.  The  ingenious  author  of  that  treatise 
upon  the  principles  of  Locke—  who  was  no 

• In  the  first  edition.  “Junes  Lord  DeakfoonT— 
his  father  being  still  alive  —H. 


sceptic — hath  built  a system  of  scepticism, 
which  leaves  no  ground  to  believe  any  one 
thing  rather  than  its  contrary.  His  reason- 
ing appeared  to  me  to  be  just ; there  was, 
therefore,  a necessity  to  call  in  question  the 
principles  upon  which  it  was  founded,  or  to 
admit  the  conclusion  * 

But  can  any  ingenuous  mind  admit  this 
sceptical  system  without  reluctance  ? I 
truly  could  not,  my  Lord  ; for  I am  per- 
suaded, that  absolute  scepticism  is  not  more 
destructive  of  the  faith  of  a Christian  than 
of  the  science  of  a philosopher,  and  of  the 
prudence  of  a man  of  common  understand- 
ing. , I am  persuaded,  that  the  unjust  live 
by  faithf  as  well  as  the  juat ; that,  if  all 
belief  could  be  laid  aside,  piety,  patriotism, 
friendship,  parental  affection,  and  private 
virtue,  would  appear  as  ridiculous  os  knight- 
errantry;  and  that  the  pursuits  of  pleasure, 
of  ambition,  and  of  avarice,  must  be 
grounded  upon  belief,  as  well  as  those  that 
are  honourable  or  virtuous.  / * 

The  day-labourer  toils  at  his  work,  in  the 
belief  that  he  shall  receive  his  wages  at 
night ; and,  if  he  had  not  this  belief,  he 
would  not  toil.  We  may  venture  to  say, 
that  even  the  author  of  this  sceptical 
system  wrote  it  in  the  belief  that  it 


• “This  doctrine  of  Ideas, "(says  Dr'Reid.ln  a tub. 
sequent  work.)  **  I once  believed  *06111115  **  to  em- 
brace the  whole  of  Berkeley’*  system  in  consequence 
of  it : till,  finding  other  consequences  to  follow  from 
it,  which  gave  me  more  uneasiness  than  the  want  <>f 
a material  world.  It  came  into  my  mind,  more  than 
forty  year*  ago,  to  put  the  question,  What  evidence 
have  I for  this  doctrine,  that  all  the  01  Jects  of  my 
knowledge  are  idea*  In  my  own  mind?”—  Etiay s on 
Ike  Intellectual  Powers,  Emm.  II.  ch.  x.  p.  Irttf. 

In  like  manner,  Kant  informs  u*,  that  it  was  by 
Hume'*  sceptical  inference*,  in  regard  to  thecau*al 
nexus,  that  he  also  •*  wu  first  roused  from  his  dog. 
matic  slumber."  See  the  “ Prolegomena,"  p.  13.— 
H. 

♦ Sec  Note  A at  the  end  of  the  volume,  in  illustra. 
tion  of  the  principle,  that  the  root  of  Knowledge  w 
Belief.— H. 
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should  l>e  read  and  regarded.  I hope  he 
wrote  it  in  the  belief  also  that  it  would  be 
useful  to  mankind  ; and,  perhaps,  it  may 
prove  so  at  last.  For  I conceive  the  scep- 
tical writers  to  l>c  a set  of  men  whose  busi- 
ness it  is  to  pick  holes  in  the  fabric  of 
knowledge  wherever  it  is  weak  and  faulty  ; 
and,  when  these  places  are  properly  repaired, 
the  whole  building  becomes  more  firm  and 
solid  than  it  was  formerly. 

For  my  own  satisfaction,  I entered  into 
a serious  examination  of  the  principles  upon 
w hich  this  sceptical  system  is  built ; and 
was  not  a little  surprised  to  find,  that  it 
leans  with  its  whole  weight  upon  a hypo- 
thesis, which  is  ancient  indeed,  and  hath 
been  very  generally  received  by  philoso- 
phers, but  of  which  I could  find  no  solid 
proof.  Tho  hypothesis  I mean,  is,  That 
nothing  is  perceived  but  what  is  in  the 
mind  which  perceives  it : That  wo  do  not 
really  perceive  things  that  arc  external,  but 
only  certain  images  and  pictures  of  them 
imprinted  upon  the  mind,  which  are  called 
impressions  and  ideas. 

If  this  bo  true,  supposing  certain  im- 
pressions and  ideas  to  exist  in  my  mind,*  I 
cannot,  from  their  existence,  infer  the  exist- 
ence of  anything  else  : my  impressions  and 
ideas  are  the  only  existences  of  which  I can 
have  any  knowledge  or  conception  ; and 
they  are  such  fleeting  and  transitory  beings, 
that  they  can  have  no  existence  at  all,  any 
longer  than  I am  conscious  of  them.  So 
that,  upon  this  hypothesis,  the  whole  uni- 
verse about  me,  bodies  and  spirits,  sun, 
moon,  stars,  and  earth,  friends  and  rela 
tions,  all  things  without  exception,  which 
I imagined  to  have  a permanent  existence, 
whether  I thought  of  them  or  not,  vanish 
at  once ; 

'*  And,  like  the  b»*ele*n  fabric  of  a vision, 

I -cave  not  a track  behind.” 

I thought  it  unreasonable,  my  Lord,  upon 
the  authority  of  philosophers,  to  admit  a 
hypothesis  which,  in  my  opinion,  overturns 
all  philosophy,  all  religion  and  virtue,  and 
all  common  sensef— and,  finding  that  all  the 
systems  concerning  the  human  understand- 
ing which  I was  acquainted  with,  were  built 
upon  this  hypothesis,  I resolved  to  inquire 
into  this  subject  anew,  without  regard  to  any 
hypothesis. 

What  I now  humbly  present  to  your 
Lordship,  is  the  fruit  of  this  inquiry,  so  far 
only  as  it  regards  the  five  senses  : in  which 
I claim  no  other  merit  than  that  of  having 

• In  flr»t  edition,  ••  to  exirt  prevent)?  In  my 
mind."  I may  here,  once  for  all,  notice  that  pre. 
•ently,  (in  its  original  and  proper  tmne.  and  as  it  ii 
frequently  employed  by  Keid,)  for  now  or  at  present, 
ha>  waxed  otwolrte  in  Engliah.  For  above  a century 
an«i  a half,  it  U only  to  be  found  in  good  Kngli-h 
writers  in  the  secondary  meaning  of  in  a tittle  while 
— without  iiel at).— H. 

+ See  Vote  A at  the  end  of 'he  volume.  In  defence 
and  illustration  ofthcteim  Common  Sense  — H. 


given  great  attention  to  the  operations  of  my 
own  mind,  and  of  having  expressed,  with  all 
the  perspicuity  I was  able,  what  I conceive 
every  man,  who  gives  the  same  attention, 
will  feel  and  perceive.  Tho  productions  of 
imagination  require  a genius  which  soars 
above  the  common  rank  ; but  the  treasures 
of  knowledge  are  commonly  buried  deep, 
and  may  be  reached  by  those  drudges  who 
can  dig  with  labour  and  patience,  though 
they  have  not  wings  to  fly.  The  experi- 
ments that  were  to  be  made  in  this  investi- 
gation Buited  me,  as  they  required  no  other 
expense  but  that  of  time  and  attention, 
which  I could  bestow.  The  leisure  of  ail 
academical  life,  disengaged  from  the  pur- 
suits of  interest  and  ambition  ; the  duty  of 
my  profession,  which  obliged  me  to  give 
prelections  on  these  subjects  to  the  youth  ; 
and  an  early  inclination  to  speculations  of 
this  kind,  have  enabled  me,  as  I flatter  my- 
self, to  give  a more  minute  attention  to  the 
subject  of  this  inquiry,  than  has  been  given 
before. 

My  thoughts  upon  this  subject  were,  a 
good  many  years  ago,  put  together  in  an- 
other form,  for  the  use  of  my  pupils,  and 
afterwards  were  submitted  to  the  judgment 
of  a private  philosophical  society,*  of  which 
I have  the  honour  to  be  a member.  A 
great  part  of  this  Inquiry  was  honoured 
even  by  vour  Lordship’s  perusal.  And 
the  encouragement  which  you,  my  Lord, 
and  others,  whose  friendship  is  my  boast, 
and  whoso  judgment  I reverence,  were 
pleased  to  give  me,  counterbalance  my  timi- 
dity and  diffidence,  and  determined  me  to 
offer  it  to  the  public. 

If  it  appears  to  your  Lordship  to  justify 
the  common  sense  and  reason  of  mankind, 
ngainst  the  sceptical  subtiltics  which,  in 
this  age,  have  endeavoured  to  put  them  out 
of  countenance — if  it  appears  to  throw  any 
new  light  upon  one  of  the  noblest  parts  of 
the  divine  workmanship — your  Lordship’s 
respect  for  the  arts  and  sciences,  and  your 
attention  to  everything  which  tends  to  the 
improvement  of  them,  as  well  as  to  every- 
thing else  that  contributes  to  the  felicity  of 
your  country,  leave  me  no  room  to  doubt 
of  your  favourable  acceptance  of  this  essay, 
as  the  fruit  of  my  industry  in  a profession + 
wherein  I was*  accountable  to  your  Lord- 
ship  ; and  as  a testimony  of  the  great  esteem 
and  respect  wherewith  I have  the  honour 
to  he, 

My  Lord, 

Your  Lordship’s  most  obliged 

And  most  devoted  Servant. 

Tho.  IIeid.§ 

• Sec  above,  p 41, b.—  H. 

-f  Held,  here  mid  cUcwhcrc,  u»o*  profession  for  chair 
or  professorship.—  H. 
t " Am” — flr»t  edition  — H 
In  firrt  edition  thu  iinllcation  it (lainl—  * King'* 

I College,  Nov.  y,  1763.’— H. 
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CHAPTER  L 

INTRODUCTION. 

Section  /. 

the  importance  op  the  subject,  and  the 

MEANS  OF  PROSECUTING  IT. 

The  fabric  of  the  human  mind  is  curious 
and  wonderful,  as  well  as  that  of  the  human 
b.nly.  The  faculties  of  the  one  are  with  no 
less  wisdom  adapted  to  their  several  ends 
than  the  organs  of  the  other.  Nay,  it  is 
reasonable  to  think,  thnt,  as  tho  mind  is  a 
nobler  work  and  of  a higher  order  than  the 
body,  even  more  of  the  * isdom  and  skill  o. 
the  divine  Architect  hath  been  employed  in 
its  structure.  It  is,  therefore,  a subject 
highly  worthy  of  inquiry  on  its  own  account, 
but  still  more  worthy  on  account  of  the 
extensive  influence  which  the  knowledge  of 
it  hath  over  every  other  branch  of  science. 

In  the  arts  and  sciences  which  have  least 
connection  with  the  mind,  its  faculties  are 
the  engines  which  we  must  employ;  and 
the  better  we  understand  their  nature  and 
use,  their  defects  and  disorders,  the  more 
skilfully  we  shall  apply  them,  and  with  the 
greater  success.  But  in  the  noblest  arts, 
the  mind  is  also  the  subject*  upon  which 
we  operate.  The  painter,  the  poet,  the  actor, 
the  orator,  the  moralist,  and  the  statesman, 
attempt  to  operate  upon  the  mind  in  differ- 
ent ways,  and  for  different  ends  ; and  they 
succeed  according  as  they  touch  properly 
the  strings  of  the  human  frame.  Nor  can 


* In  philosophical  language,  it  were  to  he  wUheri 
that  the  word  subject  ahoutd  be  reserved  for  the  sub. 
feet  of  inheti  n — the  materia  tn  qua  . and  the  term 
object  exclusively  applied  to  the  subject  qf  operation 
—the  materia  circa  quam.  If  this  be  not  done,  the 
grand  dutinction  of  objective  and  utfjective,  in  phi. 
Inaophy,  U confounded.  But  if  the  employment  of 
Sutject  for  Object  U to  be  deprecated,  the  employ.  I 
ment  of  Object  for  purpose  or  final  cause,  (in  th-  I 
French  and  English  language*.)  is  to  he  absolutely 
condemned,  as  a recent  and  irrational  confusion  ol  ! 
notions  which  ahould  be  carefully  distinguished.— H.  ! 


their  several  arts  ever  stand  on  a solid  found- 
ation, or  rise  to  the  dignity  of  science,  until 
they  are  built  on  the  principles  of  the  human 
constitution. 

Wise  men  now  agree,  or  ought  to  agree, 
in  this,  that  there  is  but  one  way  to  the 
knowledge  of  nature's  works — the  way  of 
observation  and  experiment.  By  our  con- 
stitution, we  have  a strong  propensity  to 
trace  particular  facts  and  observations  to 
general  rules,  and  to  apply  such  general 
rules  to  account  for  other  effects,  or  to  direct 
us  in  the  production  of  them.  This  proce- 
dure of  the  understanding  is  familiar  to 
every  human  creature  in  the  common  affairs 
of  life,  and  it  is  the  only  one  by  which  any 
real  discovery  in  philosophy  can  be  made. 

The  man  who  first  discovered  that  cold 
freezes  water,  and  that  heat  turns  it  into 
vapour,  proceeded  on  the  some  general  prin- 
ciples, and  in  the  same  method  by  which 
Newton  discovered  the  law  of  gravitation 
and  the  properties  of  light.  11  is  reguim 
vhilosophundi  are  maxims  of  common  sense, 
and  are  practised  every  day  in  common 
life ; and  he  who  philosophizes  by  other 
rules,  either  concerning  the  material  sys- 
tem or  concerning  the  mind,  mistakes  his 
aim. 

Conjectures  and  theories*  are  the  crea- 
tures of  men,  and  will  always  be  found  very 
unlike  the  creatures  of  God.  If  we  would 
know  the  works  of  God,  we  must  consult 
themselves  with  attention  and  humility, 
without  dAring  to  add  anything  of  ours 
to  what  they  declare.  A just  interpretation 
of  nature  is  the  only  sound  and  orthodox 
philosophy  : whatever  we  add  of  our  own, 
is  apocryphal,  and  of  no  authority. 

All  our  curious  theories  of  the  formation 
of  the  earth,  of  the  generation  of  animals, 
of  the  origin  of  natural  and  moral  evil,  so 
far  as  they  go  beyond  a just  induction  from 

t • Rdd  u*c*  the  term*,  Theory,  Hypo1  bests,  and 
torycr/wr-c,  as  convertible,  andilwaysinuu  unfavour. 

! able  acceptation  Herein  there  it  a double  tnacru. 

| racy.  But  of  thlt  again.— H. 
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facts,  are  vanity  and  folly,  no  less  than  tlic 
Vortices  of  Des  Cartes,*  or  the  Arduous 
of  Paracelsus.  Perhaps  the  philosophy  of 
the  mind  hath  been  no  less  adulterate*!  by 
theories,  than  that  of  the  material  system. 
The  theory  of  Ideas  is  indeed  very  ancient, 
and  hath  been  very  universally  received ; 
but,  as  neither  of  these  titles  can  give  it 
authenticity,  they  ought  not  to  screen  it  from 
a free  and  candid  examination  ; especially  in 
this  age,  when  it  hath  produced  a system  of 
scepticism  that  seems  to  triumph  over  all 
science,  and  even  over  the  dictates  of  com- 
mon sense. 

All  that  we  know  of  the  body,  is  owing 
to  anatomical  dissection  and  observation, 
and  it  must  be  by  an  anatomy  of  the  mind 
that  we  can  discover  its  powers  and  prin- 
ciples. 

Srction  II. 

TH*  IMPEDIMENTS  TO  OUR  KNOW I. EDGE  OF 

THE  MIND. 

But  it  must  be  acknowledged,  that  this 
kind  of  anatomy  is  much  more  difficult  than 
the  other ; and,  therefore,  it  needs  not 
seem  strange  that  mankind  have  made 
less  progress  in  it.  To  attend  accurately 
to  the  operations  of  our  minds,  and  make 
them. an  object  of  thought,  is  no  easy  mat- 
ter even  to  the  contemplative,  and  to  the 
bulk  of  mankind  is  next  to  impossible. 

An  anatomist  who  hath  happy  opportu- 
nities, may  have  access  to  examine  with 
his  own  eyes,  and  with  equal  accuracy, 
bodies  of  all  different  ages,  sexes,  and 
conditions ; so  that  what  is  defective,  ob- 
scure, or  preternatural  in  one,  may  be 
discerned  clearly  and  in  its  most  perfect 
state  in  another.  But  the  anatomist  of  the 
mind  cannot  have  the  same  advantage.  It 
is  his  own  mind  only  that  he  can  examine 
with  any  degree  of  accuracy  and  distinct- 
ness. This  is  the  only  subject  he  can  look 
into.  Ho  may,  from  outward  signs,  collect 
the  operations  of  other  minds;  but  those 
signs  are  for  the  most  part  ambiguous,  and 
must  be  interpreted  by  what  he  perceives 
within  himself. 

So  that,  if  a philosopher  could  delineate 
to  us,  distinctly  and  methodically,  all  the 
operations  of  the  thinking  principle  within 
him,  which  no  man  was  ever  able  to  do, 
this  would  be  only  the  anatomy  of  one  par- 
ticular subject ; which  would  be  both  defi- 
cient and  erroneous,  if  applied  to  human 
nature  in  general.  For  a little  reflection 


• No  one  deemed  more  liah'ly  of  his  hypotheses 
th»n  I>es  Carte*  himself  He  called  them  ••  philntnph. 
leal  romances  and  thus  anticipated  Father  Daniel, 
who  again  anticipated  Voltaire,  in  the  saying—  Ike 
Pkitvtopky  vf  Dei  CTsrfes  n the  Romance  nj  Safvi  e. 


may  satisfy  us,  that  the  difference  of  mind-i 
is  greater  than  that  of  any  other  beings 
which  we  consider  as  of  the  same  species. 

Of  the  various  powers  and  faculties  we 
possess,  there  are  some  which  nature  seems 
both  to  have  planted  and  reared,  so  as  to 
have  left  nothing  to  human  industry.  Such 
are  the  powers  which  we  have  in  common 
with  the  brutes,  and  which  are  necessary 
to  the  preservation  of  the  individual,  or  the 
continuance  of  the  kind.  There  are  other 
powers,  of  which  nature  hath  only  planted 
the  seeds  in  our  minds,  but  hath  left  the 
rearing  of  them  to  human  culture.  It  is  bv 
the  proper  culture  of  these  that  we  are  cap- 
able of  all  those  improvements  in  intellec- 
tuals, in  taste,  and  in  morals,  which  exult 
and  dignify  human  nature ; while,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  neglect  or  perversion  of 
them  makes  its  degeneracy  and  corruption. 

The  two-legged  animal  that  eats  of  na- 
ture’s dainties,  what  his  taste  or  appetite 
craves,  and  satisfies  his  thifat  at  the  crystal 
fountain,  who  propagates  his  kind  as  occa- 
sion and  lust  prompt,  repels  injuries,  and 
takes  alternate  labour  and  repose,  is,  like  a 
tree  in  the  forest,  purely  of  nature’s  growth. 
But  this  same  savage  hath  within  him  the 
seeds  of  the  logician,  the  man  of  taste  and 
breeding,  the  orator,  the  statesman,  the  man 
of  virtue,  and  the  saint ; which  seeds,  though 
planted  in  his  mind  by  nature,  yet,  through 
want  of  culture  and  exercise,  must  lie  for 
ever  buried,  and  bo  hardly  perceivable  by 
himself  or  by  others. 

The  lowest  degree  of  social  life  will  bring 
to  light  some  of  those  principles  which  lay 
hid  in  the  savage  state  ; and,  according  to 
his  training,  and  company,  ani  manner  of 
life,  some  of  them,  either  .by  their  native 
vigour,  or  by  the  force  of  culture,  will  thrive 
and  grow  up  to  great  perfection,  others  will 
be  strangely  perverted  from  their  natural 
form,  and  others  checked,  or  perhaps  quite 
eradicated. 

This  makes  human  nature  so  various  ami 
multiform  in  the  individuals  that  partake  of 
it,  that,  in  point  of  morals  and  intellectual 
endowments,  it  fills  up  all  that  gap  which 
we  conceive  to  be  between  brutes  and  devils 
belowr,  and  the  celestial  orders  above  ; and 
such  a prodigious  diversity  of  minds  must 
make  it  extremely  difficult  to  h.-cover  tho 
common  principles  of  the  sj>ecies. 

The  language  of  philosophers,  with  re- 
gard to  the  original  faculties  of  the  mind, 
is  so  adapted  to  the  prevailing  system,  that 
it  cannot  fit  any  other ; like  a coat  that  fits 
the  man  for  whom  it  was  made,  and  shew's 
him  to  advantage,  which  yet  will  sit  very 
awkward  upon  one  of  a different  make, 
although  perhaps  os  handsome  and  as  well 
proportioned.  It  is  hardly  possible  to  make 
any  innovation  iu  our  philosophy  concern- 
ing the  mind  and  its  operations,  withour 
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using  new  words  and  phrases,  or  giving  a 
different  meaning  to  those  that  are  received 
— a liberty  which,  even  when  necessary, 
creates  prejudice  and  misconstruction,  and 
which  must  wait  the  sanction  of  time  to 
authorize  it ; for  innovations  in  language, 
like  those  in  religion  and  government,  are 
always  suspected  and  disliked  by  the  many, 
till  use  hath  made  them  familiar,  and  pre- 
scription hath  given  them  a title. 

If  the  original  perceptions  and  notions  of 
the  mind  were  to  make  their  apptarancc 
single  and  unmixed,  as  we  first  received 
them  from  the  hand  of  nature,  one  accus- 
tomed to  reflection  would  have  less  difficulty 
in  tracing  them  ; but  before  we  are  capa- 
| ble  of  reflection,  they  are  so  mixed,  com- 
pounded, and  decompounded,  by  habits, 
associations,  and  abstractions,  that  it  is 
hard  to  know  what  they  were  originally. 
The  mind  may,  in  this  respect,  be  compared 
to  an  apothecary  or  a chemist,  whose  mate- 
rials indeed  are  furnished  by  nature  ; but, 
for  the  purposes  of  his  art,  he  mixes,  com- 
pounds, dissolves,  evaporates,  and  sublimes 
them,  till  they  put  on  a quite  different 
appearance ; so  that  it  is  very  difficult  to 
know  what  they  were  at  first,  and  much 
more  to  bring  them  back  to  their  original 
and  natural  form.  And  this  work  of  the 
mind  is  not  carried  on  by  deliberate  acts  of 
mature  reason,  which  we  might  recollect, 
but  by  means  of  instincts,  habits,  associa- 
tions, and  other  principles,  which  operate 
before  we  come  to  the  use  of  reason ; so 
that  it  is  extremely  difficult  for  the  mind 
to  return  upon  its  own  footsteps,  and  trace 
back  those  operations  which  have  employed 
it  since  it  first  began  to  think  and  to  act. 

Could  we  obtain  a distinct  and  full  his- 
tory of  all  that  hath  past  in  the  mind  of  a 
child,  from  the  beginning  of  life  and  sensa- 
tion, till  it  grows  up  to  the  use  of  reason — 
how  its  infant  faculties  began  to  work,  and 
how  they  brought  forth  and  ripened  all  the 
various  notions,  opinions,  and  sentiments 
which  wo  find  in  ourselves  when  we  come 
to  be  capable  of  reflection—  this  would  be 
a treasure  of  natural  history,  which  would 
probably  give  more  light  into  the  human 
faculties,  than  all  the  systems  of  philoso- 
phers about  them  since  the  beginning  of 
the  world.  Rut  it  is  in  vain  to  wish  for 
what  nature  has  not  put  within  the  reach 
of  our  power.  Reflection,  the  only  instru- 
ment by  which  we  can  discern  the  powers 
of  the  mind,  comes  too  late  to  observe  the 
progress  of  nature,  in  raising  them  from 
their  infancy  to  perfection. 

It  must  therefore  require  great  caution, 
and  great  application  of  mind,  for  a man 
that  is  grown  up  in  all  the  prejudices  of 
education,  fashion,  and  philosophy,  to 
unravel  his  notions  and  opinions,  till  he 
And  out  the  simple  and  original  principles 


of  his  constitution,  of  which  no  account 
can  be  given  but  the  will  of  our  Maker. 
This  may  be  truly  called  an  an.ilysi*  of  the 
human  faculties  ; and,  till  this  is  performed, 
it  is  in  vain  we  expect  any  just  *ystem  of 
the  mind — that  is,  an  enumeration  of  the 
original  powers  and  laws  of  our  constitution, 
and  an  explication  from  them  of  the  various 
plxcnomena  of  human  nature. 

Success  in  an  inquiry  of  this  kind,  it  is 
not  in  human  power  to  command  ; but,  per- 
haps, it  is  possible,  by  caution  and  humility, 
to  avoid  error  and  delusion.  The  labyrinth 
may  be  too  intricate,  aud  the  thread  too 
fine,  to  be  traced  through  all  its  windings  ; 
but,  if  we  stop  where  we  can  trace  it  no 
farther,  and  secure  the  ground  we  have 
gained,  there  is  no  harm  done ; a quicker 
eye  may  in  time  trace  it  farther. 

It  is  genius,  and  not  the  want  of  it,  that 
adulterates  philosophy,  and  fills  it  with 
error  and  false  theory.  A creative  imagi- 
nation disdains  the  mean  offices  of  digging 
for  a foundation,  of  removing  rubbish,  and 
carrying  materials  ; leaving  these  servile 
employments  to  the  drudges  in  science,  it 
plans  a design,  and  raises  a fabric.  Inven- 
tion supplies  materials  where  they  are 
wanting,  and  fancy  adds  colouring  and 
every  befitting  ornament.  The  work 
pleases  the  eye,  and  wants  nothing  but 
solidity  and  a good  foundation.  It  seems 
even  to  vie  with  the  works  of  nature,  till 
some  succeeding  architect  blows  it  into 
rubbish,  and  builds  as  goodly  a fabric  of 
his  own  in  its  place.  Happily  for  the  pre- 
sent age,  -the  castle-builders  employ  them- 
selves more  in  romance  than  in  philosophy. 
That  is  undoubtedly  their  province,  and 
in  those  regions  the  offspring  of  fancy  is 
legitimate,  but  in  philosophy  it  is  all  spu- 
rious.- 

Section  III. 

THE  1’ RESENT  STATE  OF  THIS  PART  OF  PHILO- 

SOPHV — OP  DKS  CARTES,  MALEBRANCHB, 

AND  LOCKE. 

That  our  philosophy  concerning  the  mind 
and  its  faculties  iB  but  in  a very  low  state, 
may  bo  reasonably  conjectured  even  by 
those  who  never  have  narrowly  examined 
it.  Are  there  any  principles,  yith  regard  I 
to  the  mind,  settled  with  that  perspicuity  I 
and  evidence  which  attends  the  principles 
of  mechanics,  astronomy,  and  optics  ? 
These  are  really  sciences  built  upon  laws  of 
nature  which  universally  obtain.  What  is 

• The  Mine  doctrine  of  the  Incompatibility  of  crea- 
tive imagination  aud  philosophical  talent,  ta  held  by 
Hume  and  Kant  There  la  required , however,  for 
the  metaphyuctan.  not  leM  imagination  than  for  the 
poet,  though  of  a different  kind  ; it  may.  in  fact,  be 
doubted  whether  Homer  or  Ariatotle  pnueued  thi* 
faculty  in  greater  vigour.— H. 
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discovered  in  them  is  no  longer  matter  of 
dispute  : future  ages  may  add  to  it ; but, 
till  the  course  of  nature  be  changed,  what  is 
already  established  can  never  be  overturned. 
But  when  we  turn  our  attention  inward,  aud 
consider  the  phenomena  of  human  thoughts, 
opinions,  and  perceptions,  and  endeavour  to 
trace  them  to  the  general  laws  and  the  first 
principles  of  our  constitution,  we  are  imme- 
diately involved  in  darkness  and  perplexity ; 
and,  if  common  sense,  or  the  principles  of 
education,  happen  not  to  be  stubborn,  it  is 
odds  but  we  end  in  absolute  scepticism. 

Des  Cartes,  finding  nothing  established  in 
this  part  of  philosophy,  in  oWer  to  lay  the 
foundation  of  it  deep,  resolved  not  to  believe 
his  own  existence  till  he  should  be  able  to 
give  a good  reason  for  it.  Ho  was,  per- 
haps, the  first  that  took  up  such  a resolu- 
tion ; hut,  if  lie  could  indeed  have  effected 
his  purpose,  and  really  become  diffident  ol 
his  existence,  his  case  would  have  been 
deplorable,  and  without  any  remedy  from 
reason  or  philosophy.  A man  that  dis- 
believes liis  own  existence,  is  surely  as  unfit 
to  be  reasoned  with  as  a man  that  believes 
he  is  made  of  glass.  There  may  be  dis- 
orders iu  the  human  frame  that  may  pro- 
duce such  extravagancies, but  they  will  never 
be  cured  by  reasoning.  Des  Cartes,  in- 
deed, would  make  us  believe  that  he  got  out 
? of  this  delirium  by  this  logical  argument, 
i Cogito , ergo  turn  ; but  it  is  evident  he  was 
in  his  senses  all  the  time,  and  never  seri- 
ously doubted  of  his  existence  ; for  he  takes 
it  for  granted  in  this  argument,  and  proves 
nothing  at  all.  I am  thinking,  says  he — 
therefore,  I am.  And  is  it  not  as  good  rea- 
i soning  to  say,  I am  sleeping — therefore,  I 
am  ? or,  I am  doing  nothing — therefore,  I 
am?  If  a body  moves,  it  must  exist,  no 
j doubt ; but,  if  it  is  at  rest,  it  must  exist 
i likewise.- 

Perhaps  Des  Cartes  meant  not  to  assume 
ais  own  existence  in  this  enthymeme,  but 
the  existence  of  thought ; and  to  infer  from 
that  the  existence  of  a mind,  or  subject  of 
thought.  But  why  did  he  not  prove  the 
existence  of  his  thought  ? Consciousness, 
it  may  be  said,  vouches  that.  . Rut  who 
is  voucher  for  consciousness  ? ( Can  any 
man  prove  that  liis  consciousness  may  not 
deceive  him  ? No  man  can  ; nor  can  we 
give  a better  reason  for  trusting  to  it,  than 
that  every  man,  while  his  mind  Ls  sound,  is 
determined,  by  the  constitution  of  liis  na- 
ture, to  give  implicit  belief  to  it,  and  to 
laugh  at  or  pity  the  man  who  doubts  its 
testimony.  And  is  not  every  man,  in  his 
wits,  as  much  determined  to  take  his  exist- 
ence upon  trust  as  his  consciousness  ? 


■*  The  nature  of  the  Cartesian  Doubt  and  ita  anlu 
tion  ia  here  misapprehended — In  w,  will  he  ahewn  in 
a note  upon  tha  eighth  chapter  of  the  ircond  **  jy 
an  Ui*  lu  eJlertual  Powers.”—  H. 


The  other  proposition  assumed  in  this 
argument,  That  thought  cannot  be  without 
a mind  or  subject,  is  liable  to  the  same 
objection  : not  that  it  wants  evidence,  but 
that  its  evidence  is  no  clearer,  nor  more 
immediate,  than  that  of  the  proposition  to 
be  proved  by  it.  And,  taking  all  these  pro 
positions  together — 1 think;  I am  con- 
scious ; Everything  tliat  thinks,  exists ; 1 
exist — would  not  every  sober  man  form  the 
same  opinion  of  the  man  who  seriously 
doubted  any  one  of  them  ? And  if  he  was 
his  friend,  would  he  not  hope  for  liis  cure 
from  physic  and  good  regimen,  rather  than 
from  mctaphysic  and  logic  ? 

But  supposing  it  proved,  that  my  thought 
and  my  consciousness  must  have  a subject, 
and  consequently  that  I exist,  how  do  I 
know  that  all  that  train  and  succession  of 
thoughts  which  I remember  belong  to  one 
subject,  and  that  the  I*  of  this  moment  is 
the  very  individual  I of  yesterday  aud  of 
times  past  ? 

Des  Cartes  did  not  think  proper  to  start 
this  doubt ; but  Locke  has  done  it ; and,  in 
order  to  resolve  it,  gravely  determines  that 
personal  identity  consists  in  consciousness — 
that  is,  if  you  are  conscious  that  you  did 
such  a thing  a twelvemonth  ago,  this  con- 
sciousness makes  you  to  be  the  very  person 
that  did  it.  Now,  consciousness  of  what  is 
past  can  signify  nothing  else  but  the  re- 
membrance that  I did  it ; so  that  Locke's 
principle  must  be,  That  identity  consists  in 
remembrance ; and,  consequently,  a man 
must  lose  his  personal  identity  w ith  regard 
to  everything  he  forgets. 

Nor  are  these  the  only  instances  whereby 
«<ur  philosophy  concerning  the  mind  appears 
to  be  very  fruitful  in  creating  doubts,  but 
very  unhappy  in  resolving  them. 

Des  Cartes,  Malebranchc,  and  Locke, 
have  all  employed  their  genius  and  skill  to  . 
prove  the  existence  of  a material  world  : 
and  with  very  bad  success.  Poor  untaught 
mortals  believe  undoubtedly  that  there  is  a 
sun,  moon,  and  stare  ; an  earth,  which  we 
inhabit ; country,  friends,  and  relations, 
which  we  enjoy  ; land,  houses,  and  move- 
ables, which  we  possess.  But  philosophers, 
pitying  the  credulity  of  the  vulgar,  resolve 
to  have  no  faith  but  what  is  founded  upon 
reason. "f  They  apply  to  philosophy  to  fur- 


• In  English,  we  cannot  mt  the  /,  and  the  Not. 7 
so  happily  as  the  Fr«  nch  le  Mot,  and  le  Run-Moi,  or 
even  the  Germans  * laslch . and  dat  Sichl-lch.  'I  he 
ambiguity  arising  from  the  identity  of  sound  between 
the  I and  (he  eyf%  would  of  itself  preclude  tlirordin.-iry 
employment  ol  the  former  7 he  Ego  and  the  Aon - 
Ego  are  the  best  term*  ice  can  u*e;  and.  as  the  ex- 
prrssinns  are  scientific.  It  is  perhaps  no  loss  that  tlieir 
technical  precision  ta  guarded  by  their  non.vcrnarul. 
atity.—  II. 

f Reason  is  here  employed,  by  Reid,  not  a«  a 
synonjrine  for  Common  Sense,  (»svo  locus  priori, 
pinnim,)  and  as  he  himself  more  correct  lv  employs 
it  in  his  lnt>r  works,  but  as  rquiralcnt  to  Reason- 
ing, ( ducur  us  mental!*.}  See  Note  A.— H. 
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nish  thorn  with  reasons  for  the  belief  of 
those  things  which  all  mankind  have  be- 
lieved, without  being  able  to  give  any  rea- 
son for  it.  And  surely  one  would  expect, 
that,  in  matters  of  such  importance,  the 
proof  would  not  be  difficult : but  it  is  the 
most  difficult  thing  in  the  world.  For  these 
three  great  men,  with  the  best  good  will, 
have  not  been  able,  from  ull  the  treasures 
of  philosophy,  to  draw  one  argument  that 
is  fit  to  convince  a man  that  can  reason,  of 
the  existence  of  any  one  thing  without  him. 
Admired  'Philosophy  ! daughter  of  light! 
parent  of  wisdom  and  knowledge  ! if  thou 
art  she,  surely  thou  hast  not  yet  arisen 
upon  the  human  miud,  nor  blessed  us  with 
more  of  thy  rays  than  arc  sufficient  to  shed 
a darkness  visible  upon  the  human  facul- 
ties, and  to  disturb  that  repose  aud  security 
which  happier  mortals  enjoy,  who  never 
approached  thine  altar,  nor  felt  thine  in- 
fluence ! But  if,  indeed,  thou  hast  not 
power  to  dispel  those  clouds  and  phantoms 
which  thou  hast  discovered  or  created,  with- 
draw this  penurious  and  malignant  ray ; I 
despise  Philosophy,  and  renounce  its  guid- 
ance— let  my  soul  dwell  with  Common 
Sense.* 


Section  IV. 

APOLOGY  FOR  THOSE  PHILOSOPHERS. 

But,  instead  of  despising  the  dawn  of  light, 
we  ought  rather  to  hope  for  its  increase : 
instead  of  blaming  the  philosophers  1 have 
mentioned  for  the  defects  and  blemishes  of 
their  system,  wo  ought  rather  to  honour 
their  memories,  as  the  first  discoverers  of  a 
region  in  philosophy  formerly  unknown  ; 
and,  however  lame  and  imperfect  the  sys- 
tem may  be,  they  have  opened  the  way  to 
future  discoveries,  aud  are  justly  entitled  to 
a great  share  in  the  merit  of  them.  They 
have  removed  an  infinite  deal  of  dust  and 
rubbish,  collected  in  the  ages  of  scholastic 
sophistry,  which  had  obstructed  the  way. 
1 They  have  put  us  in  the  right  road— that 
I of  experience  and  accurate  reflection.  They 
have  taught  us  to  avoid  the  snares  of  am- 
biguous and  ill-defined  words,  and  have 
spoken  and  thought  upon  this  subject  with 
a distinctness  and  perspicuity  formerly  un- 
known. They  have  made  many  openings 
that  may  lead  to  the  discovery  of  truths 
which  they  did  not  reach,  or  to  the  detec- 
tion of  errors  in  which  they  were  involun- 
tarily entangled. 

1 1 may  be  observed,  that  the  defects  and 
blemishes  in  the  received  philosophy  con- 
cerning the  mind,  which  have  most  exposed 

• Mr  Stewart  *ery  Justly  cenaures  the  vagueness 
and  ambiguity  of  this  pa«Mge.  Sion.  vol.  ib,  ch.  L« 
\ S,  p.  92,  8vo  editions.— H. 


it  to  the  contempt  and  ridicule  of  sensible 
men,  have  chiefly  been  owing  to  this — that 
the  votaries  of  this  Philosophy,  from  a na- 
tural prejudice  in  her  favour,  liave  endea- 
voured to  extend  her  jurisdiction  beyond  its 
just  limits,  and  to  call  to  her  bar  the  dictates 
of  Common  Sense.  But  these  decline  this 
jurisdiction  ; they  disdain  the  trial  of  rea- 
soning, and  disown  its  authority ; they 
neither  claim  its  aid,  nor  dread  its  attacks. 

In  this  unequal  contest  betwixt  Common 
Sense  and  Philosophy,  the  latter  will  always 
come  off  both  with  dishonour  and  loss ; uoi 
can  she  ever  thrive  till  this  rivalship  is 
dropt,  these  encroachmeuts  given  up,  and 
a cordial  friendship  restored : for,  in  reality,  . 
Common  Sense  holds  nothing  of  Philoso-  i 
phy,  nor  needs  her  aid.  But,  on  the  other  ! 
hand,  Philosophy  (if  I may  be  permitted  to 
change  the  metaphor)  has  no  other  root  but 
the  principles  of  Common  Sense  ; it  grows 
out  of  them,  and  draws  its  nourishment  from 
them.  | Severed  from  this  root,  its  honours  ‘ 
witliei1,  its  sap  is  dried  up,  it  dies  and  rots. 

The  philosophers  of  the  la--.t  age,  whom  I 
have  mentioned,  did  not  attend  to  the  pre- 
serving this  union  and  subordination  so 
carefully  as  the  honour  and  interest  of  phi- 
losophy required  : but  those  of  the  present 
have  waged  open  war  with  Common  Sense, 
and  hope  to  make  a complete  conquest  of  it 
by  the  subtiltics  of  Philosophy — an  attempt 
no  less  audacious  and  vain  than  that  of  the 
giants  to  dethrone  almighty  Jove. 

Section  V, 

OF  BISHOP  BERKELEY — THE  “ TREATISE  OF 

HUMAN  NATURE" AND  OP  SCEPTICISM. 

The  present  age, I apprehend,  has  not  pro- 
duced two  more  acute  or  more  practised  in 
this  part  of  philosophy,  than  the  Bishop  of 
Cloyne,  and  the  author  of  the  “ Treatise  of 
Human  Nature."  The  first  was  no  friend 
to  scepticism,  but  had  that  warm  concern 
for  religious  and  moral  principles  which  be- 
came his  order : yet  the  result  of  his  inquiry 
was  a serious  conviction  that  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  a material  world — nothing  in 
nature  but  spirits  and  ideas ; and  that  the 
belief  of  material  substances,  aud  of  abstract 
ideas,  are  the  chief  causes  of  all  our  errors 
in  philosophy,  and  of  all  infidelity  and  heresy 
in  religion.  Ilis  arguments  are  founded 
upon  the  principles  which  were  formerly 
laid  down  by  Des  Cartes,  Malebranche,  and 
Locke,  and  which  have  been  very  generally 
received. 

And  the  opinion  of  the  ablest  judges 
seems  to  be,  that  they  neither  have  been, 
nor  can  bo  confuted ; and  that  he  hath 
proved  by  unanswerable  arguments  what  no 
man  in  his  senses  can  believe. 


Digitized  by  Google 


102 


OF  THE  HUMAN  MIND. 


The  second  proceeds  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciples, but  carries  them  to  their  full  length  ; 
and,  as  the  Bishop  undid  the  whole  material 
world,  this  author,  upon  the  same  grounds, 
undoes  the  world  of  spirits,  and  leaves  no- 
thing in  nature  but  ideas  and  impressions, 
without  any  subject  on  which  they  may  be 
impressed. 

It  seems  to  be  a peculiar  strain  of  humour 
in  this  author,  to  set  out  in  his  introduction 
by  promising,  with  a grave  face,  no  less  than 
a complete  system  of  the  sciences,  upon  n 
foundation  entirely  new — to  wit,  that  of  hu- 
man nature — when  the  intention  of  the 
whole  work  is  to  shew,  that  there  is  neither 
human  nature  nor  science  in  the  world.  It 
may  perhaps  be  unreasonable  to  complain 
of  this  conduct  in  an  author  who  neither 
believes  his  own  existence  nor  that  of  his 
reader ; and  therefore  could  not  mean  to 
disappoint  him,  or  to  laugh  at  his  credulity. 
Yet  I cannot  imagine  that  the  author  of  the 
“Treatise  of  Human  Nature”  is  so  scep- 
tical as  to  plead  this  apology.  He  believed, 
against  his  principles,  that  ho  should  be 
read,  and  that  he  should  retain  his  personal 
identity,  till  he  reaped  the  honour  and  repu- 
tation justly  due  to  his  metaphysical  acumen. 
Indeed,  he  ingeniously  acknowledges,  that 
it  was  only  in  solitude  and  retirement  that 
he  could  yield  any  assent  to  his  own  philo- 
sophy; society,  like  day -light,  dispelled  the 
darkness  and  fogs  of  scepticism,  and  made 
him  yield  to  the  dominion  of  common  sense. 
Nor  did  I ever  hear  him  charged  with  doing 
anything,  even  in  solitude,  that  argued 
such  a degree  of  scepticism  ns  his  principles 
maintain.  Surely  if  his  friends  apprehended 
this,  they  would  have  the  charity  never  to 
leave  him  alone. 

Pyrrho  the  Elean,  the  father  of  this  phi- 
losophy, seems  to  have  carried  it  to  greater 
perfection  than  any  of  his  successors : for, 
if  we  may  believe  Antigonus  the  Carvstian, 
quoted  by  Diogenes  Laertius,  his  life  cor- 
responded to  his  doctrine.  And,  therefore, 
if  a cart  run  against  him,  or  a dog  attacked 
him,  or  if  he  catne  upon  a precipice,  he 
would  not  stir  a foot  to  avoid  the  danger, 
giving  no  credit  to  his  senses.  But  his  at- 
tendants, who,  happily  for  him,  were  not  so 
great  sceptics,  took  care  to  keep  him  out  of 
harm’s  way ; so  that  ho  lived  till  he  was 
ninety  years  of  age.  Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted 
but  this  author's  friends  would  have  been 
equally  careful  to  keep  him  from  harm,  if 
ever  his  principles  had  taken  too  strong  a 
hold  of  him. 

It  iH  probable  the  “ Treatise  of  Human 
Nature”  was  not  written  in  company  ; yet 
it  contains  manifest  indications  that  the 
author  every  now  and  then  relapsed  into 
the  faith  of  the  vulgar,  and  could  hardly, 
for  half  a dozen  pages,  keep  up  the  scep- 
tiral  character. 


In  like  manner,  the  great  Pyrrho  him- 
self forgot  his  principles  on  some  occasions ; 
and  is  said  once  to  have  been  in  such  a 
passion  with  his  cook,  who  probably  had  not 
roasted  his  dinner  to  bis  mind,  that  with 
the  spit  in  his  hand,  and  the  meat  upon  it, 
he  pursued  him  even  into  the  market- 
place. • 

It  is  a bold  philosophy  that  rejects,  without 
ceremony,  principles  which  irresistibly  go- 
vern the  belief  and  the  conduct  of  all  man- 
kind in  the  common  oono  ms  of  life ; and 
to  which  the  philosopher  himself  must  yield, 
after  he  imagines  he  hath  confuted  them. 
Such  principles  arc  older,  and  of  more  au- 
thority, than  Philosophy:  she  rests  upon 
them  as  her  basis,  not  they  upon  her.  If 
she  could  overturn  them,  she  must  be  buried 
in  their  ruins  ; but  all  the  engines  of  philo- 
sophical subtilty  are  too  weak  for  this  pur- 
pose ; and  the  attempt  is  no  less  ridiculous 
than  if  a mcclianic  should  contrive  an  uxii 
in  peritrochio  to  remove  the  earth  out  of 
its  place  ; or  if  a mathematician  should  pre- 
tend to  demonstrate  that  things  equal  to 
the  same  thing  are  not  equal  to  one  an- 
other. 

Zenoi*  endeavoured  to  demonstrate  the 
impossibility  of  motion  Hobbes,  that  there 
was  no  difference  between  right  and  wrong ; 
and  this  author,  that  no  credit  is  to  be  given 
to  our  senses,  to  our  memory,  or  even  to 
demonstration.  Such  philosophy  is*  justly 
ridiculous,  even  to  those  who  cannot  detect 
the  fallacy  of  it.  It  can  have  no  other  tend- 
ency, than  to  shew  the  acuteness  of  the 
sophist,  at  the  expense  of  disgracing  reason 
and  human  nature,  and  making  mankind 
Yahoos. 


Section  VI. 

OF  TUM  “ TREATISE  OF  HUMAN  NATURE.** 

There  are  other  prejudices  against  this 
system  of  human  nature,  which,  even  upon 
a general  view,  may  make  one  diffident  of 
it. 

Des  Cartes,  Hobbes,  and  this  author, 
have  each  of  them  given  us  a system  of 
human  nature ; an  undertaking  too  vast  for 
any  one  man,  how  great  soever  his  genius 
and  abilities  may  be.  There  must  surely 
be  reason  to  apprehend,  that  many  parts  of 
human  nature  never  came  under  their 
observation ; and  that  others  have  been 
stretched  and  distorted,  to  fill  up  blanks, 
and  complete  the  system.  Christopher 

• I nertiu*,  I.,  ix.  Srg  (iH  — H. 

t Zeno  of  Elea  There  are  fifteen  Zeno*  known 
In  the  history  of  Philosophy ; of  these,  Laertius  tig. 
nalises  eiKht.— H. 

t J he/aJ/acif  of  Zeno's  exposition  of  the  contra- 
dict<ons  involved  In  our  noUon  u motion,  has  not 
yet  been  drtrctfii  — H. 
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Columbus,  or  Sebastian  Cabot,  might  almost 
as  reasonably  have  undcrtakeu  to  give  us  a 
complete  map  of  America. 

There  is  a certain  character  and  style  in 
Nature’s  works,  which  is  never  attained 
in  the  most  perfect  imitation  of  them. 
This  seems  to  be  wanting  in  the  systems  of 
human  nature  I have  mentioned,  and  par- 
ticularly in  the  last.  One  may  see  a pup- 
pet make  variety  of  motions  and  gesticula- 
tions, which  strike  much  at  first  view  ; but 
when  it  is  accurately  observed,  and  taken 
to  pieces,  our  admiration  ceases  : we  com- 
prehend the  whole  art  of  the  maker.  How 
unlike  is  it  to  that  which  it  represents  ! 
What  a poor  piece  of  work  compared  with 
the  body  of  a man,  whoso  structure  the 
more  we  know,  the  more  wonders  we  dis- 
cover in  it,  and  the  more  sensible  we  are  of 
our  ignorance  ! Is  the  mechanism  of  the 
mind  so  easily  comprehended,  when  that  of 
the  body  is  so  difficult  ? Yet,  by  this  sys- 
tem, three  laws  of  association,  joined  to  a 
few  original  feelings,  explain  the  whole 
mechanism  of  sense,  imagination,  memory, 
belief,  and  of  all  the  actions  and  passions  of 
the  mind.  Is  this  the  man  that  Nature 
made  ? I suspect  it  is  not  so  easy  to  look 
behind  the  scenes  in  Nature’s  work.  This 
is  a puppet,  surely,  contrived  by  too  bold  an 
apprentice  of  Nature,  to  mimic  her  work. 
It  shews  tolerably  by  caudle  light ; but, 
brought  into  clear  day,  and  taken  to  pieces, 
it  will  appear  to  be  a man  made  with  mor- 
tar and  a trowel.  The  more  we  know  of 
other  parts  of  nature,  the  more  we  like  and 
approve  them.  The  little  I know  of  the 
planetary  system  ; of  the  earth  which  we 
inhabit ; of  minerals,  vegetables,  and  ani- 
mals ; of  my  own  budy ; and  of  the  laws 
which  obtain  in  these  parts  of  nature— opens 
to  my  mind  grand  and  beautiful  scenes,  and 
contributes  equally  to  my  happiness  and 
power.  But,  when  I look  within,  and  con- 
sider the  mind  itself,  which  makes  me 
{ capable  of  all  these  prospects  and  enjoy- 
ments— if  it  is,  indeed,  what  the  “ Treatise 
of  Human  Nature”  makes  it — I find  I have 
been  only  in  an  enchanted  castle,  imposed 
upon  by  spectres  and  apparitions.  I blush 
inwardly  to  think  how  I have  been  deluded; 
I am  a«hamed  of  my  frame,  and  can  hardly 
forbear  expostulating  with  my  destiny.  Is 
this  thy  pastime,  O Nature,  to  put  such 
tricks  upon  a silly  creature,  and  then  to  take 
off  the  mask,  and  shew  him  how  he  hath 
been  befooled  ? If  this  is  the  philosophy  of 
human  nature,  my  soul  enter  thou  not  into 
her  secrets  ! It  is  surely  the  forbidden 
tree  of  knowledge ; I no  sooner  taste  of  it, 
than  I perceive  myself  naked,  and  stript  of 
all  things — yea,  even  of  my  very  self.  I 
see  myself,  and  the  whole  frame  of  nature, 
shrink  into  fleeting  ideas,  which,  like  Epi- 
curus’s atoms,  dance  about  in  emptiness. 


Section  VII. 

THE  SYSTEM  OF  ALL  THESE  AUTHORS  18  THB 
SAME,  AND  LEADS  TO  SCEPTICISM. 

But  what  if  these  profound  disquisitions 
into  the  first  principles  of  human  nature, 
do  naturally  and  necessarily  plunge  a man 
into  this  abyss  of  scepticism  ? Way  we  not 
reasonably  judge  so  from  what  hath  hap- 
pened ? Des  Cartes  no  sooner  began  to 
dig  in  this  mine,  than  scepticism  was  ready 
to  break  in  upon  him.  He  did  what  he 
could  to  shut  it  out.  Malcbranche  and 
Locke,  who  dug  deeper,  found  the  difficulty 
of  keeping  out  this  enemy  still  to  increase  ; 
but  they  laboured  honestly  in  the  design. 
Then  Berkeley,  who  carried  on  the  work, 
despairing  of  securing  all,  bethought  him- 
self of  au  expedient : — By  giving  up  the 
material  world,  which  he  thought  might 
be  spared  without  loss,  and  even  with  ad- 
vantage, he  hoped,  by  an  impregnable  par- 
tition, to  secure  the  world  of  spirits.  But, 
alas  ! the  “ Treatise  of  Human  Nature” 
wantonly  sapped  the  foundation  of  this 
partition,  and  drowned  all  in  one  universal 
deluge. 

These  facts,  which  are  undeniable,  do, 
indeed,  give  reason  to  apprehend  that  Des 
Cartes’  system  of  the  human  understand- 
ing, which  I shall  beg  leave  to  call  the  ideal 
system,  and  which,  with  some  improvements 
made  by  later  writers,  is  now  generally 
received,  hath  some  original  defect ; that 
this  scepticism  is  inlaid  in  it,  and  reared 
along  with  it ; and,  therefore,  that  we  must 
lay  it  open  to  the  foundation,  and  examine 
the  materials,  before  we  can  expect  to  raise 
any  solid  and  useful  fabric  of  knowledge  on 
this  subject. 

Section  VIII. 

WE  OUGHT  NOT  TO  DESPAIR  OP  A BETTER. 

But  is  this  to  be  despaired  of,  because 
Des  Cartes  and  his  followers  have  failed  ? 
By  no  means.  This  pusillanimity  would  be 
injurious  to  ourselves  and  injurious  to  truth. 
Useful  discoveries  are  sometimes  indeed 
the  effect  of  superior  genius,  but  more  fre- 
quently they  are  the  birth  of  time  and  of 
accidents.  A travellerof  good  judgment  may 
mistake  his  way,  and  be  unawares  led  into 
a wrong  track ; and,  while  the  road  is  fair 
before  him,  he  may  go  on  without  suspicion 
and  be  followed  by  others;  but,  when  it 
ends  in  a coal-pit,  it  requires  no  great  judg- 
ment to  know  that  he  hath  gone  wrong, 
nor  perhaps  to  find  out  what  misled  him. 

In  the  meantime,  the  unprosperous  state 
of  this  part  of  philosophy  hath  produced  au 
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effect,  somewhat  discouraging  indeed  to 
any  attempt  of  this  nature,  but  an  effect 
which  might  be  expected,  and  which  time 
only  and  better  success  can  remedy.  Sen- 
sible men,  who  never  will  be  sceptics  in 
matters  of  common  life,  are  apt  to  treat 
with  sovereign  contempt  everything  that 
hath  been  Raid,  or  ifl  to  be  said,  upon  this 
subject.  It  is  metaphysic,  say  they  : who 
minds  it  ? Let  scholastic  sophisters  en- 
tangle themselves  in  their  own  cobwebs  ; I 
am  resolved  to  take  my  own  existence,  and 
the  existence  of  other  things,  upon  trust ; 
and  to  believe  that  snow  is  cold,  and 
honey  sweet,  whatever  they  may  say  to 
the  contrary.  He  must  cither  be  a fool, 
or  want  to  make  a fool  of  me,  that  would 
reason  me  out  of  my  reason  and  senses. 

I confess  I know  not  what  a sceptic  can 
answer  to  this,  nor  by  what  good  argument 
ho  can  plead  even  for  a hearing  ; for  either 
his  reasoning  is  sophistry,  and  so  deserves 
contempt ; or  there  is  no  truth  in  human 
faculties — and  then  why  should  we  reason  ? 

If,  therefore,  a man  findhimself  intangled 
in  these  metaphysical  toils,  and  can  find  no 
other  way  to  escape,  let  him  bravely  cut 
the  knot  which  lie  cannot  loose,  curse  me- 
taphysic, and  dissuade  every  man  from 
meddling  with  it ; for,  if  I have  been  led 
into  bogs  and  quagmires  by  following  an 
ii/nis  /atuusy  what  can  I do  better  than  to 
warn  others  to  beware  of  it  ? If  philoso- 
phy contradicts  herself,  befools  her  votaries, 
and  deprives  them  of  every  object  worthy 
to  be  pursued  or  enjoyed,  let  her  be  sent 
back  to  the  infernal  regions  from  which  she 
must  have  had  her  original. 

But  is  it  absolutely  certain  that  this  fair 
lady  is  of  the  party  ? Is  it  not  possible 
she  may  have  been  misrepresented  ? Have 
not  men  of  genius  in  former  ages  often 
made  their  own  dreams  to  pass  for  her 
oracles  ? Ought  she  then  to  be  condemned 
without  any  further  hearing  ? This  would 
be  unreasonable.  I have  found  her  in  all 
other  matters  an  agreeable  companion,  a 
faithful  counsellor,  a friend  to  common 
sense,  and  to  tho  happiness  of  mankind. 
This  justly  entitles  her  to  my  correspond- 
ence and  confidence,  till  I find  infallible 
proofs  of  her  infidelity. 

CHAPTER  II. 

OF  SMELLING. 

Section  /. 

THE  ORDER  OF  PROCEEDING — OF  THE 
MEDIUM  AND  ORGAN  OF  SMELL. 

It  is  so  difficult  to  unravel  the  operations 
of  the  human  understanding,  and  to  reduce 


them  to  their  first  principles,  that  we  can* 
not  expect  to  succeed  in  the  attempt,  but 
by  beginning  with  the  simplest,  and  pro- 
ceeding by  very  cautious  steps  to  the  more 
complex.  Tho  fi%'e  external  senses  may, 
for  this  reason,  claim  to  be  first  considered 
in  an  analysis  of  the  human  faculties. 
And  the  same  reason  ought  to  determine 
us  to  make  a choice  even  among  the  senses 
and  to  give  the  precedence,  not  to  the 
noblest  or  most  useful,  but  to  the  simplest, 
and  that  whose  objects  are  least  in  danger 
of  being  mistaken  for  other  things. 

In  this  view,  an  analysis  of  our  sensa- 
tions may  be  carried  on,  perhaps  with  most 
ease  and  distinctness,  by  taking  them  in 
this  order:  Smelling,  Tasting,  Hearing, 
Touch,  and,  last  of  all,  Seeing. 

Natural  philosophy  informs  us,  that  all 
animal  and  vegetable  bodies,  and  probably 
all  or  most  other  bodies,  while  exposed  to 
the  air,  are  continually  sending  forth  efflu- 
via of  vast  subtilty,  not  only  in  their  state 
of  life  and  growth,  but  in  the  states  of  fer- 
mentation and  putrefaction.  These  volatile 
particles  do  prohably  repel  each  other,  and 
so  scatter  themselves  in  tho  air,  until  they 
meet  with  other  bodies  to  which  they  have 
some  chemical  affinity,  and  with  which  they 
unite,  and  form  new  concretes.  All  the 
smell  of  plants,  and  of  other  bodies,  is  caused 
by  these  volatile  parts,  and  is  smelled  wher- 
ever they  are  scattered  in  the  air  : and  the 
acuteness  of  smell  in  some  animals,  shews 
us,  that  these  effluvia  spread  far,  and  must 
be  inconceivably  subtile. 

Whether,  as  some  chemists  conceive, 
every  species  of  bodies  hath  a spiritus  rec'or , 
a kind  of  soul,  which  caases  the  smell  and 
all  the  specific  virtues  of  that  body,  and 
which,  being  extremely  volatile,  flies  about 
in  the  air  in  quest  of  a proper  receptacle,  I 
do  not  inquire.  This,  like  most  other 
theories,  is  perhaps  rather  the  product  of 
imagination  than  of  just  induction.  But 
that  all  bodies  are  smelled  bv  means  of 
effluvia*  which  they  emit,  and  which  are 
drawn  into  the  nostrils  along  with  the  air, 
there  is  no  reason  to  doubt.  So  that  there 
is  manifest  appearance  of  design  in  placing 
the  organ  of  smell  in  the  inside  of  that  canal, 
through  which  the  air  is  continually  passing 
in  inspiration  and  expiration. 

Anatomy  informs  us,  that  the  membrana 
pituilaria , and  the  olfactory  nerves,  which 
are  distributed  to  the  villous  parts  of  this 
membrane,  are  the  organs  destined  by  the 


• It  It  wrong  to  say  that  ua  body  it  tmrtled  by 
m ant  of  rjfluvia  " Nothing  ia  smelt  but  the  tfHuvia 
tbemselvea.  They  constitute  the  total  object  ot  per - 
ception  in  ittnell ; and  in  all  tbeaenaea  (he  only  object 
perceived,  la  that  In  immediate  contact  with  the  or- 
gan. There  ta,  in  reality,  no  medium  in  any  sense; 
and,  as  Democritus  long  ago  shrewdly  observed,  alt 
the  aentea  are  only  modifications  ot  touch.— H. 
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wisdom  of  nature  to  this  sense;  so  that 
when  a body  emits  no  effluvia,  or  when  they 
do  not  enter  into  the  nose,  or  when  the 
pituitary  membrane  or  olfactory  nerves  are 
rendered  unfit  to  perform  their  office,  it  can- 
not be  smelled. 

Yet,  notwithstanding  this,  it  is  evident 
that  neither  the  organ  of  Bmell,  nor  the 
medium,  uor  any  motions  we  cau  conceive 
excited  iu  the  membrane  above  mentioned, 
or  in  the  nerve  or  animal  spirits,  do  in  the 
least  resemble  the  sensation  of  smelling: 
nor  could  that  sensation  of  itself  ever  have 
led  us  to  think  of  nerves,  animal  spirits,  or 
effluvia. 


Section  II. 

THE  SENSATION  CONSIDERED  ABSTRACTLY. 

Having  premised  these  things  with  re- 
gard to  the  medium  and  organ  of  this  sense, 
let  us  now  attend  carefully  to  what  the  mind 
is  conscious  of  when  wo  smell  a rose  or  a 
lily;  and,  since  our  language  affords  no 
other  name  for  this  sensation,  we  shall  call 
it  a smell  or  odour,  carefully  excluding  from 
the  meaning  of  those  names  everything  but 
the  sensation  itself,  at  least  till  we  have  ex- 
amined it. 

Suppose  a person  who  never  had  this 
sense  before,  to  receive  it  all  at  once,  and 
to  smell  a rose — can  he  perceive  any  simi- 
litude or  agreement  between  the  smell  and 
the  rose  ? or  indeed  between  it  and  any 
other  object  whatsoever  ? Certainly  he  can- 
not. He  finds  himself  affected  in  a new 
way,  he  knows  not  why  or  from  what  cause. 
Like  a man  that  feels  some  pain  or  pleasure 
formerly  unknown  to  him,  he  is  conscious 
that  he  is  not  the  cause  of  it  himself ; but 
cannot,  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  deter- 
mine whether  it  is  caused  by  body  or  spirit, 
by  something  near,  or  by  something  at  a 
distance.  It  has  no  similitude  to  anything 
else,  so  as  to  admit  of  a comparison  ; and, 
therefore,  he  can  conclude  nothing  from  it, 
unless,  perhaps,  tliat  there  must  be  some 
unkuown  cause  of  it. 

It  is  evidently  ridiculous  to  ascribe  to  it 
figure,  colour,  extension,  or  any  other 
quality  of  bodies.  He  cannot  give  it  a place, 
any  more  than  he  can  give  a place  to  mel- 
ancholy or  joy ; nor  can  he  conceive  it  to 
have  any  existence,  but  when  it  is  smelled. 
So  that  it  appears  to  be  a simple  and  original 
affection  or  feeling  of  the  mind,  altogether 
inexplicable  and  unaccountable.  It  is,  in- 
deed, impossible  that  it  can  be  in  any  body  : 
it  is  a sensation,  and  a sensation  can  only 
be  in  a sentient  thing. 

The  various  odours  have  each  their  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  strength  or  weakness. 
Most  of  them  are  agreeable  or  disagree 


able ; and  frequently  those  that  are  agree- 
able when  weak,  are  disagreeable  when 
stronger.  When  we  compare  different 
smells  together,  we  can  perceive  very  few 
resemblances  or  contrarieties,  or,  indeed, 
relations  of  any  kind  between  them.  They 
arc  all  so  simple  in  themselves,  and  so  dif- 
ferent from  each  other,  that  it  is  hardly 
possible  to  divide  them  into  genera  and 
speciet.  Most  of  the  names  wc  give  them 
are  particular  ; as  the  smell  of  a rose , of  a 
jessamine , and  the  like.  Yet  there  are 
some  general  names — as  street , stinking , 
musty  y putrid t catiaverou aromatic.  Some 
of  them  seem  to  refresh  and  animate  the 
mind,  others  to  deaden  and  depress  it. 


Section  III. 

SENSATION  AND  REMEMBRANCE,  NATURAL 
PRINCIPLES  OS  BKLIKP. 

So  far  we  have  considered  this  sensation 
abstractly.  Let  us  next  compare  it  with 
other  things  to  which  it  bears  some  relation. 
And  first  I shall  compare  this  sensation 
with  the  remembrance,  and  the  imagination 
of  it. 

I can  think  of  the  smell  of  a rose  when  I 
do  not  smell  it ; and  it  is  possible  that  when 
I think  of  it,  there  is  neither  rose  nor  smell 
anywhere  existing.  But  when  I smell  it, 
I am  necessarily  determined  to  believe  that 
the  sensation  really  exists.  This  is  common 
to  all  sensations,  that,  as  they  cannot  exist 
but  in  being  perceived,  so  they  cannot  be 
perceived  but  they  must  exist.  I could  as 
easily  doubt  of  my  own  existence,  as  of  the 
existence  of  my  sensations.  Even  those 
profound  philosophers  who  have  endeavoured 
to  disprovo  their  own  existence,  have  yet 
left  their  sensations  to  stand  upon  their 
own  bottom,  stript  of  a subject,  rather  than 
call  in  question  the  reality  of  their  existence. 

Here,  then,  a sensation,  a smell  for  in- 
stance, may  be  presented  to  the  mind  three 
different  ways  : it  may  be  smelled,  it  may 
be  remembered,  it  may  be  imagined  or 
thought  of.  1 In  tlxv  first  case,  it  is  neces- 
sarily accompanied  with  a belief  of  its  pre- 
sent existence  ; in  tbe  second,  it  is  neces- 
sarily accompanied  with  a belief  of  its  past 
existence  ; and  in  the  last,  it  is  not  accom- 
panied with  belief  at  all,*  but  is  what  the 
logicians  call  a simple  apprehension. 

Why  sensation  should  compel  our  belief 
of  the  present  existence  of  the  thing,  me- 
mory a belief  of  its  post  existence,  and 


• Thl«  It  not  ttrirtlj  correct.  The  imagination 
of  an  object  it  necwaailly  accompanied  with  a belief 
of  the  existence  of  the  mental  representation.  Hetd 
imen  the  terra  existence  for  objective  cristate  only , 
ami  t.kci  no  account  of  the  pofeibiltlv  of  a mbjeette. 
er  tstence 
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imagination  no  belief  at  all,  I believe  no 
philosopher  can  give  a shadow  of  reason, 
but  that  such  is  the  nature  of  these  opera- 
tions : they  are  all  simple  and  original,  and 
therefore  inexplicable  acts  of  the  mind. 

Suppose  that  once,  and  only  once,  I 
smelled  a tuberose  in  a certain  room,  where 
it  grew  in  a pot,  and  gave  a very  grateful 
perfume.  Next  day  I relate  what  I saw 
and  smelled-  When  I attend  as  carefully 
as  I can  to  what  passes  in  my  mind  in  this 
case,  it  ap|>ear8  evident  that  the  very  thing 
I saw  yesterday,  and  the  fragrance  I smelled, 
are  now  the  immediate  objects  of  my  mind, 
wheu  I remember  it.  Further,  I can 
imagine  this  pot  and  flower  transported  to 
the  room  whore  I now  sit,  and  yielding  the 
same  perfume.  Here  likewise  it  appears, 
that  the  individual  thing  which  I saw  and 
smelled,  is  the  object  of  my  imagination.* 

Philosophers  indeed  tell  me  that  the 
immediate  object  of  my  memory  aud  ima- 
gination* in  this  case,  is  not  tho  past  sensa- 
tion, but  an  idea  of  it,  an  image,  phantasm, 
or  species, of  the  odour  I smelled  : that 
this  idea  now  exists  in  my  mind,  or  in  my 
sensoriuin  ; and  the  mind,  contemplating 
this  present  idea,  finds  it  a representation 
of  what  is  past,  or  of  what  may  exist ; and 
accordingly  calls  it  memory,  or  imagination. 
This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  ideal  philosophy  ; 
which  we  shall  not  now  examine,  that  we 
may  not  interrupt  the  thread  of  the  present 
investigation.  Upon  the  strictest  atten- 
/'  tion,  memory  appears  to  me  to  have  things 
( that  are  past,  and  not  present  ideas,  for  its 
object*  W e shall  afterwards  examine  this 
system  of  ideas,  and  endeavour  to  make  it 
appear,  that  no  solid  proof  lias  ever  been 
advanced  of  the  existence  of  ideas;  that 
they  are  a mere  fiction  and  hypothesis,  con- 
trived to  solve  the  phenomena  of  tho  hu- 
man understanding  ; that  they  do  not  at  all 
answer  this  end  ; and  that  this  hypothesis 
of  ideas  or  images  of  things  in  tho  mind,  or 
in  the  sensorium,  is  the  parent  of  those 
many  paradoxes  so  shocking  to  common 
sense,  and  of  that  scepticism  which  disgrace 
our  philosophy  of  the  mind,  and  nave 
brought  upon  it  the  ridicule  and  contempt 
of  sensible  men. 

In  the  meantime,  I beg  leave  to  think, 
with  the  vulgar,  that,  when  I remember  the 
smell  of  the  tuberose,  that  very  sensation 
which  I had  yesterday,  and  which  has  now 

* For  an  exposition  of  Reid's  error  in  regard  to 
tbei  mmediate  objec’  of  Memory  and  Imagination,  tee 
Note  B at  the  end  of  the  volume— H. 

t It  will  be  ohaeived,  that  Reid  understands  by 
Jd-a,  JmtiL'r,  Phantasm,  Spears,  tfc.  alwa>»  a ter- 
hum  quid  nunvricaJly  different  both  from  the  Object 
existing  and  fiom  the  Subject  knowing.  He  had  formed 
no  conception  of  a doctrine  in  which  a representative 
object  is  allowed,  but  only  as  a modification  of  the 
mind  itself.  On  the  evki  consequences  of  this  error, 
hot  lion  hla  own  philosophy  and  on  his  criticism  or 
other  opinions,  see  Note  C at  the  tnd  of  the  volume. 


no  more  any  existence,  is  the  immediate 
object  of  my  memory  ; and  when  I imagine 
it  present,  the  sensation  itself,  and  not  any 
idea  of  it, is  the  object  of  my  imaginat  ion.  But, 
though  the  object  of  my  sensation,  memory, 
and  imagination,  be  in  this  case  tho  same, 
yet  these  acts  or  operations  of  the  mind  are 
as  different,  and  as  easily  distinguishable, 
as  smell,  taste,  and  sound.  I am  conscious 
of  a difference  in  kind  between  sensation 
and  memory,  and  between  both  aud  imag- 
ination. I find  this  also,  that  the  sensation 
compels  my  belief  of  the  present  existence 
of  the  smell,  and  memory  ray  belief  of  its 
past  existence.  There  is  a smell,  is  the 
immediate  testimony  of  sense;  there  was  a 
smell,  is  the  immediate  testimony  of  mem- 
ory. If  you  ask  me,  why  I believe  that  the 
smell  exists,  I can  give  no  other  reason, 
nor  shall  ever  bo  able  to  give  any  other, 
than  that  I smell  it.  If  you  ask,  why  I 
believe  that  it  existed  yesterday,  1 can  give 
no  other  reason  but  that  I remember  it 
Sensation  and  memory,  therefore,  are 
simple,  original,  and  perfectly  distinct  opera- 
tions of  the  mind,  and  both  of  them  arc 
original  principles  of  belief.  Imagination 
is  distinct  from  both,  but  is  no  principle  of 
belief.  Sensation  implies  the  present  exist- 
ence of  its  object,  memory  its  past  existence, 
but  imagination  views  its  object  naked,  and 
without  any  belief  of  its  existence  or  non- 
existence, and  is  therefore  what  the  schools 
call  Simple  Apprehension .* 


Section  IV. 

JUDGMENT  AND  BELIEF  IN  SOME  CASES  PRE- 
CEDE SIMPLE  APPREHENSION. 

But  here,  again,  the  ideal  system  comes 
in  our  way : it  teaches  us  that  the  first 
operation  of  the  mind  about  its  ideas,  is 
simple  apprehension  —that  is,  the  bare 
conception  of  a thing  without  any  belief 
about  it  : and  that,  after  wc  have  got 
simple  apprehensions,  by  comparing  them 
together,  we  perceive  agreements  or  dis- 
agreements between  them  ; and  that  this 
perception  of  the  agreement  or  disagreement 
of  ideas,  is  all  that  we  call  belief,  judgment, 
or  knowledge.  Now,  this  appears  to  me  to 
be  all  fiction,  without  any  foundation  in 
nature  ; for  it  is  acknowledged  by  all,  that 
sensation  must  go  before  memory  and  im- 
agination ; and  nencc  it  necessarily  follows, 
that  appreheusion,  acompanied  with  belie! 
and  knowledge,  must  go  before  Bimplc  ap- 
prehension, at  least  in  the  matters  we  are 
now  speaking  of.  So  tliat  here,  instead  o! 


• Simple  Apprehension,  in  the  language  of  the 
School*,  ha*  no  relerenco  to  any  exclusion  of  belief 
It  vu  merely  given  to  the  conception  of  »m  i *!>• , m 
contract  to  the  cognition  ot  comj-lrx,  terms. — 11. 
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saying  that  the  belief  or  knowledge  is  got 
by  putting  together  and  comparing  the 
simpleapprehensions,  we  ought  ratherto  say 
that  the  simple  apprehension  is  performed 
by  resolving  and  analysing  a natural  and 
original  judgment.  And  it  is  with  the 
operations  of  the  mind,  in  this  case,  as 
with  natural  bodies,  which  are,  indeed, 
compounded  of  simple  principles  or  ele- 
ments. Nature  does  not  exhibit  these  ele- 
ments separate,  to  be  compounded  by  us ; 
she  exhibits  them  mixed  and  compounded 
in  concrete  bodies,  and  it  is  only  by  art  and 
chemical  analysis  that  they  can  be  separated. 


Section  V . 

TWO  THEORIES  OP  TIIK  NATURE  OF  BELIEF 

REFUTED—  CONCLUSIONS  FROM  WHAT 

HATH  BEEN  SAID. 

But  what  is  this  belief  or  knowledge 
which  accompanies  sensation  and  memory  ? 
Every  man  knows  what  it  is,  but  no  man 
can  define  it.  Does  any  man  pretend 
to  define  sensation,  or  to  define  con- 
sciousness ? It  is  happy,  indeed,  that 
no  man  does.  And  if  no  philosopher  had 
endeavoured  to  define  and  explain  belief, 
some  paradoxes  in  philosophy,  more  in- 
credible than  ever  were  brought  forth  by 
the  most  abject  superstition  or  the  most 
frantic  enthusiasm,  had  never  seen  the  light. 
Of  this  kind  surely  is  that  modern  discovery 
of  the  ideal  philosophy,  that  sensation,  me- 
mory, belief,  and  imagination,  when  they 
have  the  same  object,  are  only  different 
degrees  of  strength  and  vivacity  in  the 
idea.*  Suppose  the  idea  to  be  that  of  a 
future  state  after  death  : one  man  believes 
it  firmly — this  means  no  more  than  that  he 
hath  a strong  and  lively  idea  of  it ; another 
neither  believes  nor  disbelieves— that  is,  he 
has  a weak  and  faint  idea.  Suppose,  now,  a 
third  person  believes  firmly  that  there  is  no 
such  thing,  I am  at  a loss  to  know  whether 
his  idea  be  faint  or  lively:  if  it  is  faint, 
then  there  may  be  a firm  belief  where  the 
idea  is  faint ; if  the  idea  is  lively,  then  the 
belief  of  a future  state  and  the  belief  of  no 
future  state  must  be  one  and  the  same.  The 
same  arguments  that  are  used  to  prove  that 
belief  implies  only  a stronger  idea  of  the 
object  than  simple  apprehension,  might  as 
well  be  used  to  prove  that  love  implies  only 
a stronger  idea  of  the  object  than  indiffer- 
ence. And  then  what  shall  we  say  of 
hatred,  which  must  upon  this  hypothesis  be 
a degree  of  love,  or  a degree  of  indifference  ? 
If  it  should  be  said,  that  in  love  there  is 
something  more  than  an  idea — to  writ,  an 
affection  of  the  mind — may  it  not  be  said 


• He  rrfrr*  *«  Hume.— H. 


with  equal  reason,  that  in  belief  there  is 
something  more  than  an  idea — to  writ,  an 
assent  or  persuasion  of  the  mind  ? 

But  perhaps  it  may  be  thought  as  ridicu- 
lous to  argue  against  this  qtrange  opinion, 
as  to  maintain  it.  Indeed^if  a man  should 
maintain  that  a circle,  a square,  and  a 
triangle  differ  only  in  magnitude,  and  not 
in  figure,  I believe  he  would  find  nobody 
disposed  either  to  believe  him  or  to  argue 
against  him  ; and  yet  I do  not  think  it  less 
shocking  to  common  sense,  to  maintain  that 
sensation,  memory,  and  imagination  differ 
only  in  degree,  and  not  in  kind.  1 I know 
it  is  said,  that,  in  a delirium,  or  in  dreaming, 
men  are  apt  to  mistake  one  for  the  other. 
But  does  it  follow  from  this,  that  men  who 
are  neither  dreaming  nor  in  a delirium 
caunot  distinguish  them  ? But  how  does 
a man  know  that  he  is  net  in  a delirium  ? 
I cannot  tell : neither  can  I tell  how  a man 
knows  that  he  exists.  But,  if  any  man  seri- 
ously doubts  whether  he  is  in  a delirium,  I 
think  it  highly  probable  that  he  is,  and  that 
it  is  time  to  seek  for  a cure,  which  I am 
|>er8uaded  he  will  not  find  in  the  whole 
system  of  logic. 

I mentioned  before  Locke's  notion  of 
belief  or  knowledge  ; he  holds  that  it  con- 
sists in  a perception  of  the  agreement  or 
disagreement  of  ideas  ; and  this  he  values 
himself  upon  as  a very  important  discovery. 

We  shall  have  occasion  afterwards  to 
examine  more  particularly  this  grand  prin- 
ciple of  Locke's  philosophy,  and  to  shew 
that  it  is  one  of  the  main  pillars  of  modern 
scepticism,  although  he  had  no  intention  to 
make  that  use  of  it.  At  preseut  let  us  only 
consider  how  it  agrees  with  the  instances 
of  belief  now  under  consideration ; and 
whether  it  gives  any  light  to  them.  I be- 
lieve that  the  sensation  I have  exists  ; and 
that  the  sensation  I remember  does  not 
now’  exist,  but  did  exist  yesterday.  Here, 
according  to  Locke's  system,  I compare  the 
idea  of  a sensation  with  the  ideas  of  past 
and  present  existence : at  one  time  I per- 
ceive that  this  idea  agrees  with  that  of  pre- 
sent existence,  but  disagrees  with  that  of 
past  existence ; but,  at  another  time,  it 
agrees  with  the  idea  of  past  existence,  and 
disagrees  with  that  of  present  existence. 
Truly  these  ideas  seem  to  be  very  capri- 
cious in  their  agreements  and  disagree- 
ments. Besides,  I cannot,  for  my  heart, 
conceive  what  is  meant  by  either.  I say 
a sensation  exists,  and  I think  I understand 
clearly  what  I mean.  But  you  want  to 
make  the  thing  clearer,  and  for  that  end 
tell  me,  that  there  is  an  agreement  between 
the  idea  of  that  sensation  and  the  idea  of 
existence.  To  speak  freely,  this  conveys 
to  me  no  light,  but  darkness;  I can  con- 
ceive no  otherw  ise  of  it,  than  as  an  odd  and 
obscure  circumlocution.  I conclude,  then, 
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that  the  belief  which  accompanies  sensation 
and  memory,  is  a simple  act  of  the  mind, 
which  cannot  he  defined.  It  is,  in  this 
respect,  like  seeing  and  hearing,  which  can 
never  be  so  defined  as  to  be  understood  by 
those  who  have  not  these  faculties  ; and  to 
such  as  have  them,  no  definition  can  make 
these  operations  more  cle^r  than  they  are 
already.  In  like  manner,  every  man  that 
has  any  belief — and  he  must  be  a curiosity 
that  bus  none — knows  perfectly  what  belief 
is,  but  can  never  define  or  explain  it.  i I 
conclude,  also,  tliat  sensation,  memory,  and 
imagination,  even  where  they  have  the 
same  object,  are  operations  of  a quite  dif- 
ferent nature,  and  perfectly  distinguishable 
by  those  who  are  sound  and  sober.  A man 
that  is  in  danger  of  confounding  them,  is 
indeed  to  be  pitied  ; but  whatever  relief  he 
may  find  from  another  art,  he  can  fiud  none 
from  logic  or  metaphysic.  I conclude  fur- 
ther, that  it  is  no  less  a part  of  the  human 
constitution,  to  believe  the  present  existence  l 
of  our  sensations,  and  to  believe  the  past 
existence  of  what  we  remember,  than  it  is 
to  believe  that  twice  two  make  four.  The 
evidence  of  sense,  the  evidence  of  memory, 
and  the  evidence  of  the  necessary  relations 
of  things,  are  all  distinct  and  original  kinds 
of  evidence,  equally  grounded  on  our  consti- 
tution : none  of  them  defends  upon,  or  can 
be  resolved  into  another.  To  reason  against 
any  of  these  kinds  of  evidence,  is  absurd  ; 
nav,  to  reason  for  them  is  al  surd.  1 They 
are  first  principles ; and  such  fall  not  with- 
in the  province  of  reason,*  but  of  common 
sense. 


Section  VI. 

APOLOGY  POR  METAPHYSICAL  ABSURDITIES — 
{ SENSATION  WITHOUT  A SENTIENT,  A CON- 
SEQUENCE OP  THE  THEORY  OF  IDEAS 

CONSEQUENCES  OP  THIS  STRANGE  OPINION. 

Having  considered  the  relation  which  the 
sensation  of  smelling  bears  to  the  remem- 
brance and  imagination  of  it,  I proceed  to 
consider  what  relation  it  bears  to  a mind, 
or  sentient  principle.  It  is  certain,  no  man 
can  conceive  or  believe  smelling  to  exist 
of  itself,  without  a mind,  or  something  that 
has  the  power  of  smelling,  of  which  it  is 
called  a sensation,  an  operation,  or  feeling. 
Yet,  if  any  man  should  demand  a proof, 
that  sensation  cannot  be  without  a mind  or 
sentient  being,  I confess  that  I can  give 
none  ; and  that  to  pretend  to  prove  it,  teems 
to  me  almost  as  absurd  as  to  deny  it. 

This  might  have  been  said  without  any 
apology  before  the  *•  Treatise  of  Human 
Nature”  appeared  in  the  world.  For  till 


• Sec  Note  f at  p.  HO,  b—  H. 


that  time,  no  man,  as  far  as  I know, 
ever  thought  either  of  calling  in  question 
that  principle,  or  of  giving  a reason  for  his 
belief  of  it.  Whether  thinking  beings  were 
of  an  ethereal  or  igneous  nature,  whether 
material  or  immaterial,  was  variously  dis- 
puted ; but  that  thinkiiu  is  an  operation  of 
some  kind  of  being  or  other,  was  always 
taken  for  granted,  as  a principle  that  could 
not  ]>ossibly  admit  of  doubt. 

However,  since  the  author  above  men- 
tioned, who  is  undoubtedly  one  of  the  most 
acute  metaphysicians  that  this  or  any  age 
hath  produced,  hath  treated  it  as  a vulgar 
prejudice,  and  maintained  that  the  mind  , 
is  only  a succession  of  ideas  and  impres- 
sions without  any  subject ; his  opinion, 
however  contrary  to  the  common  appre- 
hensions of  mankind,  deserves  respect.  I 
beg  therefore,  once  for  all,  that  no  offence 
may  he  taken  at  charging  this  or  other 
metaphysical  notions  with  absurdity,  or 
with  being  contrary  to  the  common  sense 
of  mankind.  No  disparagement  is  meant 
to  the  understandings  of  the  authors  or 
maintainors  of  such  opinions.  Indeed,  they 
commonly  proceed,  not  from  defect  of  under- 
standing, hut  from  an  excess  of  refinement ; 
the  reasoning  that  leads  to  them  often 
gives  new  light  to  the  subject,  and  shews 
real  genius  and  deep  penetration  iu  the 
author;  and  the  premises  do  more  than 
atone  for  the  conclusion. 

If  there  are  certain  principles,  as  I think 
there  are,  which  the  constitution  of  our 
nature  leads  us  to  believe,  and  which  we 
are  under  a necessity  to  take  for  granted 
in  the  common  concerns  of  life,  without 
being  able  to  give  a reason  for  them — these 
are  what  wc  call  the  principles  of  commuii 
sense  ; and  what  is  manifestly  contrary  to 
them,  is  what  we  call  absurd. 

Indeed,  if  it  is  true,  and  to  bo  received 
as  a principle  of  philosophy,  that  sensation 
and  thought  may  lie  without  a thinking 
being,  it  must  be  acknowledged  to  be  the 
most  wonderful  discovery  that  this  or  any 
ether  age  hath  produced.  The  received 
doctrine  of  ideas  is  the  principle  from  which 
it  is  deduced,  and  of  which  indeed  it  seems 
to  be  a just  and  natural  consequence.  And 
it  is  probable,  that  it  would  not  have  been 
so  late  a discovery,  but  that  it  is  so  shock- 
ing and  repugnant  to  the  common  appre- 
hensions of  mankind,  that  it  required  an 
uncommon  degree  of  philosophical  intre- 
pidity to  usher  it  into  the  world.  It  is  a 
fundamental  principle  of  the  ideal  system, 
that  every  object  of  thought  roust  be  an 
impression  or  an  idea — that  is,  a faint  copy 
of  sonic  preceding  impression.  This  is  a 
principle  so  commonly  received,  that  the 
author  above  mentioned,  although  his  whole 
system  is  built  upon  it,  never  offers  the 
least  proof  of  it.  It  is  upon  this  principle, 
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as  a fixed  point,  that  he  erects  his  meta- 
physical engines,  to  overturn  heaven  and 
earth,  body  and  spirit.  And,  indeed,  in 
my  apprehension,  it  is  altogether  sufficient 
for  the  purpose.  For,  if  impressions  and 
ideas  are  the  only  objects  of  thought,  then 
heaven  and  earth,  and  body  and  spirit, 
and  everything  you  please,  must  signify 
only  impressions  and  ideas,  or  they  must 
be  words  without  any  meaning.  It  seems, 
therefore,  that  this  notion,  however  strange, 
is  closely  connected  with  the  received  doc- 
trine of  ideas,  and  we  must  either  admit  the 
conclusion,  or  call  in  question  the  premises. 

Ideas  seem  to  have  something  in  their 
iiature  unfriendly  to  other  existences.  They 
were  first  introduced  into  philosophy,  in 
the  humble  character  of  images  or  repre- 
sentatives of  things  ; and  in  this  character 
they  seemed  not  only  to  be  inoffensive,  but 
to  serve  admirably  well  for  explaining  the 
operations  of  the  human  understanding. 
But,  since  men  began  to  reason  clearly  and 
distinctly  about  them,  they  have  by  degrees 
supplanted  their  constituents,  and  under- 
mined the  existence  of  everything  but 
themselves.  First,  they  discarded  oil  se- 
condary qualities  of  bodies  ; and  it  was 
found  out  by  their  means,  that  fire  is  not 
hot,  nor  snow  cold,  nor  honey  sweet ; and, 
in  a word,  that  heat  and  cold,  sound,  colour, 
taste,  and  smell,  are  nothing  but  ideas  or 
impressions.  Bishop  Berkeley  advanced 
them  a step  higher,  and  found  out,  by  just 
reasoning  from  the  same  principles,  that 
extension,  solidity,  space,  figure,  and  body, 
are  ideas,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  nature 
but  ideas  and  spirits.  But  the  triumph  of 
ideas  was  completed  by  the  “Treatise  of 
Human  Nature,”  which  discards  spirits 
also,  and  leaves  ideas  and  impressiciiftas  the 
sole  existences  in  the  universe.  What  if,  at 
lust,  having  nothing  else  to  contend  with, 
they  should  fall  foul  of  one  another,  and 
leave  no  existence  in  nature  at  all  ? This 
would  surely  bring  philosophy  into  danger  ; 
for  what  should  we  have  left  to  talk  or  to 
dispute  about  ? 

However,  hitherto  these  philosophers 
acknowledge  the  existence  of  impressions 
and  ideas ; they  acknowledge  certain  laws 
oi  attraction,  or  rules  of  precedence,  accord- 
ing to  which,  ideas  and  impressions  range 
themselves  in  various  forms,  and  succeed 
one  another : but  that  they  should  belong 
to  a mind,  as  its  proper  goods  and  chattels, 
this  they  have  found  to  be  a vulgar  error. 
These  ideas  are  as  free  and  independent  as 
the  birds  of  the  air,  or  os  Epicurus's  atoms 
when  they  pursued  their  journey  in  the 
vast  inane.  Shall  we  conceive  them  like 
the  films  of  things  in  the  Epicurean  system  ? 

I'rinripio  hoc  dico,  rerum  simulacra  vagari, 

Multi  modi*  multi*,  in  runcta*  undiquc  parfri* 

Tenuis.  qiur  f-rtle  inter  *e  junguutur  in  auria, 

Ohvia  cum  veniunt.-  -Lock. 


ion 

Or  do  they  rather  resemble  Aristotle's  in- 
telligible species,  after  they  are  shot  forth 
from  the  object,  and  before  they  have  yet 
struck  upon  the  passive  intellect  ? But  why 
should  we  seek  to  compare  them  with  any- 
thing, since  there  is  nothing  in  nature  but 
themselves  ? They  make  the  whole  furni- 
ture of  the  universe;  starting  into  existence, 
or  out  of  it,  without  any  cause ; combining 
into  parcels,  which  the  vulgar  call  minds  ; 
and  succeeding  one  another  by  fixed  laws, 
without  time,  place,  or  author  of  those  laws. 

Vet,  after  all,  these  sclf-existcnt  and  in- 
dependent ideas  look  pitifully  naked  and 
destitute,  when  left  thus  alone  in  the  uni- 
verse, and  seem,  upon  the  whole,  to  be  in  a 
w orse  condition  than  they  were  before.  Des 
Cartes,  Malebranche,  and  Locke,  as  they 
made  much  use  of  ideas,  treated  them  hand- 
somely, and  provided  them  in  decent  accom- 
modation; lodging  them  either  in  the  pineal 
gland,  or  in  the  pure  intellect,  or  even  in 
the  divine  mind.  They  moreover  clothed 
them  with  a commission,  and  made  them 
representatives  of  things,  which  gave  them 
some  dignity  and  character.  But  the  “ Trea- 
tise of  Human  Nature,”  though  no  less 
indebted  to  them,  seems  to  have  made  hut 
a had  return,  by  bestowing  upon  them  this 
independent  existence ; since  thereby  they 
arc  tu>  nod  out  of  house  and  home,  and  set 
adrift  in  the  world,  without  friend  or  con- 
nection, without  a rag  to  cover  their  naked- 
ness ; and  who  knows  hut  the  w hole  system 
of  ideas  may  perish  by  the  indiscreet  zeal 
of  their  friends  to  exalt  them  ? 

However  this  may  be,  it  is  certainly  a 
most  amazing  discovery  that  thought  and 
ideas  may  he  without  any  thinking  being 
—a  discovery  big  with  consequences  which 
cannot  easily  be  traced  by  those  deluded 
mortals  who  think  and  reason  in  the  com- 
mon track.  We  were  always  apt  to  ima- 
gine, that  thought  supposed  a thinker,  and 
love  a lover,  and  treason  a traitor : hut 
this,  it  seems,  was  all  a mistake  ; and  it  is 
found  out,  that  there  may  be  treason  with- 
out a traitor,  and  love  without  a lover,  laws 
w ithout  a legislator,  and  punishment  with- 
out a sufferer,  succession  without  time,  and 
motion  without  anything  moved,  or  space 
in  which  it  may  move  : or  if,  in  these  cases, 
ideas  are  the  lover,  the  sufferer,  the  traitor, 
it  were  to  lie  wished  that  the  author  of  this 
discovery  had  farther  condescended  to  ac- 
quaint us  whether  ideas  can  converse  to- 
gether, and  he  under  obligations  of  duty  or 
gratitude  to  each  other ; whether  they  can 
make  promises  and  enter  into  leagues  and 
covenants,  and  fulfil  or  break  them,  and  he 
punished  for  the  breach.  If  one  set  of 
ideas  makes  a covenant,  another  breaks  it, 
and  a third  is  punished  for  it,  there  is  rea- 
son to  think  that  justice  is  uo  natural  virtue 
in  this  system. 
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It  seemed  very  n&taral  to  think,  that  the 
*'  Treatise  of  Human  Nature”  required  an 
author,  and  a very  ingenious  one  too  ; but 
now  we  learn  that  it  is  only  a set  of  ideas 
which  came  together  and  arranged  them- 
selves by  certain  associations  and  attractions. 

After  all,  this  curious  system  uppears  not 
to  be  fitted  to  the  present  state  of  human 
nature.  How  far  it  may  suit  some  choice 
spirits,  who  are  refined  from  the  dregs  of 
common  sense,  I cannot  say.  It  is  acknow- 
ledged, I think,  that  even  these  can  enter 
into  this  system  only  in  their  most  specula- 
tive hours,  when  they  soar  so  high  in  pur- 
suit of  those  self-existent  ideas  as  to  lose 
sight  of  all  other  things.  But  when  they 
condescend  to  mingle  again  with  the  human 
race,  and  to  converse  with  a friend,  a com- 
panion, or  a fellow-citizen,  the  ideal  system 
vanishes ; common  sense,  like  an  irresist- 
ible torrent,  carries  them  along ; and,  in 
spite  of  all  their  reasoning  and  philosophy, 
they  believe  their  own  existence,  and  the 
existence  of  other  things. 

Indeed,  it  is  happy  they  do  so ; for,  if 
they  should  carry  their  closet  belief  into 
the  world,  the  rest  of  mankind  would  con* 
sider  them  as  diseased,  and  send  them  to 
an  infirmary.  Therefore,  as  Plato  required 
certain  previous  qualifications  of  those  who 
entered  his  school,  I think  it  would  be  pru- 
dent for  the  doctors  of  this  ideal  philosophy 
to  do  the  same,  and  to  refuse  admittance  to 
every  man  who  is  so  weak  as  to  imagine 
that  he  ought  to  have  the  same  belief  in 
solitude  and  in  company,  or  that  his  prin- 
ciples ought  to  have  any  influence  upon  his 
practice ; for  this  philosophy  is  like  a hob- 
by-horse, which  a man  in  bad  health  may 
ride  in  his  closet,  without  hurting  his  repu- 
tation ; but,  if  he  should  take  him  abroad 
with  him  to  church,  or  to  the  exchange,  or 
to  the  play-house,  his  heir  would  iihme- 
diately  call  a jury,  and  seize  his  estate. 


• Section  VII, 

THE  CONCEPTION  AND  BELIEF  OP  A SENTIENT 
BEING  OR  MIND  IS  SUGGESTED  BY  OUR 
CONSTITUTION— THE  NOTION  OP  RELA- 
TIONS NOT  ALWAYS  GOT  BY  COMPARING 
THE  RELATED  IDEAS. 

Leaving  this  philosophy,  therefore,  to 
those  who  have  occasion  for  it,  and  can 
use  it  discreetly  ns  a chamber  exercise,  we 
may  still  inquire  how  the  rest  of  mankind, 
and  even  the  adepts  themselves,  except  in 
some  solitary  moments,  have  got  so  strong 
and  irresistible  a belief,  that  thought  must 
have  a subject,  and  be  the  act  of  some 
thinking  being ; how  every  man  believes 
himself  to  be  something  distinct  from  his 
ideas  and  impressions— something  which 


continues  the  same  identical  self  when  all 
his  ideas  and  impressions  are  changed.  It 
is  impossible  to  trace  the  origin  of  this 
opinion  in  history  ; for  all  languages 
have  it  interwoven  in  their  original  con- 
struction. All  nations  have  always  believed 
it.  The  constitution  of  all  laws  and 
governments,  as  well  as  the  common  trans- 
actions of  life,  suppose  it. 

It  is  no  less  impossible  for  any  man  to 
recollect  when  he  himself  came  by  this 
notion ; for,  as  far  back  as  we  can  remem- 
ber, we  were  already  in  possession  of  it, 
and  as  fully  persuaded  of  our  own  existence, 
and  the  existence  of  other  things,  as  that 
one  and  one  make  two.  It  seems,  there- 
fore, that  this  opinion  preceded  all  reason- 
ing, and  experience,  and  instruction  ; and 
this  is  the  more  probable,  because  we  could 
not  get  it  by  any  of  these  means.  It  ap- 
pears, then,  to  be  an  undeniable  fact,  that, 
from  thought  or  sensation,  all  mankind, 
constantly  and  invariably,  from  the  first 
dawning  of  reflection,  do  infer  a power  or 
faculty  of  thinking,  and  a permanent  being 
or  mind  to  which  that  faculty  belongs  ; and 
that  w e as  invariably  ascribe  all  the  various 
kinds  of  sensation  and  thought  we  are  con- 
scious of,  to  one  individual  mind  or  self. 

But  by  what  rules  of  logic  we  make  these 
inferences,  it  is  impossible  to  shew  ; nay, 
it  is  impossible  to  shew  how  our  sensations 
and  thoughts  can  give  us  the  very  notion 
and  conception  either  of  a mind  or  of  a 
faculty.  The  faculty  of  smelling  is  some- 
thing very  different  from  the  actual  sensa- 
tion of  smelling  ; for  the  faculty  may 
remain  when  we  have  no  sensation.  And 
the  mind  is  no  less  different  from  the 
faculty  ; for  it  continues  the  samo  indivi- 
dual being  when  that  faculty  is  lost.  Yet 
this  sensation  suggests  to  us  both  a faculty 
and  a mind ; and  nut  only  suggests  the 
notion  of  them,  but  creates  a belief  of  their 
existence;  although  it  is  impossible  to  dis- 
cover, by  reason,  any  tie  or  connection 
between  one  and  the  other. 

What  shall  we  say,  then  ? Either  those 
inferences  which  wo  draw  from  our  sensa- 
tions— namely,  the  existence  of  a mind, 
and  of  powers  or  fac  ulties  belonging  to  it — 
are  prejudices  of  philosophy  or  education, 
mere  fictions  of  the  mind,  which  a wise 
man  should  throw  off  os  he  docs  the  belief 
of  fairies ; or  they  arc  judgments  of  nature — 
judgments  not  got  by  com  [taring  ideas,  and 
perceiving  agreements  and  disagreements, 
but  immediately  inspired  by  our  constitu- 
tion. 

If  this  last  is  the  case,  as  I apprehend  it 
is,  it  will  be  impossible  to  shake  off  those 
opinions,  and  we  must  yield  to  them  at 
last,  though  wc  struggle  hard  to  get  rid  of 
them.  And  if  we  could,  by  a determined 
obstinacy,  shake  off  the  principles  of  our 
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nature,  this  is  not  to  act  the  philosopher, 
but  the  fool  or  the  madman.  It  is  incum- 
bent upon  those  who  think  that  these  are 
not  natural  principles,  to  shew,  in  the  first 
place,  how  we  can  otherwise  get  the  notion 
of  a mind  and  its  faculties ; and  then  to 
shew  how  we  come  to  deceive  ourselves 
into  the  opinion  that  sensation  cannot  be 
without  a sentient  being. 

It  is  the  received  doctrine  of  philosophers, 
that  our  notions  of  relations  can  only  be 
^ot  by  comparing  the  related  ideas:  but, 
in  the  present  case,  there  seems  to  be 
an  instance  to  the  contrary.  It  is  uot  by 
having  first  the  notions  of  mind  and  sensa- 
tion, and  then  comparing  them  together, 
that  we  perceive  the  one  to  have  the  rela- 
tion of  a subject  or  substratum,  and  the 
other  that  of  an  act  or  operation : on  the 
contrary,  one  of  the  related  things — to  wit, 
sensation— suggests  to  us  both  the  correlate 
and  the  relation. 

I beg  leave  to  make  use  of  the  word  sug- 
gestion, because  I know  not  one  more  pro- 
per, to  express  a power  of  the  mind,  which 
seems  entirely  to  have  escaped  the  notice 
of  philosophers,  and  to  which  we  owe 
many  of  our  simple  notions  which  arc 
neither  impressions  nor  ideas,  as  well 
as  many  original  principles  of  belief. 
I shall  endeavour  to  illustrate,  by  an 
example,  what  I understand  by  this  word. 
We  all  know,  that  a certain  kind  of  sound 
suggests  immediately  to  the  mind,  a coach 
passing  in  the  street;  and  not  only  pro- 
duces the  imagination,  but  the  belief,  that 
a coach  is  passing.  Y et  there  is  here  no 
comparing  of  ideas,  no  perception  of  agree- 
ments or  disagreements,  to  produce  this 
belief : nor  is  there  the  least  similitude  be- 
tween the  sound  we  hear  and  the  coach  wt 
imagine  and  believe  to  be  passing.* 


• " The  word  suggest'  (say*  Mr  Stewart,  In  refer, 
enee  to  the  preceding  pa-sage)  " ii  much  used  by 
Berkeley,  in  this  appiopriate  and  technical  sense, 
not  only  in  hi*  • Theory  of  Vision,’  hut  in  hi*  1 Prin- 
ciple* of  Human  Knowledge,*  and  in  hi*  * Minute 
Philosopher.’  It  expresses,  indeed,  the  cardinal 
principle  on  which  hi*  • 1 brory  of  Vision*  hinge*, 
and  i*  now  *o  inc<.r|>oratcd  with  tome  of  our  bent 
metaphysical  speculations,  that  one  cannot  easily 
conceive  how  the  use  of  it  was  an  long  dispensed 
with  Locke  uses  the  word  excite  fur  the  same 
purpose;  but  it  seems  to  imply  an  hypothecs  con. 
corning  the  mechanism  of  the  mind,  and  by  no 
means  cxpra*se*  the  (act  in  questlou,  with  the  same 
force  and  precision. 

•‘It  Is  remarkable,  that  Dr  Reid  ohou’d  have  thought 
it  incumbent  on  him  to  apologue  for  introducing 
into  philosophy  a word  so  familiar  to  every  person 
conversant  with  Berkeley's  works.  ' 1 beg  leave 
to  make  use  of  the  word  suggestion,  because,' 

••So  far  Dr  Ucid’s  u«e  of  the  word  coincides  ex- 
actly  with  that  of  Berkeley  ; nut  the  former  will  tie 
found  to  annex  to  it  a meaning  more  extensive  ’han 
the  latter,  by  employing  it  to  comprehend,  not  only 
those  inttmv  ions  which  are  the  result  of  experience 
and  habit  ; but  another  clast  of  intimations,  {mute 
overlooked  by  Berkeley.)  those  which  ryult  from 
the  original  fr.ime  of  the  human  mind.**—  D’sterta- 


It  is  true  that  this  suggestion  is  not 
natural  and  original ; it  is  the  result  of  ex- 
perience and  habit.  But  I think  it  appears, 
from  what  hath  been  said,  that  there  are 
natural  suggestions  : particularly,  that  sens- 
ation suggests  the  notion  of  present  exist- 
ence, and  the  belief  that  what  we  perceive 
or  feci  does  now  exist ; that  memory  sug- 
gests the  notion  of  past  existence,  and  the 
belief  that  what  we  remember  did  exist  in 
time  past ; and  that  our  sensations  and 
thoughts  do  also  suggest  the  notion  of  a 
mind,  and  the  belief  of  its  existence,  and  of 
its  relation  to  our  thoughts.  By  a like 
natural  principle  it  is,  that  a beginning  of 
existence,  or  any  change  in  nature,  sug- 
gests to  us  the  notion  of  a cause,  and  com- 
pels our  belief  of  its  existence.  And,  in 
like  manner,  as  shall  bo  shewn  when  wo 
come  to  the  Bense  of  touch,  certain  sensa- 
tions of  touch,  by  the  constitution  of  our 
nature,  suggest  to  us  extension,  solidity, 
and  motion,  which  are  nowise  like  to 
sensations,  although  they  have  been  hither- 
to confounded  with  them.* 

lion  on  the  History  of  Meta/  hyiicai  and  Ethical 
Science.  I*.  167.  Second  edition 

Mr  Stewart  n ight  have  adduced,  perhaps,  a higher 
and,  ccrni'.ly . a more  proxima'c  authority,  In  fa. 
vour,  not  merely  of  the  term  In  general,  hut  of 
Retd's  restricted  employment  of  it,  as  an  intimation 
of  what  he  and  other*  have  designated  the  Commoo 
Sense  of  mankind.  The  following  sentence  of  Ter. 
tullian  contains  a singular  antlciini inn,  l oth  of  the 
philosophy  and  of  the  philosophical  phraseology  <>i 
our  author.  >peaking  of  the  universal  belief  of 
the  soul's  immortality  :—•*  Natura  plcraque  mggrr. 
untur.  quasi  dr  publico  sm<u  quo  animam  Deus  di. 
tare  dignatus  rst."—  De  Am  via , c.  SJ. 

Some  strictures  on  R*  id'*  employment  of  the  term 
suggestion  may  be  seen  in  the  “ Vcrsuche"  of  Tcten*, 
i L,  p.  508,  sqq  — II. 

• This  last  statement  is  not  historically  correct. 
But,  waving  thi«,  there  be  adduced,  in  illustra. 
tion  of  >he  two  last  paragraphs,  the  following 
remarkable  passage  from  St  Augustine:—**  *U. 
Ri-cte  tortasse  exis'tmas.  Sed  retponde  obaecro, 
utrym  omne  quod  per  visum  cognoscunus,  videa- 
mus.  bv.  Ita  credo,  au.  tredia  etiam  orone  qu»d 
videndo  cognoscimus,  per  visum  nos  cogxwteerv  t 
rv.  El  hoc  credo,  an.  Cur  ergo  p’erumque  fumiim 
solum  videndo,  ignem  subter  latere  cognoscimus  quern 
non  videtnuk?  kv  Vemm  dici*.  Kt  jam  non  puto 
nos  videre  quicquid  per  visum  covnoscimus:  possti. 
mut  enim,  ut  docuinti,  altu  < videndo  ahud  cognosce-  r 
quod  vl»us  non  attigerit.  at*  Quid,  illud  quod  t>er 
visuru  aentimus.possumusnc non  videre?  cv.  Nullo 
mndo.  au.  AHud  ext  ergo  xentire,  al-ud  cognos-rre, 

V.  Omnino  a/’ud,  nam  xentimu*  furnum  quern  vule- 
mux,  et  ex  eo  ignem  quem  non  vidtrmus,  subedit  cog. 
noscimux.  A'.  Rene  intelligis.  Sed  vi  ter  certecum 
hoc  accidit,  cori-ua  nostrum,  Id  csr  oculos,  n hil  pati 
ex  igne,  sed  ex  futno  quem  solum  vident.  Kieniin 
vidvre  aenljre,  et  sentire  pati  ease,  lam  supra  con- 
sensimua.  av.  Tenco,  ft  assent ior  an.  Cum  ergo 
per  passionem  corporis  nnn  latrt  altquid  an  imam,  non 
con  tin  un  sensus  vocatur  unus  de  qumque  rm-moratis, 
sed  cum  ipsa  passvo  non  latrt : namque  ille  ignis  non 
visus,  nec  auditus,  nec  olf.ictu*,  nec  guatatus,  nec 
i act  us  a nobis,  non  tamen  latet  animam  fumo  v<so 
Et  rum  hoc  non  lateTe  nnn  vnceiur  sen'us,  quia  ex 
igne  corpus  nihil  est  patsum,  vocatur  'amen  cogniho 
ner  temmm.  quia  cx  patsinne  corporis  quamvis  alia, 
id  est  ex  alter iii*  ret  visione,  conjectatum  est  atquc 
corapertura.  »v.  Intelligo,  et  uptime  video  i*-ud 
congruere  ac  favere  kill  definition!  ttuc,  quam  ut 
meam  mihl  defendeodam  dediati:  nam  ira  memini 
e»sc  abs  te  sen  sum  definitutn,  cum  animam  non  latet 
quod  patitur  corpus.  1 tuque  Mud  quod  fu mux  XuUrur, 
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Section  VJJI. 

THERE  18  A QUALITY  OR  VIRTUE  IN  BODIES, 

WHICH  WE  CALL  THEIR  SMELL— HOW 

THIS  IS  CONNECTED  IN  THE  IMAGINATION 

WITH  THE  SENSATION. 

We  have  considered  smell  as  signifying 
a sensation,  feeling,  or  impression  upon  the 
mind ; and  in  this  sense,  it  can  only  be  in  , 
a mind,  or  sentient  beiug : but  it  is  evident 
that  mankind  give  the  name  of  smell  much 
more  frequently  to  something  which  they 
conceive  to  be  external,  and  to  be  a quality 
of  body  : they  understand  something  by  it 
which  does  not  at  all  infer  a mind ; and 
have  not  the  least  difficulty  in  conceiving 
the  air  perfumed  with  aromatic  odours  in 
the  deserts  of  Arabia,  or  in  some  uninhab- 
ited island,  where  the  human  foot  never 
trod.  Every  sensible  day-labourer  hath  as 
dear  a notion  of  this,  and  as  full  a convic- 
tion of  the  possibility  of  it,  as  he  hath  of 
his  own  existence;  and  can  no  more  doubt 
of  the  one  than  of  the  other. 

Suppose  that  such  a man  meets  with  a 
modern  philosopher,  and  wants  to  be  in- 
formed what  smell  in  plants  is.  The  phi- 
losopher tells  him,  that  there  is  no  smell  in 
plants,  nor  in  anything  but  in  the  mind ; 
that  it  is  impossible  there  can  be  smell  but 
in  a mind ; and  that  all  this  hath  been 
demonstrated  by  modern  philosohy.  The 
plain  man  will,  no  doubt,  be  apt  to  think 
him  iiierrj  : but,  if  lie  finds  that  he  is 
serious,  his  next  conclusion  will  be  tliat  he 
is  mad ; or  that  philosophy,  like  magic, 
puts  men  into  a new  world,  and  gives  them 
different  faculties  from  common  men.  And 
thus  philosophy  and  common  sense  are  set 
at  variance.  But  who  is  to  blame  for  it  ? 
In  ipy  opinion  the  philosopher  is  to  blame. 
For  if  he  means  by  smell,  what  the  rest  of  1 
mankind  most  commonly  mean,  he  is  cer- 
tainly mad  But  if  he  puts  a different 
meaning  upon  the  word,  without  observing 
it  himself,  or  giving  warning  to  others, 
he  abuses  language  and  disgraces  philo- 
sophy, without  doing  any  service  to  truth  : 
ns  if  a man  should  exchange  the  meaning 
of  the  words  daughter  and  coir , and  then 
endeavour  to  prove  to  his  plain  neighbour, 
that  his  cow  is  his  daughter,  and  his 
daughter  his  cow.' 

1 believe  there  ia  not  much  more  wisdom 
in  many  of  those  paradoxes  of  the  ideal 
philosophy,  which  to  plain  sensible  men 
appear  to  be  palpable  absurdities,  but  with 
the  adepts  pass  for  profound  discoveries.  I 
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resolve,  for  my  own  part,  always  to  pay  a 
great  regard  to  the  dictates  of  common 
sense,  and  not  to  depart  from  them  without 
absolute  necessity  : and,  therefore.  I am 
apt  to  think  that  there  is  really  something  * 
in  the  rose  or  lily,  which  is  by  the  vulgar 
called  smeHy  and  which  continues  to  exist 
when  it  is  not  smelled  : and  shall  proceed 
to  inquire  what  this  Is ; how  we  come  by 
the  notion  of  it;  ar«d  what  relation  this 
quality  or  virtue  of  smell  hath  to  the  sens- 
ation which  we  have  been  obliged  to  call 
by  the  same  name,  for  want  of  another. 

Let  us  therefore  suppose,  as  before,  a 
person  beginning  to  exercise  the  sense  of 
smelling ; a little  experience  will  discover 
to  him,  that  the  nose  is  the  organ  of  this 
sense,  and  that  the  air,  or  something  in  the 
air,  is  a medium  of  it.  Aud  finding,  by 
farther  experience,  that,  when  a rose  is  near, 
he  has  a certain  sensation,  when  it  is 
removed,  the  sensation  is  gone,  he  finds  a 
connection  in  nature  betwixt  the  rose  and 
aud  this  sensation.  The  rose  is  considered 
as  a cause,  occasion,  or  antecedent  of  the 
sensation  ; the  sensation  as  an  effect  or 
consequence  of  the  presence  of  the  rose; 
they  are  associated  in  the  mind,  and  con- 
stantly found  conjoined  in  the  imagination. 

But  here  it  deserves  our  notice,  that, 
although  the  sensation  may  seem  more 
closely  reluted  to  the  mind  its  subject,  or 
to  the  noso  its  organ,  yet  neither  of  these 
connections  operale  so  powerfully  upon  the 
imagination  os  its  connection  with  the  rose 
its  concomitant  The  reason  of  this  seems 
to  he  that  its  connection  with  the  mind  is 
more  general,  and  noway  distinguisheth  it 
from  other  smells,  or  even  from  tastes, 
sounds,  and  other  kinds  of  sensations.  The 
relation  it  hath  to  the  organ  is  likewise 
general,  and  doth  not  distinguish  it  from 
other  smells ; but  the  connection  it  hath 
with  the  rose  is  special  and  constant ; by 
which  means  they  become  almost  insepar- 
able in  the  imagination,  in  like  manner  as 
thunder  and  lightning,  freezing  and  cold. 


Section  IX, 

THAT  THERE  IS  A PRINCIPLE  IN  HUMAN 
NATURE,  PROM  WHICH  THR  NOTION  OP 
THIS,  AS  WELL  AS  ALL  OTHER  NATURAL 
VIRTUES  OR  CAUSES,  IS  DERIVED. 

In  order  to  illustrate  further  how  wo 
come  to  conceive  a quality  or  virtue  in  the 
rose  which  we  call  smell,  and  what  this 
smell  is,  it  is  proper  to  observe,  that  the 
mind  begins  very  early  to  thirst  after  prin- 
ciples which  may  direct  it  in  the  exertion 
of  its  powers.  The  smell  of  a rose  is  a 
certain  affection  or  feeling  of  the  mind ; 
and,  as  it  is  not  constant,  but  conies  and 
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goes,  we  want  to  know  when  and  where  we 
may  expect  it ; and  are  uneasy  till  we  find 
something  which,  being  present,  brings  this 
feeling  along  with  it,  and,  being  removed,  i 
removes  it.  This,  w hen  found,  we  call  the 
cause  of  it ; not  in  a strict  and  philosophical 
sense,  as  if  the  feeling  were  really  effected 
or  produced  by  that  cause,  but  in  a popular 
sense;  for  the  mind  is  satisfied  if  there  is 
a constant  conjunction  between  them  ; and 
such  causes  are  in  reality  nothing  else  but 
laws  of  nature.  Having  found  the  smell 
thus  constant  y conjoined  with  the  rose,  the 
mind  is  at  rest,  without  inquiring  whether 
this  conjunction  is  owing  to  a real  efficiency 
or  not ; that  being  a philosophical  inquiry, 
which  does  not  concern  human  life.  But 
every  discovery  of  such  a constant  conjunc- 
tion is  of  real  importance  in  life,  and  makes 
a strong  impression  upon  the  mind. 

So  ardently  do  w*c  desire  to  find  everything 
that  happens  within  our  observation  thus 
connected  with  something  else  as  its  cause  or 
occasion,  that  we  nre  apt  to  fancy  connec- 
tions upon  the  slightest  grounds;  and  this 
weakness  is  most  remarkable  in  the  ignor- 
ant, who  know  least  of  thq  real  connections 
established  in  nature.  A man  meets  with 
an  unlucky  accident  on  a certain  day  of  the 
year,  and,  knowing  no  other  cause  of  his 
misfortune,  lie  is  apt  to  conceive  something 
unlucky  in  that  day  of  the  calendar ; and, 
if  he  finds  the  same  connection  hold  a second 
t'rae,  is  strongly  confirmed  in  his  supersti- 
tion. I remember,  many  years  ago,  a white 
ox  was  brought  into  this  country,  of  so 
enormous  a size  that  people  came  many 
miles  to  see  him.  There  happened,  some 
months  after,  an  uncommon  fatality  among 
women  in  child-bearing.  Two  such  uncom- 
mon events,  following  one  another,  gave  a 
suspicion  of  their  connection,  and  occasioned 
a common  opinion  among  the  country- 
people  that  the  white  ox  was  the  cause  of 
this  fatality. 

However  silly  and  ridiculous  this  opinion 
was,  it  sprung  from  the  same  root  in  human 
nature  on  which  all  natural  philosophy 
grows — namely,  an  eager  desire  to  find  out 
connections  in  things,  and  a natural,  ori- 
ginal, and  unaccountable  propensity  to  be- 
lieve that  the  connections  which  we  have 
observed  in  time  past  will  continue  in  time 
to  come.  Omens,  portents,  good  and  bad 
luck,  palmistry,  astrology,  all  the  numer- 
ous arts  of  divination  and  of  interpreting 
dreams,  false  hypotheses  and  systems,  and 
true  principles  in  the  philosophy  of  nature, 
nre  all  built  upon  the  same  foundation  in 
the  human  constitution,  and  are  distin- 
guished only  according  aa  we  conclude 
rashly  from  too  few  instances,  or  cautiously 
from  a sufficient  induction. 

As  it  is  experience  only  that  discovers 
these  connections  between  natural  causes 


and  their  effects  ; without  inquiring  further, 
we  attribute  to  the  cause  some  vague  and 
indistinct  notion  of  power  or  virtue  to  pro- 
duce the  effect.  And,  in  many  cases,  the 
purposes  of  life  do  not  make  it  necessary  to 
give  distinct  names  to  the  cause  and  the 
effect.  Whence  it  happens,  that,  being 
closely  connected  in  the  imagination,  al- 
though very  unlike  to  each  other,  one  name 
serves  for  both  ; and,  in  common  discourse, 
is  most  frequently  applied  to  that  which,  of 
the  two.  is  most  the  object  of  our  attention. 
This  occasions  an  ambiguity  in  many  words, 
which,  having  the  same  causes  in  all  lan- 
guages, is  common  to  all,  and  is  apt  to  be 
overlooked  even  by  philosophers.  Some 
instances  will  serve  both  to  illustrate  and 
confirm  what  we  have  said. 

Magnetism  signifies  both  the  tendency  of 
the  iron  towards  the  magnet,  and  the  power 
of  the  magnet  to  produce  that  tendency ; 
and,  if  it  was  asked,  whether  it  is  a quality 
of  the  iron  or  of  the  magnet,  one  would  per- 
haps be  puzzled  at  first ; but  a little  atten- 
tion would  discover,  that  we  conceive  a 
power  or  virtue  in  the  magnet  as  the  cause, 
and  a motion  in  the  iron  as  the  effect ; and, 
although  these  arc  things  quite  unlike,  they 
are  so  united  in  the  imagination,  that  we 
give  the  common  name  of  magnetism  to 
both.  The  same  thing  may  he  said  of  gra- 
vitation, which  sometimes  signifies  the  tend- 
ency of  bodies  towards  the  earth,  sometimes 
the  attractive  power  of  the  earth,  w hich  wo 
conceive  as  the  cause  of  that  tendency.  Wo 
may  observe  the  same  ambiguity  in  some  of 
Sir  Isaac  Newton’s  definitions;  and  that 
even  in  words  of  his  own  making.  In  three 
of  his  definitions,  he  explains  very  distinctly 
what  lie  understands  by  the  absolute  quan- 
tity, what  by  the  accelerative  quantity,  and 
what  by  the  motive  quantity,  of  a centri- 
petal force.  In  the  first  of  these  three 
definitions,  centripetal  force  is  put  for  tho 
cause,  w hich  we  conceive  to  be  some  power 
or  virtue  in  the  centre  or  central  body  ; in 
the  two  last,  the  same  word  is  put  for  the 
effect  of  this  cause,  in  producing  velocity, 
or  in  producing  motion  towards  that 
centre. 

Heat  signifies  a sensation,  and  <v  A/  a 
contrary  one;  but  heat  likewise  signifies  a 
quality  or  state  of  bodies,  which  hath  no 
contrary,  but  different  degrees.  When  a 
man  feels  the  same  water  hot  to  one  hand 
and  cold  to  the  other,  this  gives  him  occa- 
sion to  distinguish  between  the  feeling  and 
the  heat  of  the  body ; and,  although  he 
knows  that  the  sensations  are  contrary,  he 
docs  not  imagine  that  the  body  can  have 
contrary  qualities  at  tho  same  time.  And 
when  he  finds  a different  taste  in  the  same 
body  in  sickness  and  in  health,  he  is  easily 
convinced,  that  the  quality  in  the  body 
called  taste  is  the  same  as  before,  although 
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the  sensations  he  hns  from  it  are  perhaps 
opposite. 

The  vulgar  are  commonly  charged  by 
philosophers,  with  the  absurdity  of  imagin- 
ing the  smell  in  the  rose  to  be  something 
like  to  the  sensation  of  smelling ; but  I 
think  unjustly ; for  they  neither  give  the 
same  epithets  to  both,  nor  do  they  reason 
in  the  sume  manner  from  them.  What  is 
smell  in  the  rose  ? It  is  a quality  or  vir- 
tue of  the  rose,  or  of  something  proceeding 
from  it,  which  we  perceive  by  the  sense  of 
smelling  ; and  this  is  all  we  know  of  the 
matter  But  what  is  smelling  ? It  is  an 
act  of  the  mind,  but  is  never  imagined  to 
be  a quality  of  the  mind.  Again,  the  sens- 
ation of  smelling  is  conceived  to  infer  neces- 
sarily a mind  or  Bcntient  being ; but  smell 
in  the  rose  infers  no  such  thing.  We  say, 
this  body  smells  sweet,  that  stinks  ; but  we 
do  not  say,  this  mind  smells  sweet  and  that 
stinks.  Therefore,' smell  in  the  rose,  and 
the  sensation  which1  it  causes,  are  not  con- 
ceived, even  by  the  vulgar,  to  be  things  ol 
the  same  kind,  although  they  have  the  same 
name.  \ 

From  what  hath  been  said,  we  may  learn 
that  the  smell  of  a rose  signifies  two 
things  : Fi>sty  a sensation,  which  can  have 
no  existence  but  when  it  is  perceived,  and 
can  only  be  in  a sentient  being  or  mind ; 

, SecomU;ty  it  signifies  some  power,  quality, 
or  virtue,-  in  the  rose,  or  in  effluvia  proceed- 
ing from  it,  which  hath  a permanent  exist- 
ence, independent  of  the  mind,  and  which, 
by  the  constitution  of  nature,  produces 
the  sensation  in  us.  By  the  original  con- 
stitution of  our  nature,  we  are  both  led  to 
believe  that  there  is  a permanent  cause  of 
the  sensation,  and  prompted  to  seek  after 
it ; and  experience  determines  us  to  place 
it  in  the  rose,  i The  names  of  all  smells, 
tastes,  sounds,  as  well  as  heat  and  cold, 
have  a like  ambiguity  in  all  languages  ; 
but  it  deserves  our  attention,  that  these 
names  are  but  rarely,  in  common  language, 
used  to  signify  the  sensations  ; for  the  most 
part,  they  signify  the  external  qualities 
which  are  indicated  by  the  sensations— the 
cause  of  which  phenomenon  It  take  to  be 
this.  Our  sensations  have  very  different 
degrees  of  strength.  Some  of  them  are  so 
quick  and  lively  as  to  give  us  a great  deal 
either  of  pleasure  or  of  uneasiness  When 
this  is  the  case,  we  are  compelled  to  attend 
to  the  sensation  itself,  and  to  make  it  an 
object  of  thought  and  discourse  ; we  give  it 
a name,  which  signifies  nothing  but  the 
sensation ; and  in  this  case  we  readily 
acknowledge,  that  the  thing  meant  by  that 
name  is  in  the  mind  only,  and  not  in  any- 
thing external.  Such  are  the  various  kinds 
of  pain,  sickness,  and  the  sensations  of 
hunger  and  other  appetites.  But,  where 
the  sensation  is  not  so  interesting  at1  to  re- 


quire to  be  made  an  object  of  thought,  our 
constitution  leads  us  to  consider  it  as  a 
sign  of  something  external,  which  hath  a 
constant  conjunction  with  it;  and,  having 
found  what  it  indicates,  wc  give  a name  tc 
that : the  sensation,  having  no  proper 
name,  falls  in  as  an  accessory  to  the  thing 
signified  by  it,  and  is  confounded  under  the 
same  name.  So  that  the  name  fnay,  in- 
deed, bo  applied  to  the  sensation,  but  most 
properly  and  commonly  is  applied  to  the 
thing  indicated  by  that  sensation.  The 
sensations  of  Bincll,  taste,  sound,  and  colour, 
are  of  infinitely  more  importance  as  signs 
or  indications,  than  they  are  upon  their  own 
account  ; like  the  words  of  a language, 
wherein  we  do  not  attend  to  the  sound  but 
to  the  sense. 


Section  X. 

WHETHER  IN  SENSATION  THE  MIND  18  ACTIVE 
. OR  PASSIVE  ? 

There  is  one  inquiry  remains,  Whether, 
in  smelling,  and  in  other  sensations,  the 
mind  is  active  or  passive  ? This  possibly 
may  seem  to  be  a question  about  words,  or, 
at  least,  of  very  small  importance  ; how- 
ever, if  it  leads  us  to  attend  more  accu- 
rately to  the  operations  of  our  minds  than 
we  arc  accustomed  to  do,  it  is,  upon  that 
very  account,  not  altogether  unprofitable. 
1 think  the  opinion  of  modern  philosophers 
is,  that  in  sensation  the  mind  is  altogether 
passive.*  And  this  undoubtedly  is  so  far 
true,  that  we  cannot  raise  any  sensation  in 
our  minds  by  willing  it ; and,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  seems  hardly  possible  to  avoid 
having  the  sensation  when  the  object  is 
presented.  Yet  it  seems  likewise  to  be 
true,  that,  in  proportion  as  the  attention  is 
more  or  less  turned  to  a sensation  or 
diverted  from  it,  that  sensation  is  more  or 
less  perceived  and  remembered.  Every 
one  knows  that  very  intense  pain  may  be 
diverted  by  a surprise,  or  by  anything  that 
entirely  occupies  the  mind.  When  we  aro 
engaged  in  earnest  conversation,  the  clock 
may  strike  by  us  without  being  heard ; at 
least,  we  remember  not,  the  next  moment, 
that  we  did  hear  it.  The  noise  and  tumult 
of  a great  trading  city  is  not  heard  by 
them  who  have  lived  in  it  all  their  days ; 
but  it  stuns  those  strangers  who  have 
lived  in  the  peaceful  retirement  of  the 
country.  Whether,  therefore,  there  can 
be  any  sensation  where  the  mind  is  purely 
passive,  I will  not  say  ; but  I think  we  are 
conscious  of  having  given  some  attention 
to  every  sensation  which  we  remember, 
though  ever  so  recent. 


* ThuU  fj»r  too  absolutely  - H. 
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No  doubt,  where  the  impulse  is  strong  | 
and  uncommon,  it  is  as  difficult  to  withhold 
attention  as  it  is  to  forbear  crying  out  in 
racking  pain,  or  starting  in  a sudden  fright. 
But  how  far  both  might  be  attained  by 
strong  resolution  and  practice,  is  not  easy 
to  determine.  So  that,  although  the  Peri- 
patetics had  no  good  reason  to  suppose  an 
active  and  a passive  intellect,  since  atten- 
tion may  be  well  enough  accounted  an  act 
of  the  will,  yet  I think  they  came  nearer 
to  the  truth,  in  holding  the  mind  to  be  in 
sensation  partly  passive  and  partly  active, 
than  the  moderns,  in  affirming  it  toi  be 
purely  passive.  Sensation,  imagination, 
memory,  and  judgment,  have,  by  the  vulgar 
J in  all  ages,  been  considered  as  acts  of  the 
mind.  The  manner  in  which  they  are  ex- 
pressed in  all  languages,  shews  this.  When 
the  mind  is  much  employed  in  them,  we 
say  it  is  very  active  ; whereas,  if  they  were 
impressions  only,  as  the  ideal  philosophy 
would  lead  us  to  conceive,  we  ought,  in  such 
a case,  rather  to  say,  that  the  mind  is  very 
passive  ; for,  I suppose,  no  man  would 
attribute  great  activity  to  the  paper  I write 
upon,  because  it  receives  variety  of  cha- 
racters. 

The  relation  which  the  sensation  of  smell 
bears  to  the  memory  and  imagination  of  it, 
and  to  a mind  or  subject,  is  common  to  all 
our  sensations,  and,  indeed,  to  all  the  oper- 
ations of  the  mind  : the  relation  it  bears  to 
the  will  is  common  to  it  with  all  the  powers 
oftinderstanding ; and  the  relation  it  bears  to 
tliat  quality  or  virtue  of  bodies  which  it  in- 
dicates, is  common  to  it  with  the  sensa- 
tions of  taste,  hearing,  colour,  heat,  and 
cold — so  that  what  hath  been  said  of  this 
sense,  may  easily  be  applied  to  several  of 
our  senses,  and  to  other  operations  of  the 
mind ; and  this,  I hope,  w ill  apologize  for 
our  insisting  so  long  upon  it- 

CHAPTER  III. 

OP  TASTING. 

A great  part  of  what  hath  been  said  of 
the  sense  of  smelling,  is  so  easily  applied 
to  those  of  tasting  and  hearing,  that  we 
shall  leave  the  application  entirely  to  the 
reader’s  judgment,  and  save  ourselves  the 
trouble  of  a tedious  repetition. 

It  is  probable  that  everything  that  affects 
the  taste  is,  in  some  degree,  soluble  in  the 
nuliva.  It  is  not  conceivable  how  anything 
should  enter  readily,  and  of  its  own  accord, 
as  it  were,  into  the  pores  of  the  tongue, 
palate,  and  faucet,  unless  it  had  some 
chemical  affinity  to  that  liquor  with  w'hich 
these  pores  are  always  replete.  It  is,  there 
fore,  an  admirable  contrivance  of  nature, 
that  the  organs  of  taste  should  always  be 


[ moist  with  a liquor  which  is  so  universal  h 
menstruum,  and  which  deserves  to  be  ex- 
amined more  than  it  hath  been  hitherto, 
both  in  that  capacity,  and  as  a medical 
unguent.  Nature  teaches  dogs,  and  other 
animals,  to  use  it  in  this  last  way  ; and  ils 
subserviency  both  to  taste  and  digestion 
shews  its  efficacy  in  the  former. 

It  is  with  manifest  design  and  propriety, 
that  the  organ  of  this  sense  guards  the 
entrance  of  the  alimentary  canal,  as  that  of 
smell  the  entrance  of  the  canal  for  respira- 
tion. And  from  these  organs  being  placed  in 
such  manner  that  everything  that  enters  into 
the  Btomach  must  undergo  the  scrutiny  of 
both  senses,  it  is  plain  that  they  were  intended 
by  nature  to  distinguish  wholesome  food 
from  that  which  is  noxious.  The  brutvs 
have  no  other  means  of  choosing  their  food  ; 
nor  would  mankind,  in  the  savage  state. 
And  it  is  very  probable  that  the  smell  ami 
taste,  noway  vitiated  by  luxury  or  bad 
habits,  would  rarely,  if  ever,  lead  us  to  a 
wrong  choice  of  food  among  the  produc- 
tions of  nature  ; although  the  artificial 
compositions  of  a refined  and  luxurious 
cookery,  or  of  chemistry  and  pharmacy, 
may  often  impose  upon  both,  and  produce 
things  agreeable  to  the  taste  and  smell, 
which  are  noxious  to  health.  And  it  is 
probable  that  both  smell  and  taste  are 
vitiated,  and  rendered  less  fit  to  perform 
their  natural  offices,  by  the  unnatural  kind 
of  life  men  commonly  lead  in  society. 

These  senses  are  likewise  of  great  use  to 
distinguish  bodies  that  cannot  be  distin- 
guished by  our  other  senses,  and  to  discern 
the  changes  which  the  same  body  under- 
goes, which,  in  many  cases,  are  sooner  per- 
ceived by  taste  and  smell  than  by  any  otht*r 
means.  How  many  things  are  there  iu  the 
market,  the  eating-house,  and  the  tavern, 
as  well  as  *n  the  apothecary  and  chemist's 
shops,  which  are  known  to  be  what  they 
are  given  out  to  be,  and  are  perceived  to  be 
good  or  bad  in  their  kind,  only  by  taste 
or  smell  ? And  how  far  our  judgment  of 
things,  by  means  of  our  senses,  might  bo 
improved  by  accurate  attention  to  the  small 
differences  of  taste  and  smell,  and  other 
sensible  qualities,  is  not  easy  to  determine. 
Sir  Isaac  Newton,  by  a noble  effort  of  his 
great  genius,  attempted,  from  the  colour 
of  opaque  liodies,  to  discover  the  magnitude 
of  the  minute  pellucid  parts  of  which  they 
are  compounded:  and  who  knows  what 
new  lights  natural  philosophy  may  yet  re- 
ceive from  other  secondary  qualities  duly 
examined  ? 

Some  tastes  and  smells  stimulate  the 
nerves  and  raise  the  spirits : but  such  an 
artificial  elevation  of  the  spirits  is,  by  the 
laws  of  nature,  followed  by  a depression, 
which  can  only  be  relieved  by  time,  or  by 
the  repeated  use  of  the  like  utimu/us.  By 
I 2 
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the  use  of  such  things  wo  create  an  appe- 
tite for  them,  which  very  much  resembles, 
and  hath  all  the  force  of  a natural  one.  It 
is  in  this  manner  that  men  acquire  an  ap- 
petite for  snuff,  tobacco,  strong  liquors, 
laudanum,  ami  the  like. 

Nature,  indeed,  seems  studiously  to  have 
set  bounds  to  the  pleasures  and  pains  we 
have  by  these  two  senses,  and  to  have  con- 
fined them  within  very  narrow  limits,  that 
we  might  not  place  any  part  of  our  happi- 
ness in  them ; there  being  hardly  any 
smell  or  taste  so  disagreeable  that  use  will 
not  make  it  tolerable,  and  at  last  perhaps 
agreeable,  nor  any  so  agreeable  as  not  to 
lose  its  relish  by  constant  use.  Neither  is 
there  any  pleasure  or  pain  of  these  senses 
which  is  not  introduced  or  followed  by 
some  degree  of  its  contrary,  which  nearly 
balances  it ; so  that  we  may  here  apply 
the  beautiful  allegory*  of  the  divine  So- 
crates— that,  although  pleasure  and  pain 
are  contrary  in  their  nature,  and  their  face* 
look  different  ways,  yet  Jupiter  hath  tied 
them  so  together  that  he  that  lays  hqld  of 
the  one  draws  the  other  along  with  it. 

As  there  is  a great  variety  of  smells, 
seemingly  simple  and  uncompounded,  not 
only  altogether  unlike,  but  some  of  them 
contrary  to  others,  and  as  the  same  thing 
may  be  said  of  tastes,  it  would  seem  that 
one  taste  is  not  less  different  from  another 
than  it  is  from  a smell : and  therefore  it 
may  be  a question,  how  all  smells  come 
to  be  considered  as  one  genus,  and  all 
tastes  as  another  ? W hat  is  the  generical 
distinction  ? Is  it  only  that  the  nose  is  the 
organ  of  the  one  and  the  palate  of  the 
other  ? or,  abstracting  from  the  organ,  is 
there  not  in  the  sensations  themselves 
something  common  to  smells,  and  some- 
thing else  common  to  tastes,  whereby  the 
one  is  distinguished  from  the  other  ? It 
seems  most  probable  that  the  latter  is  the 
case ; and  that,  under  the  appearance  of 
tho  greatest  simplicity,  there  is  still  in 
these  sensations  something  of  composition. 

If  one  considers  the  matter  abstractly,  it 
would  seem  that  a number  of  sensations, 
or,  indeed,  of  any  other  individual  things, 
which  are  perfectly  simple  and  uncom- 
pounded, are  incapable  of  being  reduced 
into  genera  and  specie s ; because  individuals 
which  belong  to  a species  must  have  some- 
thing peculiar  to  each,  by  which  they  are 
distinguished,  and  something  common  to 
the  whole  species.  And  the  same  may  be 
said  of  species  which  belong  to  one  genu*. 
And,  whether  this  does  not  imply  some  kind 
of  composition,  wo  shall  leave  to  metaphy- 
sicians to  determine. 

The  sensations  both  of  smell  and  taste  do 
undoubtedly  admit  of  an  immense  variety 
of  modifications,  which  no  language  can 
expre*a.  If  man  was  to  examine  five 


hundred  different  wines,  he  would  hardly 
find  two  of  them  that  had  precisely  the 
same  taste.  The  same  thing  holds  in  cheese, 
and  in  many  other  things.  Yet,  of  five 
hundred  different  tastes  in  cheese  or  wine, 
we  can  hardly  describe  twenty,  so  as  to  give 
a distinct  notion  of  them  to  one  who  had 
not  tasted  them. 

Dr  Nehemiah  Grew,  a most  judicious 
and  laborious  naturalist,  in  a discourse  read 
before  the  Royal  Society,  anno  1G7«>,  hath 
endeavoured  to  shew  that  there  are  at  least 
sixteen  different  simple  tastes,  which  he 
enumerates.*  How  many  compounded 
ones  may  be  made  out  of  all  the  various 
combinations  of  two,  three,  four,  or  more 
of  these  simple  ones,  they  who  are  ac- 
quainted with  the  theory  of  combinations 
will  easily  perceive.  All  these  have  va- 
rious degrees  of  intenseness  and  weakness. 
Many  of  them  have  other  varieties  ; in  some 
the  taste  is  more  quickly  perceived  upon 
the  application  of  the  sapid  body,  in  others 
more  slowly — in  some  the  sensation  is  more 
permanent,  in  others  more  transient— in 
sdme  it  seems  to  undulate  or  return  after 
certain  intervals,  in  others  it  is  constant ; 
the  various  parts  of  the  organ — as  the  lips, 
the  tip  of  the  tongue,  the  root  of  the  tongue, 
the  fauces , the  uvula,  and  the  throat— are 
some  of  them  chiefly  aftbeted  by  one  sapid 
body,  and  others  by  another.  All  these, 
and  other  varieties  of  tastes,  that  accurate 
writer  illustrates  by  a number  of  examples. 
Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted,  but  smells,  if  exa- 
mined with  the  same  accuracy,  would  appear 
to  have  as  great  variety. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

OP  HBARTKO. 

Section  /. 

amiTV  op  sounds— their  place  and 

DISTANCE  LEARNED  BY  CUSTOM,  WITHOUT 

REASONING. 

Rounds  have  probably  no  less  variety  of 
modifications,  than  either  tastes  or  odours. 
For,  first,  sounds  differ  in  tone.  The  ear 
is  capable  of  perceiving  four  or  five  hun- 
dred variations  of  tone  in  sound,  and  pro- 
bably as  many  different  degrees  of  strength ; 
by  combining  these,  we  have  above  twenty 
thousand  simple  sounds  that  differ  either 
in  tone  or  strength,  supposing  every  tone 
to  be  perfect.  But  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  to  make  a perfect  tone,  a great  many 


• pinto  nnd  C.aJen  reckon  t-  *ent  Aristotle  and 
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the  modern*,  (an  1 recollect  ) the***  arc  eMtmateo  at 
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undulations  of  elastic  air  are  required, 
which  must  all  be  of  equal  duration  and 
extent,  and  follow  one  another  with  perfect 
regularity ; and  each  undulation  must  be 
made  up  of  the  advance  and  recoil  of  in- 
numerable particles  of  elastic  air,  whose 
motions  are  all  uniform  in  direction,  force, 
and  time.  Hence  we  may  easily  conceive 
a prodigious  variety  in  the  same  tone,  aris- 
ing from  irregularities  of  it,  occasioned  by 
the  constitution,  figure,  situation,  or  man- 
ner of  striking  the  sonorous  body  ; from 
the  constitution  of  the  elastic  medium, 
or  its  being  disturbed  by  other  motions ; 
and  from  the  constitution  of  the  ear  itself, 
upon  which  the  impression  is  made. 

A flute,  a violin,  a hautboy,  and  a French 
horn,  may  all  sound  the  same  tone,  and  be 
easily  distinguishable.  Nay,  if  twenty 
human  voices  sound  the  same  note,  and 
with  equal  strength,  there  will  still  be  some 
difference.  The  same  voice,  while  it  re- 
tains its  proper  distinctions,  may  yet  be 
varied  many  ways,  by  sickness  or  health, 
youth  or  age,  leanness  or  fatness,  good  or 
bad  humour.  The  same  words  spoken  by 
foreigners  and  natives — nay,  by  persons  of 
different  provinces  of  the  same  nation — may 
be  distinguished. 

Such  an  immense  variety  of  sensations 
of  smell,  taste,  and  sound,  surely  was  not 
given  us  iu  vain.  They  are  signs  by  which 
we  know  and  distinguish  things  without 
us ; and  it  was  fit  that  the  variety  of  the 
Mgns  should,  iu  some  degree,  correspond 
w ith  the  variety  of  the  things  signified  by 
them. 

It  seems  to  be  by  custom  that  we  learn 
to  distinguish  both  the  place  of  things,  and 
their  nature,  by  means  of  their  sound. 
That  such  a noise  is  iu  the  street,  such 
another  in  the  room  above  me ; that  this 
is  a knock  at  my  door,  that  a person  walk- 
ing up  stairs — is  probably  learnt  by  expe- 
rience. I remember,  that  once  lying  a- 
bed,  and  having  been  put  into  a fright,  I 
heard  my  own  heart  beat ; but  I took  it 
to  be  one  knocking  at  the  door,  and  arose 
and  opened  the  door  oftener  than  once, 
before  I discovered  that  the  sound  was  in 
my  own  breast.  It  is  probable,  that,  pre- 
vious to  all  experience,  we  should  as  little 
know  whether  a sound  came  from  the 
right  or  left,  from  above  or  below,  from 
a great  or  a small  distance,  as  we  should 
know  whether  it  was  the  sound  of  a drum, 
or  a bell,  or  a cart.  Nature  is  frugal  in 
her  operations,  and  will  not  be  at  the  ex- 
pense of  a particular  instinct,  to  give  us 
that  knowledge  which  experience  will  soon 
produce,  by  means  of  a general  principle  of 
human  nature. 

For  a little  experience,  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  human  nature,  ties  together,  not 
onl)  in  our  imagination*  but  in  our  belief, 
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those  things  which  were  in  their  nature  un- 
connected. When  1 hear  a certain  sound, 
I conclude  immediately,  without  reasoning, 
that  a coach  passes  by.  There  are  no  pre- 
mises from  which  this  conclusion  is  inferred 
by  any  rules  of  logic.  It  is  the  effect  of  a 
principle  of  our  nature,  common  to  us  with 
the  brutes. 

Although  it  is  by  hearing  that  we  are 
capable  of  the  perceptions  of  harmony  and 
melody,  and  of  all  the  charms  of  music, 
yet  it  would  seem  that  these  require  a 
higher  faculty,  which  wo  call  a musical  ear. 
This  seems  to  be  in  very  different  degrees, 
iu  those  who  have  the  bare  faculty  of  hear- 
ing equally  perfect ; and,  therefore,  ought 
not  to  be  classed  with  the  external  senses, 
but  iu  a higher  order. 


Section  II. 

OF  NATURAL  LANGUAGE. 

One  of  the  noblest  purposes  of  sound  un- 
doubtedly is  language,  without  which  man- 
kind would  hardly  be  able  to  attain  any 
degree  of  improvement  above  the  brutes. 
Language  is  commouly  considered  as  purely 
an  iuvention  of  men,  who  by  nature  are 
no  less  mute  tlian  the  brutes ; but,  having 
a superior  degree  of  invention  and  reason, 
have  been  able  to  contrive  artificial  signs 
of  their  thoughts  and  purposes,  and  to  es- 
tablish them  by  common  consent.  But  the 
origin  of  language  deserves  to  be  more  care- 
fully inquired  into,  not  only  as  this  inquiry 
may  be  of  importance  for  the  improvement 
of  language,  but  as  it  is  related  to  the  pre- 
sent subject,  and  tends  to  lay  open  some 
of  the  first  principles  of  human  nature.  I 
shall,  therefore,  offer  some  thoughts  upou 
this  subject. 

By  language  I understand  all  those  signs 
which  mankind  use  in  order  to  communi- 
cate to  others  their  thoughts  and  intentions, 
their  purposes  and  desires.  And  such 
signs  may  be  conceived  to  be  of  two  kinds  : 
First,  such  as  have  no  meaning  but  what 
is  affixed  to  them  by  compact  or  agreement 
among  those  who  use  them — these  are  ar- 
tificial signs ; Secondly,  such  as,  previous 
to  all  compact  or  agreement,  have  a mean- 
ing which  every  man  understands  by  the 
principles  of  his  nature.  Language,  so  far 
as  it  consists  of  artificial  signs,  may  be  called 
artificial ; so  far  as  it  consists  of  natural 
signs,  I call  it  natural . 

Having  premised  these  definitions,  I 
think  it  is  demonstrable,  that,  if  mankind 
had  not  a natural  language,  they  could 
never  have  invented  an  artificial  one  by 
their  reason  and  ingenuity.  For  all  arti- 
ficial language  supposes  some  compact  or 
agreement  to  affix  a certain  moaning  to 
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certain  signs  ; therefore,  there  must  be 
compacts  or  agreements  before  the  use  of 
artificial  signs ; but  there  can  be  no  com- 
|*act  or  agreement  without  signs,  nor  with- 
out language  ; and,  therefore,  there  must 
be  a natural  language  before  any  artificial 
language  can  be  invented  : which  was  to 
be  demonstrated. 

Had  language  in  general  been  a human 
invention,  as  much  as  writing  or  printing, 
we  should  find  whole  nations  as  mute  as 
the  brutes.  Indeed,  even  the  brutes  have 
some  natural  signs  by  which  they  express 
their  own  thoughts,  affections,  and  desires, 
and  understand  those  of  others.  A chick, 
as  soon  as  hatched,  understands  the  differ- 
ent sounds  whereby  its  dam  calls  it  to  food, 
or  gives  the  alarm  of  danger.  A dog  or  a 
horse  understands,  by  nature,  when  the 
human  voice  caresses,  and  when  it  threatens 
him.  But  brutes,  as  far  as  we  know,  have 
no  notion  of  contracts  or  covenants,  or  of 
inoral  obligation  to  perform  them.  If  na- 
ture had  given  them  these  notions,  she 
would  probably  have  given  them  natural 
signs  to  express  them.  And  where  nature 
has  denied  these  notions,  it  is  as  impossible 
to  acquire  them  by  art,  as  it  is  for  a blind 
man  to  acquire  the  notion  of  colours.  Some 
brutes  are  sensible  of  honour  or  disgrace  ; 
thoy  have  resentment  and  gratitude  ; but 
none  of  them,  as  far  as  we  know,  can  make 
a promise  or  plight  their  faith,  having  no 
such  notions  from  their  constitution.  And 
if  mankind  had  not  these  notions  by  nature, 
and  natural  signs  to  express  them  by,  with 
nil  their  wit  and  ingenuity  they  could  never 
have  invented  language. 

The  elements  of  this  natural  language 
of  mankind,  or  the  signs  that  are  naturally 
expressive  of  our  thoughts,  may,  I think, 
be  reduced  to  these  three  kinds  : modula- 
tions of  the  voice,  gestures,  and  features. 
By  means  of  these,  two  savages  who  have 
no  common  artificial  language,  can  converse 
together ; can  communicate  their  thoughts 
in  some  tolerable  manner;  can  ask  and 
refuse,  affirm  and  deny,  threaten  and  sup- 
plicate ; can  traffic,  enter  into  covenants, 
and  plight  their  faith.  This  might  be  con- 
firmed by  historical  facts  of  undoubted 
credit,  if  it  were  necessary. 

ilaiikind  having  thus  a common  language 
by  nature,  though  a scanty  one,  adapted 
only  to  the  necessities  of  nature,  there  is 
no  great  ingenuity  required  in  improving 
it  by  the  addition  of  artificial  signs,  to 
supply  the  deficiency  of  the  natural.  These 
artificial  signs  must  multiply  with  the  arts 
of  life,  and  the  improvements  of  knowledge. 
The  articulations  of  the  voice  seem  to  he, 
of  nil  signs,  the  most  proper  for  artificial 
language  ; and  as  mankind  have  universally 
used  them  for  that  purpose,  wc  may  reason- 
ably judge  that  nature  intended  them  f°r  i 


But  nature  probably  does  not  intend  tint 
we  should  lay  aside  the  use  of  the  natural 
signs;  it  is  enough  that  we  supply  their 
defects  by  artificial  ones.  A man  that  rides 
always  in  a chariot,  by  degrees  loses  the 
use  of  his  legs  ; and  one  who  uses  artificial 
signs  only,  loses  both  the  knowledge  and 
use  of  the  natural.  Dumb  people  retain  \ 
mucli  more  of  the  natural  language  than 
others,  because  necessity  obliges  them  to 
use  it.  And  for  the  same  reason,  savages 
have  much  more  of  it  than  civilized  nations. 

It  is  by  natural  signs  chiefly  that  we  give 
force  and  energy  to  language  ; and  the  less 
language  has  of  them,  it  is  the  less  ex- 
pressive and  persuasive.  Thus,  writing  is 
less  expressive  than  reading,  and  reading 
less  expressive  than  speaking  without  book; 
speaking  without  the  proper  and  natural 
modulations,  force,  and  variations  of  the 
voice,  is  a frigid  and  dead  language,  com- 
pared with  that  which  is  attended  with 
them  ; it  is  still  more  expressive  when  we 
add  the  language  of  the  eyes  and  features ; 
and  is  then  only  in  its  perfect  and  natural 
state,  and  attended  with  its  proper  energy, 
when  to  all  these  we  superadd  the  force  of 
action. 

Where  speech  is  natural,  it  will  be  an 
exercise,  not  of  the  voice  and  lungs  only, 
but  of  all  the  muscles  of  the  body ; like 
that  of  dumb  people  and  savages,  whose 
language,  as  it  has  more  of  nature,  is  more 
expressive,  and  is  more  easily  learned. 

Is  it  not  pity  that  the  refinements  of  a 
civilized  life,  instead  of  supplying  the  de- 
fects of  natural  language,  should  root  it 
out  and  plant  in  its  stead  dull  and  lifeless 
articulations  of  unmeaning  sounds,  or  the 
scrawling  of  insignificant  characters  ? The 
|»erfection  of  language  is  commonly  thought 
to  be,  to  express  human  thoughts  and  sen- 
timents distinctly  by  these  dull  signs ; but 
if  this  is  the  perfection  of  artificial  language, 
it  is  surely  the  corruption  of  the  natural. 

Artificial  signs  signify,  but  they  do  not 
express ; they  speak  to  the  understanding, 
os  algebraical  characters  may  do,  but  the 
passions,  the  affections,  and  the  will,  hear 
them  not ; these  continue  dormant  and 
inactive,  till  w*e  speak  to  them  in  the  lan- 
guage of  nature,  to  which  they  are  all  atten- 
tion and  obedience. 

It  were  easy  to  shew,  that  the  fine  arts 
of  the  musician,  the  painter,  the  actor,  aud 
the  orator,  so  far  as  they  are  expressive — 
although  the  knowledge  of  them  requires 
in  us  a delicate  taste,  a nice  judgment,  and 
much  study  and  practice — yet  they  are 
nothing  else  but  the  language  of  nature, 
which  wc  brought  into  the  world  with  us, 
but  have  unlearned  by  disuse,  and  so  find 
the  greatest  difficulty  in  recovering  it. 

Abolish  the  use  of  articulate  sounds  and 
writing  among  mankind  for  a century. 
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and  every  man  would  be  a painter,  an 
actor,  and  an  orator.  We  mean  not  to 
affirm  that  such  an  expedient  is  practica- 
ble; or,  if  it  were,  that  the  advantage 
would  counterbalance  the  loss ; but  that, 
as  men  are  led  by  nature  and  necessity  to 
converse  together,  they  will  use  every  mean 
in  their  power  to  make  themselves  under- 
stood ; and  where  they  cannot  do  this  by 
artificial  signs,  they  will  do  it,  as  far  as 
possible,  by  natural  ones : and  he  that 
understands  perfectly  the  use  of  natural 
signs,  must  be  the  best  judge  in  all  the  ex- 
pressive arts. 


CHAPTER  V. 

OP  TOUCH. 

Section  /. 

OP  HEAT  AND  COLD. 

The  senses  which  we  have  hitherto  con- 
sidered, are  very  simple  and  uniform,  each 
of  them  exhibiting  only  one  kind  of  sensa- 
tion, and  thereby  indicating  only  one  quality 
of  bodies.  By  the  ear  we  perceive  sounds, 
aud  nothing  else ; by  the  palate,  tastes ; 
and  by  the  nose,  odours.  These  qualities 
are  all  likewise  of  one  order,  being  all 
secondary  qualities  ; whereas,  by  touch  we 
perceive  not  one  quality  only,  but  many, 
and  those  of  very  different  kinds."  The 
chief  of  them  are  heat  and  cold,  hardness 
and  softness,  roughness  and  smoothness, 
figure,  solidity,  motion,  and  extension. 
We  shall  consider  these  in  order. 

As  to  heat  and  cold,  it  will  easily  be 
allowed  that  they  are  secondary  qualities, 
of  the  same  order  with  smell,  taste,  and 
sound.  And,  therefore,  what  hath  been 
already  said  of  smell,  is  easily  applicable  to 
them  ; that  is,  that  the  words  heat  and  cold 
have  each  of  them  two  significations ; they 
sometimes  signify  certain  sensations  of  the 
mind,  which  can  have  no  existence  •■hpi 
when  they  are  not  felt,  nor  can  exist  any- 
where but  in  a mind  or  sentient  being  ; but 
more  frequently  they  signify  a quality  in 
bodies,  which,  by  the  laws  of  nature,  occa- 
sions the  sensations  of  heat  and  cold  in  us — 
a quality  which,  though  connected  by  cus- 
tom so  closely  with  the  sensation,  that  we 
cannot,  without  difficulty,  separate  them, 
yet  hath  not  the  least  resemblance  to  it, 


• It  h«»  been  very  commonly  held  by  philosophers, 
l«oth  in  ancient  and  modern  time*,  that  thcdivicion 
oftheacnv*  into  fire,  i*  altogether  inadequate;  and 
p«jrholojd»t».  though  not  at  one  in  regard  to  the  dis- 
tribution. are  now  generally  agreed,  that  under  Touch 
—or  Feet/Mfr,  in  the-strictcst  signification  of  the  term 
—are  comprised  perceptions  which  are,  at  least,  a« 
well  entitled  »o  be  opposed  in  species,  as  those  of  Taste 
and  Smell  — H. 


and  may  continue  to  exist  when  there  is  no 
sensation  at  all. 

The  sensations  of  heat  and  cold  are  per- 
fectly known  ; for  they  neither  are,  nor  can. 
be,  anything  else  than  what  we  feel  them 
to  be  ; but  the  qualities  in  bodies  which  we 
call  heat  and  cold,  arc  unknown.  They  are 
only  conceived  by  us,  as  unknown  causes  or 
occasions  of  the  sensations  to  w hich  we  give 
the  same  names.  But,  though  common 
sense  says  nothing  of  the  nature  of  these 
qualities,  it  plainly  dictates  the  existence  of 
tnein  ; aud  to  deny  that  there  can  be  heat 
and  cold  when  they  are  not  felt,  is  an  ab- 
surdity too  gross  to  merit  confutation.  For 
what  could  be  more  absurd,  than  to  say, 
that  the  thermometer  cannot  rise  or  fall, 
unless  some  person  be  present,  or  that  the 
coast  of  Guinea  would  be  as  cold  as  Nova 
Zembla,  if  it  had  no  inliabitants  ?' 

It  is  the  business  of  philosophers  to  in- 
vestigate, by  proper  experiments  and  in- 
duction, wlmt  heat  and  cold  arc  in  bodies. 
And  whether  they  make  heat  a particular 
clement  difTused  through  nature,  and  ac- 
cumulated in  the  heated  body,  or  whether 
they  make  it  a certain  vibration  of  the 
parts  of  the  heated  body  ; whether  they  de- 
termine that  heat  and  cold  are  contrary 
qualities,  as  the  sensations  undoubtedly  are 
contrary,  or  that  heat  only  is  a quality, 
aud  cold  its  privation  ; these  questions  are 
within  the  province  of  philosophy  ; for  com- 
mon sense  says  nothing  on  the  one  side  or 
the  other- 

But,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  that 
quality  in  bodies  which  we  call  hratf  we 
certainly  know  this,  that  it  cannot  in  the 
least  resemble  the  sensation  of  heat.  It  is 
no  less  absurd  to  suppose  a likeness  be- 
tween the  sensation  and  the  quality,  than 
it  would  be  to  suppose  that  the  pain  of 
the  gout  resembles  a square  or  a triangle. 
The  simplest  man  that  hath  common  sense, 
does  not  imagine  the  sensation  of  heat,  or 
anything  that  resembles  that  sensation,  to 
be  in  the  fire.  He  only  imagines  that 
there  is  something  in  the  fire  which  makes 
him  and  other  sentient  beings  feel  heat. 
Y et,  as  the  name  of  heat,  in  common  lan- 
guage, more  frequently  and  more  properly 
signifies  this  unknown  something  in  the 
fire,  than  the  sensation  occasioned  by  it, 
he  justly  laughs  at  the  philosopher  who 
denies  that  there  is  any  heat  in  the  fire, 
aud  thinks  that  he  speaks  contrary  to  com- 
mon sense. 


Section  II 

OK  HARDNESS  AND  SOFTNESS. 

I.et  us  next  consider  hardness  and  soft- 
ness • by  which  words  we  always  under- 
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stand  rval  properties  or  qualities  of  bodies 
of  which  we  have  a distinct  conception. 

When  the  parts  of  a body  adhere  so  firmly 
that  it  cannot  easily  be  made  to  change  its 
figure,  »e  call  it  hard ; when  its  parts  are 
easily  displaced,  we  call  it  »of(.  This  is  the 
notion  which  all  mankind  have  of  hardness 
and  soft  ness  ; they  aro  neither  sensations, 
nor  like  any  sensation ; they  were  real 
qualities  before  they  were  perceived  by 
touch,  and  continue  to  be  so  when  they  are 
not  perceived ; for  if  any  man  will  affirm 
that  diamonds  were  not  hard  till  they  were 
handled,  who  would  reason  with  him  ? 

There  is,  no  doubt,  a sensation  by  which 
we  perceive  a body  to  be  hard  or  soft.  This 
sensation  of  hardness  may  easily  be  had,  by 
pressing  one’s  hand  against  the  table,  and 
attending  to  the  feeling  that  ensues,  setting 
aside,  as  much  as  jH>ssible,  all  thought  of  the 
table  and  its  qualities,  or  of  any  external 
thing.  But  it  is  one  thing  to  have  the  sens* 
ation,  and  another  to  attend  to  it,  and  make 
it  a distinct  object  of  reflection.  The  first 
is  very  easy ; the  Lost,  in  most  cases,  ex- 
tremely difficult. 

We  arc  so  accustomed  to  use  the  sensa- 
tion os  a sign,  ami  to  pass  immediately  to  the 
hardness  signified,  that,  as  far  ns  appears,  it 
was  never  made  an  object  of  thought,  either 
by  the  vulgar  or  by  philosophers;  nor  has  it  a 
name  in  any  lauguage.  There  is  no  sensation 
more  distinct,  or  more  frequent ; yet  it  is 
never  attended  to,  but  passes  through  the 
mind  instantaneously,  and  serves  only  to 
introduce  that  quality  in  bodies,  which,  by  a 
law  of  our  constitution,  it  suggests. 

There  arc,  indeed,  some  eases,  wherein 
it  is  no  difficult  matter  to  attend  to  the  sens- 
ation occasioned  by  the  hardness  of  a body; 
for  instance,  w hen  it  is  so  violeut  as  to  occa- 
sion considerable  pain  : then  nature  calls 
upon  us  to  attend  to  it,  and  then  we  acknow- 
ledge that  it  is  a mere  sensation,  and  can 
only  be  in  a sentient  being.  If  a man  runH 
his  head  with  violence  against  a pillar,  1 
appeal  to  him  whether  the  pain  he  feels  re- 
sembles the  hardness  of  the  stone,  or  if  he 
can  conceive  anything  like  what  he  feels  to 
be  in  an  inanimate  piece  of  matter. 

The  attention  of  the  mind  is  here  entirely 
turned  towards  the  painful  feeling ; and,  to 
speak  in  the  common  language  of  mankind, 
he  feels  nothing  in  the  stone,  but  feels  a 
violent  pain  in  his  head.  It  is  quite  other- 
wise when  he  leans  his  head  gently  against 
the  pillar;  for  then  he  will  tell  you  that  he 
feels  nothing  in  his  head,  but  feels  hardness 
in  the  stone.  Hath  he  not  a sensation  in 
this  case  as  well  as  in  the  other  ? Un- 
doubtedly he  hath  ; but  it  is  a sensation 
which  nature  intended  only  as  a sign  of 
something  in  the  stone ; and,  accordingly, 
he  instantly  fixes  his  attention  upon  the 
thing  signified  ; and  caunot,  without  great 


difficulty,  attend  so  much  to  the  sensation 
as  to  be  persuaded  that  there  is  any  such 
thing  distinct  from  the  hardness  it  signifies. 

But,  however  difficult  it  maybe  to  attend 
to  this  fugitive  sensation,  to  stop  its  Vapid 
progress,  and  to  disjoin  it  from  the  external 
quality  of  hardness,  in  whose  shadow  it  is 
apt  immediately  to  hide  itself ; this  is  what 
a philosopher  by  pains  and  practice  must 
attain,  otherwise  it  will  be  impossible  for 
him  to  reason  justly  upon  this  subject,  or 
even  to  understand  what  is  here  advanced. 
For  the  last  appeal,  in  subjects  of  this  na- 
ture, must  be  to  what  a man  feels  and  per- 
ceives in  his  own  mind. 

It  is  indeed  strange  that  a sensation 
which  we  have  every  time  we  feel  a body 
hard,  and  which,  consequently,  w e can  com- 
mand as  often  and  continue  as  long  as  we 
please,  a sensation  as  distinct  anti  determi- 
nate as  any  other,  should  yet  be  so  much 
unknown  as  never  to  have  been  made  ail 
object  of  thought  and  reflection,  nor  to 
have  been  honoured  with  a name  in  any 
language  ; that  philosophers,  as  well  as  the 
vulgar,  should  have  entirely  overlooked  it, 
or  confounded  it  with  that  quality  of  bo- 
dies which  we  call  hardneM,  to  which  it 
hath  not  the  least  similitude.  May  we  not 
hence  conclude,  that  the  knowledge  of  the 
human  faculties  is  but  in  its  infancy  ? — 
that  we  have  not  yet  learned  to  attend  to 
those  operations  of  the  mind,  of  which  we 
ure  conscious  every  hour  of  our  lives  ? — 
that  there  are  habits  of  inattention  ac- 
quired very  early,  which  are  as  hard  to  be 
overcome  as  other  habits  ? For  1 think  it 
is  probable,  that  the  novelty  of  this  sensa- 
tion will  procure  some  attention  to  it  in 
children  at  first ; but,  being  in  nowise  inte- 
resting in  itself,  as  soon  as  it  becomes 
familiar,  it  is  overlooked,  and  the  attention 
turned  solely  to  that  which  it  signifies. 
Thus,  when  one  is  learning  a language,  he 
attends  to  the  sounds  ; but  when  he  is  mas- 
ter of  it,  he  attends  only  to  the  sense  of 
what  he  would  express.  If  this  is  the  case, 
we  must  become  as  little  children  again,  if 
we  will  be  philosophers ; we  must  over- 
come this  habit  of  inattention  which  has 
been  gathering  strength  ever  since  we 
began  to  think — a habit,  the  usefulness  of 
which,  in  common  life,  atones  for  the  dif- 
ficulty it  creates  to  the  philosopher  in  dis- 
covering the  first  principles  of  the  humau 
mind. 

The  firm  cohesion  of  the  parts  of  a body,  A, 
is  no  more  like  that  sensation  by  which  ! 
perceive  it  to  be  hard,  than  the  vibration  of 
a sonorous  body  is  like  the  sound  I hear  : 
nor  can  I possibly  perceive,  by  my  reason, 
any  connection  between  the  one  and  the 
other.  No  man  can  give  a reason,  why  the 
vibration  of  a body  might  not  have  given 
the  sensation  of  smelling,  and  the  effluvia 
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of  bodies  affected  our  hearing,  if  it  had  so 
pleased  our  Maker,  lu  like  manner,  no 
man  can  give  a reason  why  the  sensations 
of  smell,  or  taste,  or  sound,  might  not  liave 
indicated  hardness,  as  well  as  that  sensa- 
(ion  which,  by  our  constitution,  does  indi- 
cate it.  Indeed,  no  man  can  conceive  any 
sensation  to  resemble  any  known  quality  of 
bodies.  Nor  can  any  man  shew,  by  any 
good  argument,  that  all  our  sensations 
might  not  have  been  as  they  are,  though  no 
body,  nor  quality  of  body,  had  ever  existed- 

Here,  then,  is  a plueiioinenon  of  human 
nature,  which  comes  to  be  resolved.  Hard- 
ness of  bodies  is  a thing  that  we  conceive 
as  distinctly,  aud  believe  as  firmly,  as  any- 
thing in  nature.  We  have  no  way  of  com- 
ing at  this  conception  and  belief,  but  by 
means  of  a certain  sensation  of  touch,  to 
which  hardness  hath  not  the  least  simili- 
tude ; nor  can  we,  by  any  rules  of  rea- 
soning, infer  the  one  from  the  other.  The 
question  is,  How  we  come  by  this  conception 
and  belief  ? 

First,  as  to  the  conception  : Shall  we 
call  it  an  idea  of  sensation,  or  of  reflection  ? 
The  last  will  not  be  affirmed ; aud  as  little 
can  the  first,  unless  we  will  call  that  an 
idea  of  sensation  which  hath  no  resem- 
blance to  any  sensation.  So  that  the 
origin  of  this  idea  of  hardness,  one  of  the 
most  common  and  most  distinct  we  have, 
is  not  to  be  found  in  all  our  systems  of  the 
mind : not  even  in  those  which  have  so 
copiously  endeavoured  to  deduce  all  our 
uotions  from  sensation  and  reflection. 

But,  secondly,  supposing  we  have  got  the 
conception  of  hardness,  how  como  wo  by 
tho  belief  of  it  ? Is  it  self-evident,  from 
comparing  the  ideas,  that  such  a sensation 
could  not  be  felt,  unless  such  a quality  of 
bodies  existed  ? No.  Can  it  be  proved  by 
probable  or  certain  arguments?  No;  it 
cannot.  Have  we  got  this  belief,  then,  by 
tradition,  by  education,  or  by  experience  ? 
No;  it  is  not  got  in  any  of  these  ways. 
Shall  we  then  throw  off  this  belief  as  hav- 
ing no  foundation  in  reason  ? Alas  ! it  is 
not  in  our  power;  it  triumphs  over  reason, 
and  lauglis  at  all  the  arguments  of  a philoso- 
pher. Even  the  author  of  the  H Treatise 
of  Human  Nature,”  though  he  saw  no  rea- 
son for  this  belief,  but  many  against  it,  could 
hardly  conquer  it  in  his  s|>eculativo  and 
solitary  moments  ; at  other  times,  he  fairly 
yielded  to  it,  and  confesses  that  he  found 
himself  under  a necessity  to  do  so. 

What  shall  we  say,  then,  of  this  concep- 
tion, and  this  belief,  which  are  so  unac- 
countable and  untractable  ? I see  nothing 
left,  but  to  conclude,  that,  by  an  original 
principle  of  eur  constitution,  a certain  sens- 
ation of  touch  both  suggests  to  the  mind 
the  conception  of  hardness,  and  creates  the 
belief  of  it : or,  in  other  words,  that  this  sens- 


ation is  a natural  sign  of  hardness.  And 
this  1 shall  endeavour  more  fully  to  explain. 


Seel  ion  III. 

or  NATURAL  SIGNS. 

As  in  artificial  signs  there  is  often 
neither  similitude  between  the  sign  and 
thing  signified,  nor  any  connection  that 
arises  necessarily  from  the  nature  of  the 
things,  so  it  is  also  in  natural  signs.  The 
word  void  has  no  similitude  to  the  substance 
signified  by  it;  nor  is  it  in  its  own  nature 
more  fit  to  signify  this  than  any  other  sub* 
stance ; yet,  by  habit  and  custom,  it  sug- 
gests this  and  no  other,  lu  like  manner, 
a sensation  of  touch  suggests  hardness, 
although  it  hath  neither  similitude  to  hard- 
ness, nor,  as  far  as  wo  can  perceive,  any 
necessary  connection  with  it.  The  differ- 
ence betwixt  these  two  signs  lies  only  in 
this — that,  in  the  first,  the  suggestion  is  tho 
effect  of  habit  and  custom  ; in  tho  second, 
it  is  not  the  effect  of  habit,  but  of  the  ori- 
ginal constitution  of  our  minds. 

It  appears  evident  from  what  hath  been 
said  on  the  subject  of  language,  tliat  there 
are  natural  signs  as  well  us  artificial ; and 
particularly,  that  the  thoughts,  purposes, 
and  dispositions  of  the  mind,  have  their 
natural  signs  in  the  features  of  the  face,  the 
modulation  of  the  voice,  and  the  motion 
and  attitude  of  the  body  : that,  without  a 
natural  knowledge  of  the  connection  between 
these  signs  and  the  things  signified  by  them, 
language  could  never  have  been  invented 
and  established  among  men  : and,  that  tho 
fine  arts  are  all  founded  upon  this  connec- 
tion, which  we  may  call  ihe  natural  language 
f mankind.  It  is  now  proper  to  observe, 
that  there  are  different  orders  of  natural 
signs,  and  to  poiut  out  the  different  classes 
into  which  they  may  be  distinguished,  that 
wo  may  more  distinctly  conceive  the  rela- 
tion between  our  sensations  and  the  things 
they  suggest,  and  what  wc  mean  by  calling 
sensations  signs  of  external  things. 

The  first  class  of  natural  signs  compre- 
hends those  whose  connection  with  the 
thing  signified  is  established  by  nature,  but 
discovered  only  by  experience.  The  whole 
of  genuine  philoso|4iy  consists  in  discover- 
ing such  connections,  and  reducing  them 
to  general  rules.  The  great  Lord  Verulam 
had  a perfect  comprehension  of  this,  when 
he  called  it  an  inter /relation  of  nature.  No 
man  ever  more  distinctly  understood  or 
happily  expressed  the  nature  and  foun da- 
tion  of  the  philosophic  art.  \ What  is  all  we 
know  of  mechanics,  astronomy,  and  optics, 
but  connections  established  by  nature,  and 
discovered  by  experience  or  observation, 
and  consequences  deduced  from  them  i\ 
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All  the  knowledge  we  have  in  agriculture, 
gardening,  chemistry,  and  medicine,  is  built 
upon  the  same  foundation.  And  if  ever 
our  philosophy  concerning  the  human  mind 
is  carried  so  far  as  to  deserve  the  name  of 
science,  which  ought  never  to  he  despaired 
of,  it  must  be  by  observing  facts,  reducing 
them  to  general  rules,  and  drawing  just  con- 
clusions from  them.  What  we  commonly 
call  natural  cause*  might,  with  more  pro- 
priety, l>e  called  naturnJ  sians,  and  what  we 
call  effects,  the  things  signified.  The  causes 
have  no  proper  efficiency  or  casuality,  as  far 
as  we  know  ; and  all  wc  can  certainly  affirm 
is,  that  nature  hath  established  a constant 
conjunction  between  them  and  the  things 
called  their  effects  ; and  hath  given  to  man- 
kind a dis|Nisition  to  observe  those  con- 
nections, to  confide  in  their  continuance,  and 
to  make  use  of  them  for  the  improvement 
of  our  knowledge,  and  increase  of  our  power. 

A second  class  is  that  wherein  the  con- 
nection between  the  sign  and  thing  signi- 
fied, is  not  only  established  by  nature,  but 
discovered  to  us  by  a natural  principle, 
without  reasoning  or  experience.  Of  this 
kind  arc  the  natural  signs  of  human 
thoughts,  purposes,  and  desires,  which 
have  been  already  mentioned  as  the  natural 
language  of  mankind.  An  infant  may  he 
put  into  a fright  by  an  angry  countenance, 
and  soothed  again  by  smiles  and  blandish- 
ments. A child  that  has  a good  musical 
ear,  may  he  put  to  sleep  or  to  dance,  may  be 
made  merry  or  sorrowful,  by  the  modula- 
tion of  musical  sounds.  The  principles  of 
all  the  fine  arts,  and  of  what  we  call  a fine 
taste , may  he  resolved  into  connections  of 
this  kind.  A fine  taste  may  he  improved 
by  reasoning  and  experience  ; hut  if  the 
first  principles  of  it  were  not  planted  in  our 
miuds  by  nature,  it  could  never  he  ac- 
quired- Nay,  we  have  already  made  it 
appear,  tliat  a great  part  of  this  knowledge 
which  wo  have  by  nature,  is  lust  by  the 
disuse  of  natural  signs,  and  the  substitution 
of  artificial  in  their  place. 

A third  class  of  natural  signs  compre- 
hends those  which,  though  we  never  before 
liad  any  notion  or  conception  of  the  thing 
signified,  do  suggest  it,  or  conjure  it  up, 
as  it  were,  by  a natural  kind  of  magic,  and 
at  once  give  us  a conception  and  create  a 
belief  of  it.,  I shewed  formerly,  that  our 
sensations  suggest  to  us  a sentient  being  or 
vnind  to  which  they  belong — a being  which 
hath  a permanent  existence,  although  the 
sensations  are  transient  and  of  short  dura- 
tion— a being  which  is  still  the  same,  while 
its  sensations  and  other  operations  are 
varied  ten  thousand  ways — a being  which 
hath  the  same  relation  to  all  that  infinite 
variety  of  thoughts,  purposes,  actions, 
affections,  enjoyments,  and  sufferings,  which 
w c are  conscious  of,  or  can  remember.  The 


conception  of  a mind  is  neither  an  idea  of 
sensation  nor  of  reflection  ; for  it  is  neither 
like  any  of  our  sensations,  nor  like  any- 
thing we  are  conscious  of.  The  first  con- 
ception of  it,  as  well  as  the  belief  of  it,  and 
of  the  common  relation  it  bears  to  all  that  we 
are  conscious  of,  or  remember,  is  suggested  to 
every  thinking  being,  wre  do  not  know  how. 

The  notion  of  hardness  in  bodies,  as  well 
as  the  belief  of  it,  are  got  in  a similar 
manner ; being,  by  an  original  principle  of 
our  nature,  aunexed  to  that  sensation 
which  wc  have  when  we  feel  a hard  body. 
And  so  naturally  and  necessarily  does  the 
sensation  convey  the  notion  and  belief  of 
hardness,  that  hitherto  they  have  been 
confounded  by  the  most  acute  inquirers 
into  the  principles  of  human  nature,  al- 
though they  ap|>car,  upon  accurate  reflec- 
tion, not  only  to  be  different  things,  but  as 
unlike  as  pain  is  to  the  point  of  a sword. 

It  may  be  observed,  that,  as  the  first 
class  of  natural  signs  I have  mentioned  is 
the  foundation  of  true  philosophy,  and  the 
second  the  foundation  of  the  fine  arts,  or 
of  taste — so  the  lost  is  the  foundation  of 
common  sense — a part  of  human  nature 
which  hath  never  been  explained.* 

I take  it  for  granted,  that  the  notion  of 
hardness,  and  the  belief  of  it,  is  first  got 
by  means  of  that  particular  sensation 
which,  as  far  back  as  we  can  remember, 
docs  invariably  suggest  it ; and  that,  if  we 
had  never  had  Buch  a feeling,  we  should 
never  have  had  any  notion  of  hardness.  1 
tli ink  it  is  evident,  that  we  cannot,  by 
reasoning  from  our  sensations,  collect  the 
existence  of  bodies  at  all,  far  less  any  of 
their  qualities.  This  hath  been  proved  by 
unanswerable  arguments  by  the  Bishop  of 
Cloync,  and  by  the  author  of  the  “ Treatise 
of  Human  Nature.*’  It  appears  as  evi- 
dent that  this  connection  between  our  sens- 
ations and  the  conception  and  belief  of 
external  existences  cannot  be  produced  by 
habit,  experience,  education,  or  any  prin- 
ciple of  human  nature  that  hath  been 
admitted  by  philosophers.  At  the  same 
time,  it  is  a fact  that  such  sensations  are 
invariably  connected  with  the  conception 
and  belief  of  external  existences.  Hence, 
by  all  rules  of  just  reasoning,]  we  must  con- 
clude, that  this  connection  is  the  effect  of 
our  constitution,!  and  ought  to  be  considered 
as  an  original  principle  of  human  nature, 
till  we  find  some  more  general  principle 
into  which  it  may  he  resolved.  + 

• See  Stewart ’•  *•  Hrmenu  of  the  Phdownhy 
of  the  Human  Mind."  Vol  11.,  chap,  i.,  \ 3,  la-t 
note.—  H. 

t Thl*  whole  doctrine  of  natural  lignt,  on  which  hi* 
philoaophy  i»  in  a great  mea*u re  established,  was  bor- 
rowed by  Reid,  in  principle,  and  even  in  expiration, 
from  flUrkeler.  Compare  “Minute  Philosopher,  ' 
Dial  IV.,  It  7.  II,  IV  ; H New  Thcorv  of  Vision  * 
$5  »**.  117}  ••  JTieory  of  Vision  Vindicated."  5$  32 
— 13  — H. 
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Section  17. 

07  HARDNESS,  AND  OTHER  PRIMARY 
QUALITIES. 

Further,  I observe  that  hardness  is  a 
quality,  of  which  we  have  as  clear  and 
distinct  a conception  as  of  anything  what- 
soever. The  cohesion  of  the  parts  of  a 
body  with  more  or  less  force,  is  perfectly 
understood,  though  its  cause  is  not ; we 
know  what  it  is,  as  well  as  how  it  affects 
the  touch.  It  is,  therefore,  a quality  of  a 
quite  different  order  from  those  secondary 
qualities  we  have  already  taken  notice  of, 
whereof  we  know  no  more  naturally  than 
that  they  are  adapted  to  raise  certain  sens- 
ations in  us.  If  hardness  were  a quality 
of  the  same  kind,  it  would  be  a proper  in- 
quiry for  philosophers,  what  hardness  in 
bodies  is  ? and  we  should  have  had  various 
hypotheses  about  it,  as  well  as  about  co- 
lour and  heat.  But  it  is  evident  that  any 
such  hypothesis  would  be  ridiculous.  If 
any  man  should  say,  that  hardness  in  bo- 
dies is  a certain  vibration  of  their  parts,  or 
that  it  is  certain  effluvia  emitted  by  them 
which  affect  our  touch  in  the  manner  wc 
feel — such  hypotheses  would  shock  com- 
mon sense ; because  we  all  know  that,  if 
the  parts  of  a body  adhere  strongly,  it  is 
hard,  although  it  should  neither  emit  efflu- 
via nor  vibrate.  Yet,  at  the  same  time, 
no  man  can  say,  but  that  effluvia  or  the 
vibrution  of  the  parts  of  u body,  might 
have  affected  our  touch,  in  the  same  man- 
ner tliat  hardness  now  does,  if  it  had  so 
pleased  the  Author  of  our  nature  ; and,  if 
either  of  these  hypotheses  is  applied  to  ex- 
plain a secondary  quality— such  as  smell, 
or  taste,  or  sound,  or  colour,  or  heat — there 
appears  no  manifest  absurdity  in  the  sup- 
position. 

The  distinction  betwixt  primary  and  se- 
condary qualities  hath  had  several  revolu- 
tions. Democritus  and  Epicurus,  and  their 
followers,  maintained  it.  Aristotle  and  the 
Peripatetics  abolished  it.  Des  Cartes, 
Malebranche,  and  Locke,  revived  it,  and 
were  thought  to  have  put  it  in  a very  clear 
light.  But  Bishop  Berkeley  again  dis- 
carded this  distinction,  by  such  proofs  as 
must  be  convincing  to  those  that  hold 
the  received  doctrine  of  ideas.*  Yet, 
after  all,  there  appears  to  be  a real  found- 
ation for  it  in  the  principles  of  our  na- 
ture. 

What  hath  been  said  of  hardness,  is  so 
easily  applicable,  not  only  to  its  opposite, 
softness,  but  likewise  to  roughness  and 


• On  this  distinction  of  Primary  and  Secondary 
Qualities,  fee  “ Easayson  the  l.tcl'ectual  Powers," 

K»mjt  II.,  chap.  17,  and  Note  D,  at  the  end  of  I 
the  volume.  — H.  I 


smoothness,  to  figure  and  motiou,  that  wo 
may  be  excused  from  making  the  applica- 
tion, which  would  only  be  a repetition  of 
what  hath  been  said.  All  these,  by  means 
of  certain  corresponding  sensations  of  touch, 
are  presented  to  the  mind  as  real  external 
qualities  ; the  conception  and  the  belief  of 
them  are  invariably  connected  with  the 
corresponding  sensations,  by  an  original 
principle  of  human  nature.  Their  sensa- 
tions have  no  name  in  any  language ; they 
have  not  only  been  overlooked  by  the  vul- 
gar, but  by  philosophers  ; or,  if  they  have 
been  at  all  taken  notice  of,  they  have  been 
confounded  with  the  external  qualities  which 
they  suggest. 


Section  I', 
or  EXTENSION. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  liard- 
ness  and  softness,  roughness  and  smooth- 
ness, figure  and  motion,  do  All  suppose  ex- 
tension, and  cannot  be  conceived  without 
it ; yet,  I think  it  must,  on  the  other  hand, 
be  allowed  that,  if  we  had  never  felt  any 
thing  hard  or  soft,  rough  or  smooth,  figured 
or  moved,  we  should  never  have  had  a con- 
ception of  extension  ;*  so  that,  as  there  is 
good  ground  to  believe  that  the  notion  of 
extension  could  not  be  prior  to  that  of  other 
primary  qualities,  so  it  is  certain  that  it 
could  not  be  posterior  to  the  notion  of  any 
of  them,  being  necessarily  implied  in  them 

all.f 

Extension,  therefore,  seems  to  be  a qua- 
lity svgt/csfeti  to  us,  by  the  very  same  sens- 
ations which  suggest  the  other  qualities 
above  mentioned.  When  I grasp  a ball  in 
my  hand,  I perceive  it  at  once  hard, 
figured,  and  extended.  The  feeling  is  very 
simple,  and  hath  not  the  least  resemblance 
to  any  quality  of  body.  Y et  it  suggests  to 
us  three  primary  qualities  perfectly  dis- 
tinct from  one  another,  as  well  as  from  the 
sensation  which  indicates  them.  When 
I move  my  hand  along  the  table,  the  feel- 
ing is  so  simple  that  I find  it  difficult  to 
distinguish  it  into  things  of  different  na- 
tures ; yet,  it  immediatey  suggests  hardness, 
smoothness,  extension,  and  motion — things 


* According  to  Reid,-  Exte*  lion  Sparc)  is  a no- 
tlou  a potUriori , the  result  of  experience.  A cron  I . 
ing  to  Kant,  it  is  a priori  ■ experience  only  affording 
the  occasions  required  by  the  mind  to  exert  thewe's, 
of  which  the  intuition  ol  space  U a condition.  To  4 he 
former  it  is  thus  a contingent : to  the  latter,  a. ncecs. 
s '.ry  mental  possession  — H. 

f In  this  paragraph,  to  say  nothing  of  others  in 
the  “ Inquiry,"  Kcid  evidently  excludes  tight  as  a 
sense,  through  which  the  notion  of  retention  or  space, 
enters  into  the  mind.  In  his  later  work,  the  **  E». 
says  on  i he  Intellectual  Power*,'' lie,  however,  ex- 
pressly allows  that  function  to  tight  met  touch,  and 
to  those  senses  atone  See  Essay  II.,  chap,  10,  p. 
itJMrtn  rdi  ion  — H. 
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of  very  different  natures,  and  all  of  them 
os  distinctly  understood  as  the  feeling  which 
suggests  them. 

\Ve  are  commonly  told  by  philosophers, 
that  we  get  the  idea  of  extension  by  feeling 
along  the  extremities  of  a body,  as  if  there 
was  no  manner  of  difficulty  in  the  matter.  ; 
I have  sought,  with  great  pains,  1 confess,  | 
to  find  out  how  this  idea  can  be  got  by  feel- 
ing ; but  I have  sought  in  vain.  Y et  it  is 
one  of  the  clearest  and  most  distinct  notions 
we  have;  nor  is  there  anything  whatsoever 
about  which  the  human  understanding  can 
carry  on  so  many  long  and  demonstrative 
trains  of  reasoning." 

The  notion  of  extension  is  so  familiar 
to  us  from  infancy,  and  so  constantly  ob- 
truded by  everything  we  see  and  feel,  that 
we  are  apt  to  think  it  obvious  how  it  comes 
iuto  the  mind  , but  upon  a narrower  ex- 
amination we  shall  find  it  utterly  inexpli- 
cable. It  is  true  we  have  feelings  of  touch, 
which  every  moment  present  extension 
to  the  mind  ; but  how  they  come  to  do 
so,  is  the  question  ; for  those  feelings  do 
no  more  resemble  extension,  than  they  re- 
semble justice  or  courage — nor  can  the 
existence  of  extended  things  be  inferred 
from  those  feelings  by  any  rules  of  reason- 
ing ; so  that  the  feelings  we  have  by  touch, 
can  neither  explain  how  we  get  the  notion, 
nor  how  we  como  by  the  belief  of  extended 
things. 

What  hath  imposed  upon  philosophers 
in  this  matter  is,  that  the  feelings  of  touch, 
which  suggest  primary  qualities,  have  no 
names,  nor  are  they  ever  reflected  upon. 
They  pass  through  the  mind  instantane- 
ously, and  serve  only  to  introduce  the  no- 
tion and  belief  of  external  things,  which, 
by  our  constitution,  are  connected  with 
them.  They  are  natural  signs,  and  the 
mind  immediately  passes  to  the  thing  sig- 
nified, without  making  the  least  reflection 
upon  the  sign,  or  observing  that  there  was 
Xiiy  such  thing.  Hence  it  hath  always  been 
token  for  granted,  that  the  ideas  of  exten- 
sion, figure,  and  motion,  arc  ideas  of  sensa- 
tion, which  cuter  iuto  the  mind  by  the  sense 
of  touch,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  sensa- 
tions of  sound  and  smell  do  by  the  car  and 
nose.'f  The  si  usations  of  touch  are  so  ron- 


• All  the  attempts  that  have.  subsequently  to 
Reft,  been  made,  in  analyse  the  notion  of  space  into 
the  experience  ol  sense,  have,  tailed,  equally  aa  those 
be tore  him.-  11. 

t It  ha*  not  ••  always  been  taken  for  granted,  that  the 
bleated  Extension,  Figure,  and  Motion,  are  idea*  of 
sensation."  Kven  a distinguished  predecessor  of  Held, 
in  hi*  Chair  at  Glasgow,  denied  this  doctrine  of  the 
»en*ual  school,  to  whir h licgcncrally  adhered.  I would 
nut  t'raup|X>»cd  to  suspect  Iteid  of  the  slightest  disin. 
genuousocts,  but  lie  has  certainly  here  and  elsewhere 
been  anticipated  by  Hutcheson,  in  some  of  the  most 
important  principles,  no  less  than  in  some  of  the 
weaker  positions  of  hi*  philosophy,  kquoie,  without 
i t*i  Tench  mint,  the  following  note  from  Hutcheson's 
" h*>M\  on  the  raasKins,"  though  only  part  of  it  i* 


nected,  by  our  constitution,  w ith  the  notions 
of  extension,  figure,  and  motion,  that  phi- 
losophers have  mistaken  the  one  for  tho 


stiictly  i dative  to  the  assertion  in  the  text “ It  •• 
no:  easy  to  divide  distinctly  our  several  s >nia  tons 
into  cla-set  The  division  ol  our  External  Senses  into 
the  fire  common  classes,  seems  very  impcrfec:  Some 
sensations,  received  without  any  previous  idra,  can 
cither  be  reduced  to  none  of  them— suen  at  tin.  sens- 
ations of  Hunger,  Thirst.  Weariness,  Sickness;  or 
il  we  reduce  tlv  in  to  the  sense  of  Keeling,  they  arc 
pvrceptionsasddferc.it  irom  the  other  ideas  of  Touch 
— such  as  Cold,  Heat,  Hardness,  Softness — as  the  ideas 
ol  taste  or  smell.  Other*  have  hinted  at  an  external 
sense,  different  from  all  of  the»c."  £ Tin*  allusion  has 
puzsied  our  Scottish  psychologists.  Hutcheson  evi- 
dently refers  to  the  sixth  sente,  or  sense  of  venereal  tit- 
illalii.ii,  proposed  by  the  elder  Scaliger,  and  approvrd 
of  by  Oacon,  Burton,  Voltaire,  \c.j  **  The  following 
genet  at  account  may  possibly  be  useful.  (1°)— That 
certain  motions  raised  in  our  bodies  arc,  by  a general 
law,  constituted  the  t ccau  n qf  perceptions  m the 
mind.  (2°)  These  perceptions  never  como  entirely 
alone,  but  have  some  other  perception  joined  with 
them  Thus  evert/  sensation  is  accompanied  t cuts 
the  idea  qf  Duration , and  yet  duration  is  not  a.tent. 
ib-e  idea,  since  it  also  accompanies  ideas  of  inter - 
nat  consciousness  or  reflection  : to  ihc  idea  of 
dumber  may  accompany  any  sensible  ideas,  ami  yet 
may  also  accompany  any  other  idea*, as' well  a*. exter- 
nal sensations  brutes,  when  several  object*  arc 
belore  them,  have  probably  all  the  proper  ulcus  of 
sight  which  we  have,  without  the  idea  of  number. 
(3U)  Fame  ideas  ate  found  accompanying  the  must 
different  sensations,  which  yet  Aro  not  to  be  pcrcrivcU 
s.  par  a t cl  y from  some. sensible  quality.  Such  arc  Ex- 
tension, Figure,  Motion,  and  nest , which  ncc«  mpativ 
the  ideas  of  Sight  or  Colours,  and  yet  may  lie  per. 
ceivcd  without  them,  as  in  the  idea>ot  Touch,  at  lea  t 
it  we  move  our  organs  along  the  parts  ol  the  body 
touched,  Ex  ension,  figure.  Motion, or  licit,  seem 
therefore  to  be  more  properly  called  ideas  accom- 
panying the  sensations  qf  Sight  and  Touch,  than  the 
sensation - qf  either  of  these  s>  rises  ; since  they 
can  be  received  sometimes  without  the  ideas  of 
Colour,  and  sometimes  without  those  ot  Touching, 
though  never  without  the  one  or  the  other  ‘1  he 
perceptions  u huh  ate  purely  sensible,  received  each 
by  its  proper  sense,  are  'tastes.  Smell*,  Colours, 
Sound,  ( old,  Heat,  A c.  The  universal  concomitant 
ideas  which  may  attend  any  idea  whatsoever,  are 
Duration  and  Number.  The  Ideas  which  accompany 
the  most  different  sensations,  are  Extension,  Figure, 
Motion,  and  Kest.  * These  all  arise  without  any  pre - 
t i ous  ideas  ass,  in'  led  or  compared — the  conomnant 
ideas  are  tipuUd  image » qf  something  ex  ernai  ” — 
cct  1 , Art  I.  'lire  reader  uny  likewise con*u!t  the 
same  author's  "Synopsis  Metaphysics?,”  1’art  U.f 
can.  I , t & See  below  , p.  829,  b,  note. 

but  here  1 may  observe,  hi  the  first  place,  that  the 
siatemcut  made  in  the  preceding  quotation,  (and  still 
more  articulately  in  the  **  Synoytsis,"}  that  Duratroi 
or  lime  is  the  inseparable  concomitant  both  ol  sense 
and  reflection,  had  been  also  made  by  ArUtntlc  and 
many  other  philosophers;  and  it  it  indeed  curious 
bow  long  philosophers  were  on  the  vvrge  of  enun. 
ciating  the  great  doctrine  first  proclaimed  bv  Kant 
— that  'lime  is  a fumlainciunl  condition,  form,  or 
category  ol  thought.  In  the  second  place,  ! may  new 
ticc  that  Hutcheson  is  not  entitled  to  the  ptai»« 
accorded  him  by  Me  wart  and  HoyerCollard  for  hisori- 
ginaluy  in  " i In-fine  and  important  observation  that 
Extrusion,  Figure,  Motion,  and  Best,  arc  rather 
ideas  accompa.  yiug  the  per  cep’ ions  ol  touch  and 
I vision,  than  peroptinns  oi  these  senses,  properly  *o 
called."  In  ti  u,  he  seems  only  to  have,  with  others, 
refieatcd  Aristotle,  who,  in  hm  treatise  on  the 
Soul,  (Book  II., Ch.  0,  Text  f4,snd  Book  III.  Ch. 
I,  Text  l.t'O  calls  Motion  and  Best,  Magnitude,  (Ex- 
tension,) Figure,  and  A umber,  (Hutcheson’s  very 
list,)  the  lotnmon  concomitants  (««sA«v6«»tss  sai 
mi, h)  ot  sight  and  touch,  and  expressly  derm* 
them  to  t«  imprcsaiuns  of  sense— the  sense  having 
no  passive  affection  from  these  qualities.  To  these 
five  common  concomitants,  tome  of  the  schoolmen 
ai'deii  also,  (but  out  of  Am  title,)  1‘lace , Distarce, 
J iiitiu,  and  Continuity.  — H. 
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other,  and  never  have  been  able  to  discern  ! 
tliat  they  were  not  only  distinct  things,  but 
altogether  unlike.  However,  if  we  will 
reason  distinctly  upon  this  subject,  we  ought 
to  give  names  to  those  feelings  of  touch  ; 
we  must  accustom  ourselves  to  attend  to 
them,  and  to  reflect  upon  them,  that  we 
may  be  ablo  to  disjoin  them  from,  and  to 
compare  them  with,  the  qualities  signified 
or  suggested  by  them. 

The  habit  of  doing  this  is  not  to  be  at- 
tained without  pains  and  practice ; and  till 
a man  hath  acquired  this  Imbit,  it  will  be 
impossible  for  him  to  think  distinctly,  or  to 
judge  right,  upon  this  subject. 

Let  a man  press  his  hand  against  the 
table — he  feels  il  hard.  But  what  is  the  mean- 
ing of  this?— The  meaning  undoubtedly 
is,  that  he  hath  a certain  feeling  of  touch, 
from  which  he  concludes,  without  any  rea- 
soning, or  comparing  ideas,  that  there  is 
something  external  really  existing,  whose 
parts  stick  so  firmly  together,  that  they  can- 
not be  displaced  without  considerable  force. 

There  is  here  a feeling,  and  a conclu- 
sion drawn  from  it,  or  some  way  suggested 
by  it.  In  order  to  compare  these,  we 
must  view  them  separately,  and  then  con- 
sider by  what  tie  they  are  connected,  and 
wherein  they  resemble  one  another.  The 
hardness  of  the  table  is  the  conclusion,  the 
feeling  is  tho  medium  by  which  we  are  led 
to  that  conclusion.  Let  a man  attend  dis- 
tinctly to  this  medium,  and  to  the  conclu- 
sion, and  he  will  perceive  them  to  be  as 
unlike  as  any  two  things  in  nature.  The 
one  is  a sensation  of  tho  mind,  which  can 
have  no  existence  but  in  a sentient  being ; 
nor  can  it  exist  one  moment  longer  than  it 
is  felt ; the  other  is  in  tho  table,  and  we 
conclude,  without  any  difficulty,  that  it  was 
in  the  table  before  it  was  felt,  and  continues 
after  the  feeling  is  over.  The  one  implies 
no  kind  of  extension,  nor  parts,  nor  cohe- 
sion ; the  other  implies  ail  these.  Both, 
indeed,  admit  of  degrees,  and  the  feeling, 
beyond  a certain  degree,  is  a species  of 
pain  ; but  adamantine  hardness  does  not 
imply  the  leaAt  pain. 

And  as  the  feeling  hath  no  similitude  to 
hardness,  so  neither  can  our  reason  per- 
ceive tho  least  tie  or  connection  between 
them  ; nor  will  the  logician  ever  be  able  to 
shew  a reason  why  we  should  conclude 
hardness  from  this  feeling,  rather  than  soft- 
ness, or  any  other  quality  whatsoever.  But, 
in  reality,  all  mankind  are  led  by  their  con- 
stitution to  conclude  hardness  from  this 
feeling. 

The  sensation  of  beat,  and  the  sensation 
we  have  by  pressing  a hard  body,  are  equally 
feelings ; nor  can  we,  by  reasoning,  draw 
any  conclusion  from  the  one  but  what  may 
be  drawn  from  the  other  : but,  by  our  con- 
stitution, we  conclude  from  the  first  an  ob- 


scure or  occult  quality,  of  which  we  have 
only  this  relative  conception,  that  it  is 
something  adapted  to  raise  in  us  the  seusa- 
tion  of  heat ; from  the  second,  we  conclude 
a quality  of  which  we  have  a clear  and  dis- 
tinct conception — to  wit,  the  hardnessof  the 
body. 


Section  VI. 

OP  EXTENSION. 

To  put  this  matter  in  another  light,  it 
may  be  proper  to  try,  whether  from  sensa- 
tion alone  we  can  collect  any  notion  of  ex- 
tension, figure,  motion,  and  space.*  I take 
it  for  granted,  that  a blind  man  hath  the 
same  notions  of  extension,  figure,  and  mo- 
tion, os  a man  that  sees  ; that  Dr  Saunder- 
son  had  the  same  notion  of  a cone,  a cylin- 
der, and  a sphere,  and  of  the  motions  and 
distances  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  as  Sir  Isaac 
Newton. -f 

As  sight,  therefore,  is  not  necessary  for 
our  acquiring  those  notions,  we  shall  leave 
it  out  altogether  in  our  inquiry  into  the 
first  origin  of  them ; and  Bhall  suppose  a 
blind  man,  by  some  strange  distemper,  to 
have  lost  all  the  experience,  and  habits, 
and  notions  he  had  got  by  touch  ; not  to 
have  the  least  conception  of  the  existence, 
figure,  dimensions,  or  extension,  cither  of 
his  own  body,  or  of  any  other  ; but  to  have 
all  his  knowledge  of  external  things  to  ac- 
quire anew,  by  means  of  sensation,  and  the 
power  of  reason,  which  we  suppose  to  re- 
main entire. 

We  shall,  first,  suppose  his  body  fixed 
immovably  in  one  place,  and  that  he  can 
only  have  tho  feelings  of  touch,  by  the 
application  of  other  bodies  to  it.  Suppose 
him  first  to  be  pricked  with  a pin— this 
will,  no  doubt,  give  a smart  sensation  : he 
feels  pain  ; but  what  can  he  infer  from  it  ? 
Nothing,  surely,  with  regard  to  the  existence 
or  figure  of  a pin.  He  can  infer  nothing 
from  this  species  of  pain,  which  he  may  not 
as  well  infer  from  the  gout  or  sciatica. 
Common  sense  may  lead  him  to  think  that 
this  pain  has  a cause ; but  whether  this 
cause  is  body  or  spirit,  exteuded  or  unex- 
tended, figured  or  not  figured,  he  cannot 
possibly,  from  any  principles  he  is  supposed 
to  have,  form  the  least  conjecture.  Hav- 
ing had  formerly  no  notion  of  body  or  of 
extension,  the  prick  of  a pin  can  give  him 
none. 

Suppose,  next,  a body  not  pointed,'  but 

• Why  are  Kxtention~HnA' Spa  r <1i*tineui»hcd  »a 
co-ordmate,  and  thu*  odd  It  sundered  f— H. 

f the  ot«eT»jhon»  of  PUbner,  on  a. person  born 
blind,  would  prove,  however,  that  tight,  nor  uck.  it 
thesenarbv  which  we  principally  obtain  our  know. 
ktlRe  of  Figure,  and  our  empirical  knowl.-dvr  o| 
Space.  Sautuienon, at  any  ra'e,  waa  not  born  blind. 
-H. 
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blunt,  is  applied  to  his  body  with  a fore© 
gradually  increased  until  it  bruises  him. 
What  has  he  got  by  this,  but  another  sens- 
ation or  train  of  sensations,  from  which 
he  is  able  to  conclude  as  little  as  from  the 
former  ? A scirrhous  tumour  in  any  in- 
ward part  of  the  body,  by  pressing  upon 
the  adjacent  parts,  may  give  the  same  kind 
of  sensation  as  the  pressure  of  an  extcrnnl 
body,  without  conveying  any  notion  but 
that  of  pain,  which,  surely,  hath  no  resem- 
blance to  extension. 

Suppose,  thirdly,  that  the  body  applied 
to  him  touches  a larger  or  a lesser  part  of 
his  body.  Can  this  give  him  any  notion 
of  its  extension  or  dimensions  ? To  me  it 
seems  impossible  that  it  should,  unless  he 
had  some  previous  notion  of  the  dimen- 
sions and  figure  of  his  own  body,  to  serve 
him  as  a measure.*  When  my  two  hands 
(ouch  the  extremities  of  a body,  if  I know 
them  to  be  a foot  asunder,  I easily  col- 
lect that  the  body  is  a foot  long  ; and,  if  I 
know  them  to  be  five  feet  asunder,  that  it 
is  five  feet  long ; but,  if  I know  not  wliat 
the  distance  of  my  hands  is,  I cannot  know 
the  length  of  the  object  they  grasp  ; and, 
if  I have  no  previous  notion  of  hands  at 
all,  or  of  distance  between  them,  I can 
never  get  that  notion  by  their  being  touched. 

Suppose,  again,  that  a botiy  is  drawn 
along  his  hands  or  face,  while  they  are  at 
rest.  Can  this  give  him  any  notion  of 
space  or  motion  ? It  no  doubt  gives  a new 
feeling  ; but  how  it  should  convey  a notion 
of  space  or  motion  to  one  who  had  none 
before,  I cannot  conceive.  The  blood  moves 
along  the  arteries  and  veins,  and  this  motion, 
when  violent,  is  felt:  but  I imagine  no  man, 
by  this  feeling,  could  get  the  conception  of 
space  or  motion,  if  he  had  it  not  before. 
Such  a motion  may  give  a certain  succes- 
sion of  feelings,  as  the  colic  may  do  ; but  no 
feelings,  nor  any  combination  of  feelings, 
can  ever  resemble  space  or  motion. 

Let  us  next  suppose,  that  he  makes  some 
instinctive  effort  to  move  his  head  or  his 
hand  ; but  that  no  motion  follows,  either 
on  account  of  external  resistance,  or  of 
palsy.  Can  this  effort  convey  the  notion 
of  space  and  motion  to  one  who  never  had  it 
before  ? Surely  it  cannot 

I.ast  of  all,  let  us  suppose  that  he  moves 
a limb  by  instinct,  without  having  had  any 
previous  notion  of  space  or  motion.  He 
has  here  a new  sensation,  which  accom- 
panies the  flexure  of  joints,  and  the  swelling 
of  muscles.  But  how  this  sensation  can 
convey  into  his  mind  the  idea  of  space  and 
motion,  is  still  altogether  mysterious  and 
unintelligible.  The  motions  of  the  heart 

• Nay,  the  recent  observation*  of  Wohrr  e*r v llth 
the  curious  tact,  that  the  same  extent  will  not  apnear 
thi-  Mine  to  tin-  touch  al  different  parti  of  the  U*lv 


and  lungs  are  all  performed  by  the  con« 
traction  of  muscles,  yet  give  no  conception 
of  space  or  motion.  An  embryo  in  the 
womb  has  many  such  motions,  and  probably 
the  feelings  that  accompany  them,  without 
any  idea  of  space  or  motion. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that  our 
philosophers  have  imposed  upon  themselves 
and  upon  us,  in  pretending  to  deduce  from 
sensation  the  first  origin  of  our  notions  of 
external  existences,  of  space,  motion,  anil 
extension,*  and  all  the  primary  qualities  of 
body — that  is,  the  qualities  whereof  w’e 
have  the  most  clear  and  distinct  conception. 
These  qualities  do  not  at  all  tally  with  any 
system  of  the  human  faculties  that  hath 
been  advanced.  They  have  no  resemblance 
to  any  sensation,  or  to  any  operation  of  our 
minds  ; and,  therefore,  they  cannot  lie 
ideas  either  of  sensation  or  of  reflection. 
The  very  conception  of  them  is  irreconcil- 
able to  the  principles  of  all  our  philosophic 
systems  of  the  understanding.  The  belief 
of  them  is  no  less  so. 


Section  VII, 

or  Til  It  EXI8TBNCK  OF  A .MATERIAL  WORLD. 

It  is  beyond  our  power  to  say  when,  or 
in  what  order,  we  came  by  our  notions  of 
these  qualities.  When  we  trace  the  opera- 
tions of  our  minds  as  far  back  as  memory 
and  reflection  can  carry  us,  we  And  them 
already  in  possession  of  our  imagination  and 
belief,  and  quite  familiar  to  the  mind  : but 
how  they  came  first  into  its  acquaintance, 
or  what  has  given  them  so  strong  a hold  of 
our  belief,  and  what  regard  they  deserve, 
are,  no  doubt,  very  important  questions  in 
the  philosophy  of  human  nature- 

Shall  we,  with  the  Bishop  of  Cloyne, 
serve  them  with  a quo  warranto,  and  have 
them  tried  at  the  bar  of  philosophy,  upon 
the  statute  of  the  ideal  system  ? Indeed, 
in  this  trial  they  seem  to  have  come  off 
very  pitifully  ; for,  although  they  had  very 
able  counsel,  learned  in  the  law  — viz.,  Des 
Cartes,  Malebranche,  and  Locke,  who  said 
everything  they  could  for  their  clients — the 


* That  tbe  notion  of  Space  ic  a ncce*»ary  condition 
of  thought,  and  that,  <11  iucA,  it  U impossible  to  dr. 
rive  It  from  experience,  haa  l«ecn  cogently  demon- 
strated by  Kant.  Hut  that  wr  may  not,  through 
•enie  have  empirically  an  immediate  perception  of 
something  ertenlnt,  1 hare  yet  »ccn  no  valid  reason 
to  doubt.  The  a priori  Conception  don  not  exclude 
thfapoi/morf  Perception  ; and  t hi*  latter  cannot  l«e 
reject eil  without  belying  the  evidence  ot  contcionaneat, 
which  auurr*  ua  that  wc  are  immediately  cognisant, 
not  only  of  a Set/ but  of  a Sot-Sf/,  noi  onlv  of  mind 
but  of  mot  Ur  : ami  matter  eannot  lie  immediately 
known— that  i»,  known  avexoUi.g— except.  Mvome. 
thing  extended.  In  thi*,  however,  I venture  a step 
beyond  Reid  and  Sir  wart,  no  Inuthjii  beyond  Kan' ; 
though  1 am  convinced  that  the  pnilo*onhy  of  lh« 
two  former  tended  to-  in*  conclusion,  which  i*.  il 
I fact,  that  ol  the  common  «en*e  ot  mankinu  — H. 
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Bishop  of  Cioyne,  believing  thern  to  be  ’ 
aiders  and  abetters  of  heresy  and  schism, 
prosecuted  them  with  great  vigour,  fully 
answered  all  that  had  been  pleaded  in  their 
defence,  and  silenced  their  ablest  advocates, 
who  seem,  for  half  a century  past,  to  decline 
the  argument,  and  to  trust  to  the  favour  of 
the  jury  rather  than  to  the  strength  of 
their  pleadings. 

f Thus,  the  wisdom  of  philosophy  is  set  in 
opjiosition  to  the  common  sense  of  mankiud. 
The  first  pretends  to  demonstrate,  a priori, 
that  there  can  be  no  6uch  thing  as  a mate- 
rial world  ; that  sun,  moon,  stars,  and  earth, 
vegetable  and  animal  bodies,  are,  and  can 
be  nothing  else,  but  sensations  in  the  mind, 
or  images  of  those  sensations  in  the  memory 
and  imagination ; that,  like  pain  and  joy, 
they  can  have  no  existence  when  they  are 
not  thought  of.  The  last  can  conceive  no 
otherwise  of  thb  opinion,  than  as  a kind  of 
metaphysical  lunacy,  and  concludes  that  too 
much  learning  is  apt  to  make  men  mad ; 
and  that  the  man  who  seriously  entertains 
this  belief,  though  in  other  respects  he  may  be 
a very  good  man,  as  a man  may  be  w ho  be- 
lieves that  he  is  made  of  glass ; yet,  surely 
he  hath  a soft  place  in  his  understanding, 
and  hath  been  hurt  by  much  thinking. 

This  opposition  betwixt  philosophy  and 
.common  sense,  is  apt  to  have  a very  un- 
happy influence  upon  the  philosopher  him- 
self. He  sees  human  nature  in  an  odd, 
unaminble,  and  mortifying  light.  He  con- 
siders himself,  and  tho  rest  of  his  species, 
as  bom  under  a necessity  of  believing  ten 
thousand  absurdities  and  contradictions, 
and  endowed  w ith  such  a pittance  of  reason 
as  is  just  sufficient  to  make  this  unhappy 
discovery : and  this  is  all  the  fruit  of  Iub 
profound  speculations.  Such  notions  of 
human  nature  tend  to  slacken  every  nerve  of 
the  soul,  to  put  every  noble  purpose  and  sen- 
timent out  of  countenance,  and  spread  a me- 
lancholy gloom  over  the  whole  face  of  things. 

If  this  is  wisdom,  let  me  be  deluded  with 
the  vulgar.  I find  something  within  me 
that  recoils  against  it,  and  inspires  more 
reverent  sentiments  of  the  human  kind,  and 
of  the  universal  administration.  Common 
Sense  and  Reason*  have  both  one  author; 
that  Almighty  Author  in  all  whose  other 
works  we  observe  a consistency,  uniformity, 
and  beauty  which  charm  and  delight  the 
understanding:  there  must,  therefore,  be 
some  order  and  consistency  in  the  human 
fuculties,  as  well  as  in  other  parts  of  his 
workmanship.  A man  that  thinks  rever- 
ently of  his  own  kind,  and  esteems  true 
wisdom  and  philosophy,  will  not  be  fond, 
nay,  will  be  very  suspicious,  of  such  strange 


• The  render  will  again  notire  thl*  and  the  other 
Instances  which  follow,  of  the  inaccuracy  ol  Reid’s 
language  In  hi*  earlier  work,  constituting,  as  differ, 
•tit.  fi.-ason  and  Common  Veit*  .— H. 
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' and  paradoxical  opinions.  If  they  nre  false, 
they  disgrace  philosophy ; and,  if  they  are 
true,  they  degrade  the  human  species,  and 
make  us  justly  ashame  d of  our  frame. 

To  what  purpose  is  it  for  philosophy  to 
decide  against  common  sense  in  this  or  any 
other  matter  ? The  belief  of  a material 
world  is  older,  and  of  more  authority,  than  1 
any  principles  of  philosophy.  1 1 declines  the 
tribunal  of  reason,*  and  laughs  at  all  the 
artillery  of  the  logician,  it  retains  its 
sovereign  authority  in  spite  of  all  the  edicts 
of  philosophy,  and  reason  itself  must  stoop 
to  its  orders.  Even  those  philosophers  who 
have  disowned  the  authority  of  our  notions 
of  an  external  material  world,  confess  that 
they  find  themselves  under  a necessity  of 
submitting  to  their  power. 

Methinks,  therefore,  it  were  better  to 
make  a virtue  of  necessity ; and,  since  we 
cannot  get  rid  of  the  vulgar  notion  and  be- 
lief of  an  external  world,  to  reconcile  our 
reason  to  it  as  well  os  we  can  ; for,  if  Rea- 
son* should  stomach  and  fret  ever  so  mucli 
at  this  yoke,  she  cannot  throw  it  off ; if  she 
will  not  be  the  servant  of  Common  Sense, 
she  must  be  her  slave. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  reconcile  Reason 
to  Common  Sense*  in  this  matter,  I beg 
leave  to  offer  to  the  consideration  of  philo- 
sophers these  two  observations.  First, 
That,  in  all  this  debate  about  the  existence 
of  a material  world,  it  hath  been  taken  for 
granted  on  both  sides,  that  this  same 
material  world,  if  any  such  there  be,  must 
be  the  express  image  of  our  sensations  ; 
that  we  can  have  no  conception  of  any 
material  thing  which  is  not  like  some  sens- 
ation in  our  minds  ; and  particularly  that 
the  sensations  of  touch  are  images  of  exten- 
sion. hardness,  figure,  and  motion.  Every 
argument  brought  against  the  existence  of 
a material  world,  either  by  the  Bishop  of 
Cioyne,  or  by  the  author  of  the  “Treatise 
of  Human  Nature,”  supposeth  this.  If 
this  is  true,  their  arguments  are  conclusive 
and  unanswerable  ; but,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  it  is  not  true,  there  is  no  shadow-  of  argu- 
ment left.  Have  those  philosophers,  then, 
given  any  solid  proof  of  this  hypothesis, 
upon  which  the  whole  weight  of  so  strange 
a system  rests.  No.  They  have  not  so 
much  as  attempted  to  do  it.  But,  because 
ancient  and  modern  philosophers  have 
agreed  in  this  opinion,  they  have  taken  it 
for  granted.  But  let  us,  ns  becomes 
philosophers,  lay  aside  authority  ; we 
need  not,  surely,  consult  Aristotle  or 
Locke,  to  know  whether  pain  be  like 
the  point  of  a sword.  I have  as  clear  n 
conception  of  extension,  hardness,  and 
motion,  as  I have  of  the  point  of  a sword  ; 
and,  with  some  pains  and  practice,  I can 
form  as  clear  a notion  of  the  other  sensa- 

• " • See  lu'  note  — H. 
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tions  of  touch  as  f have  of  pain.  When  I J 
do  so,  and  compare  them  together,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  clear  as  daylight,  that  the  for- 
mer are  not  of  kin  to  the  latter,  nor  resemble 
them  in  any  one  feature.  They  are  as 
unlike,  yea  as  certainly  and  manifestly  un- 
like, as  pain  is  to  the  point  of  a sword.  It 
may  be  true,  that  those  sensations  first 
introduced  the  material  world  to  our  ac- 
quaintance ; it  may  be  true,  that  it  seldom 
or  never  appears  without  their  company ; 
but,  for  all  that,  they  are  as  unlike  as  the 
passion  of  anger  is  to  those  features  of  the 
countenance  which  attend  it. 

So  that,  in  the  sentence  those  philoso- 
phers have  passed  against  the  material 
world,  there  is  an  error  prrsorue.  Their 
proof  touches  not  matter,  or  any  of  its  qua- 
lities ; but  strikes  directly  against  an  idol 
of  their  own  imagination,  a material  world 
made  of  ideas  and  sensations,  which  never 
had,  nor  can  have  an  existence. 

Secondly,  The  very  existence  of  our  con- 
ceptions of  extension,  figure,  and  motion, 
since  they  are  neither  ideas  of  sensation  nor 
reflection,  overturns  the  whole  ideal  system, 
by  which  the  material  world  hath  been  tried 
and  condemned  ;*  so  that  there  hath  been 
I likewise  in  this  sentence  an  error  juris. 

It  is  a very  fine  and  a just  observation  of 
Locke,  that,  as  no  human  art  can  create  a 
single  particle  of  matter,  and  the  whole  ex- 
tent of  our  power  over  the  material  world 
consists  in  compounding,  combining,  ami 
disjoining  the  matter  made  to  our  hands  ; 
so,  in  the  world  of  thought,  the  materials 
are  all  made  by  nature,  and  can  only  be 
variously  combined  and  disjoined  by  us 
So  that  it  is  impossible  for  reason  or  preju- 
dice, true  or  false  philosophy,  to  produce 
one  simple  notion  or  conception,  which  is 
not  the  work  of  nature,  and  the  result  of 
our  constitution.  The  conception  of  exten- 
. sion,  motion,  and  the  other  attributes  of 
matter,  cannot  be  the  effect  of  error  or  pre- 
judice ; it  must  be  the  work  of  nature. 
And  the  power  or  faculty  by  which  we 
acquire  those  conceptions,  must  be  some- 
thing different  from  any  power  of  the  hu- 
man mind  that  hath  been  explained,  since 
it  is  neither  sensation  nor  reflection. 

This  I would,  therefore,  humbly  propose 
as  an  erptrimentum  cruris,  by  which  the 
ideal  system  must  stand  or  fall ; and  it 
brings  the  matter  to  a short  issue  ; Exten- 
sion, figure,  motion,  may,  any  one,  or  all 
of  them,  be  taken  for  the  subject  of  this 
experiment.  Either  they  are  ideas  of  sens- 


♦ It  only  overturn*  that  Idealism  founded  on  the 
clumsy  hypothesis  of  ideas  being  something  different, 
both  from  he  reality  thev  represent,  and  from  the 
mind  contemplating  iheir  representation,  and  which, 
s l*o,  derives  ail  such  idea*  from  without.  Thi*  dor. 
tr<ne  mar -subvert  the  Idealism  of  Berkeley,  but  it 
even  supplies  a ha*ls  for  ai  Idealism  like  that  of 
Fichte.  See  the  following  noie  — H. 


j ation,  or  they  are  not  If  any  one  of 
them  can  be  shewn  to  be  an  idea  of  sensa- 
tion, or  to  have  the  least  resemblance  to 
any  sensation,  I lay  my  hand  upon  my 
mouth,  and  give  up  all  pretence  to  recon- 
cile reason  to  common  sense  in  this  matter, 
and  must  suffer  the  ideal  scepticism  to 
triumph.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
are  not  ideas  of  sensation,  nor  like  to  any 
sensation,  then  the  ideal  system  is  a rope 
of  sand,  and  all  the  laboured  arguments  of 
the  sceptical  philosophy  against  a material 
world,  and  against  the  existence  of  every 
thing  but  impressions  and  ideas,  proceed 
upon  a false  hypothesis.* 


• Nothing  in  easier  than  to  ahew,  that,  an  f.«r  fr  -m 
refuting  IdCihsin,  chi*  d ictiine  atlord*  it  rhe  b«*»t  of 
all  possible  foundation*.  It  Idealism,  indeed,  supp  wed 
the  existence  ol  ideas  a*  tertin  tjmrdnrn,  distinct  at 
once  from  the  material  object  and  the  immaterial 
subject,  these  intermediate  entities  being  likewise 
held  to  originate  immediately  or  mediately  in  sense— 
il  this  hypothesis,  I say,  were  requisite, to  Idealism, 
then  would  Hem's  criticism  of  thaidoctnnebe  a coin, 
plete  and  final  confutation.  But  as  this  criticism 
did  not  contemplate,  so  it  does  not  confute  that  sim. 
pier  and  more  refined  Idealism,  which  viuwsan  ideas 
only  modifications  of  the  mind  itself;  and  which,  in 
place  rf  sensualizing  intellect,  i ni el lectuaHses  venae. 
On  the  contrary,  Held,  (and  herein  he  i«  followed  bv 
Mr  Stewart,)  m the  doctrine  now  maintained,  asserts 
the  very  positions  on  which  this  scheme  ol  Idealism 
establishes  its  conclusions.  An  Kgoistical  Ideal  om  is 
established,  on  the  doctrine,  that  all  our  knowledge 
is  merely  subjective,  or  of  the  mind  it»elf ; that  tne 
Ego  has  no  immediate  cognisance  of  a Non.  Ego  as 
exuding,  but  that  the  Kou-Ego  wordy  represented  to 
us  in  a mod i heat  ion  of  the  set  (.conscious  Ego.  I his 
doctrine  being  admitted,  the  Idealist  has  only  to  shew 
that  the  tupposition  ot  a Son.  Ego,  or  external  world 
really  existent,  is  a groundless  and  unnecessary 
assumption;  for,  while  the  law  of  patrimony  pro- 
hibits rhe  multiplication  of  substances  or  causes  be. 
yond  what  the  phenomena  require,  we  have  maid, 
(estly  no  right  to  postulate  for  the  Non.Kg<>  the  dig- 
nity of  an  independent  sulwtance  beyond  the  Ego, 
seeing  that  this  Non.  I go  is,  ex  hypothrsi,  known  to 
us,  consequently  exist*  for  us, only  as  a phenomenon 
of  the  Ego  — Now,  the  doctrine  of  our  Scottish  philo. 
sophera  is,  in  'an,  the  very  groundwork  on  which 
the  Egoistical  Idealism  rejioxs  That  doctrine  not 
only  maintains  our  sensations  of  the  secondary  qua. 
Idles  to  be  the  mere  elliecrs  of  certain  unknown 
causes,  of  which  we  are  consequently  entitled  to 
affirm  nothing,  but  that  we  have  no  direct  and  inune. 
diate  perception  of  extension  and  theotlurprim<rv 
qualities  of  matter.  To  limit  ourselves  to  extension, 
(or  ipaer.)  which  figure  and  motion  (the  two  other 
qualities  proposed  by  Kcid  fur  the  experiment)  sup. 

it  is  evident  that  if  extension  be  noi  immediately 
perceived  as  externally  existing,  extended  objects 
cannot  be  immediately  perceived  as  realities  out, 
and  independent,  of  the  percipient  subject ; for,  if  we 
were  capable  of  such  a jicrcejdion  ol  such  objects,  we 
mould  necessarily  tie  also  capable  of  a perception  of 
this,  the  one  essential  attribute  of  their  existence. 
But,  on  the  doctrine  ■ f our  Scottish  philosophers. 
Extension  Is  a notion  .suggest!  d on  occasion  of  sen*, 
at  ions  supposed  to  bedetcriniued  by  certain  unknown 
causes  ; which  unknown  cause*  are  again  supposed 
to  be  existences  indefiendent  of  the  mind,  and  ex. 
tended— their  complement,  hi  fact,  constituting  the 
external  world  All  our  knowledge  of  the  Non- Ego 
is  ihua  merely  ideal  and  mediate;  we  have  no 
knowledge  of  any  really  objective  reality,  except 
through  a subjective  representation  or  notion ; in 
other  word<«  we  are  only  Immcdiati  ly  cognisant  of 
ceitain  modes  of  our  own  minds,  and,  in  and  through 
them,  mediately  warned  of  the  phenomena  of  the 
material  universe.  In  all  essential  respect*,  this  doc. 
trine  of  Held  and  Stewart  is  identical  with  Kant’s; 
except  that  the(ierro.in  philosopher,  in  holding rp/tc* 
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If  our  philosophy  concerning  the  mind 
be  so  lame  with  regard  to  the  origin  of  our 
notions  of  the  clearest,  most  simple,  and 
most  familiar  objects  of  thought,  and  the 
powers  from  which  they  are  derived,  can 
we  expect  that  it  should  be  more  perfect  in 
the  account  it  gives  of  the  origin  of  our 
opinions  and  belief  ? We  have  seen  already 
some  instances  of  its  imperfection  in  this 
respect : and,  perhaps,  that  same  nature 
which  hath  given  us  the  power  to  conceive 
things  altogether  unlike  to  any  of  our  sens* 
at  ions,  or  to  any  operation  of  our  minds, 
hath  likewise  provided  for  our  belief  of 
them,  by  some  part  of  our  constitution 
hitherto  not  explained. 

Bishop  Berkeley  hath  proved,  beyond 
the  possibility  of  reply,  that  we  cannot  by 
reasoning  infer  the  existence  of  matter  from 
our  sensations ; and  the  author  of  the 
“ Treatise  of  Human  Nature'*  hath  proved 
no  less  clearly,  that  we  cannot  by  reasoning 
infer  the  existence  of  our  own  or  other 
minds  from  our  sensations.  But  fare  we  to 
admit  nothing  but  what  can  be  proved  by 
reasoning  ? J Then  we  must  be  sceptics  in- 
deed, and  believe  nothing  at  all.  The 
author  of  the  Treatise  of  Human  Na- 
ture” appears  to  me  to  be  but  a half-sceptic. 
He  hath  not  followed  his  principles  so  far  as 
they  lead  him  ; but,  after  having,  with  un- 
paralleled intrepidity  and  success,  combated 
vulgar  prejudices,  when  he  had  but  one  I 
blow  to  strike,  his  courage  fails  him,  he 
fairly  lays  down  his  arms,  ami  yields  him- 
self a captive  to  the  most  common  of  nil 
vulgar  prejudices — I mean  the  belief  of  the 
existence  of  his  own  impressions  and  ideas.* 


to  be  a necessary  form  *4  our  conception*  of  external 
things.  prudently  de*  lined  a-serfing  that  there  un. 
known  thing*  arc,  in  tkrmsehrs,  extended. 

Now,  the  doctrine  of  Kant  hoi  been  rigorously 
proved  by  Jacobi  and  Fichte  lo  lie.  In  It*  legitimate 
issue,  a doctrine  of  absolute  IdealUtn;  and  the  de- 
mount  lalinn*  which  the  philosopher  of  Koenigsbcrg 
baa  given  ol  the  exiatencc  of  an  external  world,  have 
been  long  admitted,  even  by  hi»  ribciple*  th<  m-clvcs, 
to  lie  inconclusive.  Hut  our  Scottish  philosopher* 
appc.il  to  an  argument  which  the  German  philnso. 
pher  overtly  rejected -the  nrgumi  nt,  a*  it  i*  cal  Ini, 
from  common  aenti*.  In  their  hand*  however,  tins 
argument  >•  unavailing ; tor,  if  it  begood  against  the 
rouciu»ion«  of  the  Idealist,  It  1»  good  agnkust  the  pre- 
mise* which  they  aHord  h m.  1 he  common  sense  of 
mankind  only  «Mu-e*  u*  of  the  existence  of  an  ex- 
ternal and  extended  world,  in  assuring  us<hnt  we 
arc  conscious,  nut  inert  ly  of  the  phenomena  of  mind 
in  relation  to  matt*  r,  but  of  the  phwnomi  na  of  mat- 
ter in  rel-d'on  lo  mind— in  other  wauls,  that  we  are 
immediately  percipient  ol  extended  thing*. 

Reid  himself  seems  to  have  become  ob-cun  ly  aware 
of  this  condition  ; and,  though  he  never  retracted  his 
doctrine  concerning  the  mere  *tr«r  rshon  of  rxi.mt  n, 
we  find,  in  his  " Essays  on  the  Intellectual  Powers," 
assertions  in  regard  to  the  immediate  perception  of 
external  things,  which  would  tend  to  shew  that 
his  later  views  were  more  in  unbnn  with  the  nr- 
ccaaary  convictions  of  mankind.  Hut  of  this  again. 

• There  is  In  this  and  the  two  following  para- 
graphs a confusion  and  inaccuracy  which  it  is  re- 
quisite to  notice —There  is  no  scepticism  possible 
touching  the  facts  of  consciousness  in  themselves. 

VV*  cannot  doubt  that  the  phenomena  of  conscious. 


I beg,  therefore,  to  have  the  honour  of 
making  an  addition  to  the  sceptical  system, 
without  which  I conceive  it  cannot  hang 
together.  I nftirm,  that  the  belief  of  the 
existence  of  impressions  and  ideas,  is  as  lit- 
tle supported  by  reason,  as  that  of  the  exist- 
ence of  minds  and  bodies.  No  man  ever 
did  or  could  offer  any  reason  for  this  belief. 


ness  arc  real,  in  so  far  a*  wr>  arc  ron*  inns  of  them. 
I cannot  doubt,  fur  example,  that  1 ain  actually 
consen  t!*  of  a certain  feeling  of  fragrance,  and  of 
certain  perception*  of  colour,  figure,  \c  w hen  I sec 
and  •mdla  rose.  \Of  the  reality  of  these,  a*  expe. 
rienced,  I cannot  doubt,  because  they  are  fart*  of 
consciousness : and  of  consciousness  I cannot  ih-ubr, 
because  such  doubt  being  itself  an  act  of  council  u*. 
no*«,  W'  uld  contradict,  and,  consequently,  arinihi. 
late  itself.  iRuf  ol  all  beyond  the  mere  phenomena 
of  which  we  arc  conscious,  we  may— without  f>  ar  of 
srlf-coiitradirtion  at  least— doul  t 1 may.  tor  in. 
stance,  doubt  whether  the  rose  1 see  and  smell  has 
any  existence  Ireyond  a pluriiomcnal  existence  in 
my  comciousnc's.  I cannot  doubt  that  I am  con. 
sciousof  it  at  something  d liferent  from  »elt,  but  wlie. 
ther  it  have,  imbed,  any  reality  beyond  my  mind— 
whether  the  no/. sg/ybe  not  m trirh  only  sc/—  that 
1 may  philow  phically  question  In  like  manner,  I 
am  con«ciou«  ol  the  memory  of  a certain  pa*t  event. 
Of  the  content*  of  this  memory,  n«  a phwnnmenon 
given  In  consciousness,  scepticism  is  impO'»>hlo.  Hut 
1 ir.ay  by  puanbiiity  demur  to  the  rcauty  of  all  be- 
ynnd  these  contents  and  the  sphere  ol  present  con- 
sci  outness. 

In  Kcid's  stiic’urrs  upon  Hume,  h**  confounds 
two  op|Kv«ite  things  He  reproaches  that  philosopher 
with  Incoinequence,  in  holding  to‘*  the  belief  of  the 
existence  cd  Ida  own  •repressions  and  ideas.*”  Now, 
if,  by  the  exi timer  qf  impressions  and  ideas.  Held 
meant  their  existence  as  mere  plueimmcna  of  con. 
sciousnes*.  his  criticism  is  inept;  f..r  a dUMief  of 
their  existence,  a*  such  phieiiomena,  would  have 
been  a suicidal  act  in  the  sceptic.  If,  again,  he 
meant  by  im  wsions  and  iaeat  the  hypothesis  of 
representative  entities  thftl-ri.nl  from  the  mind  ami 
its  modilic.it  ons ; In  that  case  the  objection  is 
equally  invalid.  Hume  was  a sceptic;  that  is,  he 
areep  ,-d  the  premi-e*  afforded  hitn  by  the  dogmatist, 
and  carried  those  premises  to  their  legitimate  con- 
sequences. '1  o blame  Hume,  therefore,  for  not  having 
doubted  ol  his  borrowed  principle*,  is  to  blame  the 
Mi-piiC  for  not  performing  a part  altogether  in  con. 
sistrnt  with  his  vocation.  Hut,  in  point  of  fact, 
•he  hypothesis  of  such  entities  is  ot  no  value  to  the 
idealist  or  sceptic  impressions  nmUdeat,  view  ed  a* 
menial  mode*,  would  have  answered  Hume's  pur. 
pose  not  a wi«it  worse  than  impressions  and  ideas 
viewed  as  objects,  but  not  as  affections  of  mind. 
The  most  c mi  stent  scheme  ol'  Idealism  known  In 
the  history  of  philosophy  is  that  ot  Ficnte  ; ami 
Fichtes  idVah-ni  is  founded  on  a bads  which  ex- 
cludes that  crude  hypothesis  ol  Ideas  on  which  alone 
Iteid  imagined  any  doctrine  of  Idealism  could  pus. 
•ibly  be  established.  And  is  the  acknowledged  result 
of  the  Fichteati  dogmatism  le*s  a nihilum  than  the 
scepticism  of  Hume?  •«  I h*  sum  to- al,- say*  Fichte, 
“ i»  this  :—  There  is  absolutely  nothing  permanent 
either  wnhoul  toe  or  withn.  me,  but  only  an  un. 
Ccasi ng  change  1 know  a *•  lutcly  nothing  of  any 
existence,  M even  of  my  own.  I myself  know 
Homing,  and  nm  nothing.  Images  (Hiidcr)  there 
are  : they  eonstilute  all  that  apparently  exists,  and 
whst  tney  know  of  ihetnselvc*  is  after  the  manner 
of  images;  images  that  pass  and  vanish  without 
there  being  aught  to  witness  their  transition  ; that 
consist  in  fact  of  the  image-  of  images,  without  tig. 
nificance  and  without  an  aim.  1 myself  am  one  of 
these  image*;  nay,  I am  not  even  thus  much,  hut 
only  a confuted  image  of  images  Ail  reality  is  con. 
verted  into  a marvellous  dream,  without  a life  to 
dre*ra  of,  and  without  a mind  to  dream ; into  a 
dream  made  up  only  of  a dream  of  itself.  Perrep. 
tion  is  a aream;  thought— the  source  of  all  the  ex- 
istence and  all  the  reality  wh-ch  I imagine  to  myself 
of  my  existence,  of  m»  power,  of  my  destination— 
is  the  dream  of  that  dream. H. 
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Des  Cartes  took  it  for  granted,  that  he 
thought,  and  had  sensations  and  ideas;  bo 
have  all  his  followers  done.  Even  the  hero 
of  scepticism  hath  yielded  this  point,  I crave 
leave  to  say,  weakly  and  imprudently.  I 
say  so,  because  I am  persuaded  that  there 
w no  principle  of  his  philosophy  that  obliged 
him  to  make  this  concession.  And  what  is 
there  in  impressions  and  ideas  so  formid- 
able. that  this  all-conquering  philosophy, 
after  triumphing  over  every  other  existence, 
should  pay  homage  to  them  ? Besides,  the 
concession  is  dangerous : for  belief  is  of 
euch  a nature,  that,  if  you  leave  any  root, 
it  will  spread  ; and  you  may  more  easily 
pull  it  up  altogether,  than  say,  Hitherto 
shalt  thou  go  and  no  further;  the  existence 
of  impressions  and  ideas  I give  up  to  thee ; 
hut  see  thou  pretend  to  nothing  more.  A 
thorough  and  consistent  sceptic  will  never, 
therefore,  yield  this  point ; and  while  he 
holds  it,  you  can  never  oblige  him  to  yield 
anything  else. 

To  such  a sceptic  I have  nothing  to  say ; 
but  of  the  semi-sceptics,  I should  beg  to 
know,  why  they  believe  the  existence  of 
their  impressions  and  ideas.  The  true 
reason  I take  to  be,  because  they  cannot 
help  it ; and  the  same  reason  will  lead  them 
to  believe  many  other  things. 

All  reasoning  must  be  from  first  prin- 
ciples ; and  \for  first  principles  no  other 
reason  can  be  given  but  this,  that,  by  the 
constitution  of  our  nature,  we  are  under 
a necessity  of  assenting  to  them.  Such 
principles  are  parts  of  our  constitution,  no 
less  than  the  power  of  thinking : reason 
can  neither  make  nor  destroy  them ; nor 
can  it  do  anything  without  them  : it  is  like 
a telescope,  which  may  help  a man  to  see 
farther,  who  hath  eyes ; but,  without  eyes, 
a telescope  shews  nothing  at  all.  / A ma- 
thematician cannot  prove  the  truth  of  his 
axioms,  nor  can  he  prove  anything,  unless 
he  takes  them  for  granted.  We  cannot 
prove  the  existence  of  our  minds,  nor  even 
of  our  thoughts  and  sensations.  A histo- 
rian, or  a witness,  can  prove  nothing,  unless 
it  is  taken  for  grnrted  that  the  memory 
and  senses  may  be  trusted.  A natural 
philosopher  can  prove  nothing,  unless  it  is 
taken  for  granted  that  the  course  of  nature 
is  steady  and  uniform. 

How  or  when  1 got  such  first  principles, 
upon  which  I build  all  my  reasoning,  1 
know  not ; for  I had  them  before  I can 
remember : but  I am  sure  they  are  parts 
of  my  constitution,  and  that  I nnot  throw 
them  off.  That  our  thought  and  sensa- 
tions must  have  a subject,  which  wo  call 
our »el fy  is  not  therefore  an  opinion  got  by 
reasoning,  but  a natural  principle.  That 
our  sensations  of  touch  indicate  something 
external,  extended,  figured,  hard  or  sofi, 
is  not  a deduction  of  reason,  but  a natural 


principle.  The  belief  of  it,  and  the  very 
conception  of  it,  are  equally  parts  of  cur 
constitution.  If  we  are  deceived  in  it,  we 
are  deceived  by  Him  that  mode  us,  and 
there  is  no  remedy.* 

I do  not  mean  to  affirm,  that  the  sensa- 
tions of  touch  do,  from  the  very  first,  sug- 
gest the  same  notions  of  body  and  its  qua- 
lities which  they  do  when  we  are  grown 
up.  Perhaps  Nature  is  frugal  in  this,  as 
in  her  other  operations.  The  passion  of 
love,  with  all  its  concomitant  sentiments 
and  desires,  is  naturally  suggested  by  the 
perception  of  beauty  in  the  other  sex  ; yet 
the  same  perception  does  not  suggest  the 
tender  passion  till  a certain  period  of  lift*. 
A blow  given  to  an  infant,  raises  grief  and 
lamentation  ; but  when  he  grows  up,  it  as 
naturally  stirs  resentment,  and  prompts  him 
to  resistance.  Perhaps  a child  in  the  womb, 
or  for  some  short  period  of  its  existence,  is 
merely  a sentient  being ; the  faculties  by 
which  it  perceives  an  external  world,  by 
which  it  reflects  on  its  own  thoughts,  and 
existence,  and  relation  to  other  tilings,  as 
well  as  its  reasoning  and  moral  faculties, 
unfold  themselves  by  degrees  ; so  that  it  is 
inspired  with  the  various  principles  of  com- 
mon sense,  as  with  the  passions  of  love  and 
resentment,  when  it  has  occasion  for  them. 


Section  VIII . 

or  THE  SYSTEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHERS  CONCERN- 
ING THE  SENSES,  f 

All  the  systems  of  philosophers  about  our 
senses  and  their  objects  have  split  upon 
this  rock,  of  not  distinguishing  properly 

• The  philosophers  who  have  most  loudly  aptmalcd 
to  the  veracity  of  God,  and  the  natural  conviction  of 
mankind,  in  refutation  of  certain  obnoxmu*  ''••nclu- 
sinns,  h-ve  too  often  silently  contradicted  that  vera- 
city and  those  conviction*,  when  opposed  to  certain 
favourite  opinion*  Hut  it  u evident  that  such  autho. 
rity  i*  either  Rood  for  all,  or  Rood  for  nothing  Our 
natural  const  inusnes*  assures  u*  {and  the  fact  of  that 
tuturnnee  is  admitted  by  philosopher*  ot  a I opinions) 
that  we  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  very 
thing*  themselve*  rf  an  external  and  extended  world ; 
and,  on  ti  e ground  on  hs  knowledge  alune,i«  I he  belief 
o'  mankind  founded,  that  such  a world  really  exists. 
Reid  ought,  therefore,  eitlirr  to  have  giveu  up  hit 
doctrine  of  the  mere  tug  petit  on  of  extension,  Ac  , as 
•unjective  notion*,  on  the  occa*ion  of  sematioti,  or 
nut  to  appeal  i.t  the  Divine  veracity,  and  the-common 
sense  of  mankind,  in  favour  of  conclusion*  of  which 
that  doctrine  ‘utiverts  the  foundation.  In  thi*  in. 
consistency,  Reid  has,  however,  betides  Des  Carte*, 
many  ditlinguithid  copa  tnt  r-.— H. 

f On  this  sui'Ji-ct,  we  " Essays  on  the  Intellectual 
Power*,''  Essay  II.,  chap.  7-15.  amt  the  notes  there, 
on.  It  is  perhaiw  proper  to  recall  to  the  reader’s  at. 
tent|»n,  that,  by  the  Ideal  Theory,  Reid  always 
un<'cr»tand«  the  ruder  form  of  the  doctrine,  which 
holds  that  ideas  are  entitle*,  different  both  from  the 
external  object  anti  from  the  percipient  mind,  and 
that  he  bail  no  conception  of  the  finer  form  of  that 
doctrine,  which  holds  that  all  that  we  are  conscious 
of  in  perception,  of  course  also  In  Imagination,)  is 
only  a in  dilution  of  the  mind  itself —Se.*  Not* 
C— H 
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sensations  which  can  have  no  existence  but 
when  they  are  felt,  from  the  things  sug- 
gested by  them.  Aristotle — with  as  dis- 
tinguishing a head  as  ever  applied  to  philoso- 
phical disquisitions  — confounds  these  two; 
and  makes  every  Bensation  to  be  the  form, 
without  the  matter,  of  the  thing  perceived 
by  it.  As  the  impression  of  a seal  upon 
wax  has  the  form  of  the  seal  but  nothing  of 
the  matter  of  it,  so  he  conceived  our  sensa- 
tions to  be  impressions  upon  the  mind,  which 
bear  the  image,  likeness,  or  form  of  the 
external  thing  perceived,  without  the  mat- 
ter of  it.  Colour,  sound,  aud  smell,  as  well 
as  extension,  figure,  and  hardness,  are, 
according  to  him,  various  forms  of  matter  : 
our  sensations  are  the  same  forms  im- 
printed on  the  mind,  a d perceived  in  its 
own  intellect.  It  is  evident  from  this,  that 
Aristotle  made  no  distinction  between  prim- 
ary and  secondary  qualities  of  bodies,  al- 
though that  distinction  was  made  by  De- 
mocritus, Epicurus,  and  others  of  the  au- 
cients.* 

Des  Cartes,  Malcbranche,  and  Locke, 
revived  the  distinction  between  primary  and 
secondary  qualities;  but  they  made  the 
secondary  qualities  mere  sensations,  and 
the  primary  ones  resemblances  of  our  sens- 
ations. They  maintained  that  colour, 
sound,  and  heat,  are  not  anything  in  bodies, 
but  sensations  of  the  mind ; at  the  same 
time,  they  acknowledged  some  particular 
texture  or  modification  of  the  body  to  be 
the  cause  or  occasion  of  those  sensations  ; 
but  to  this  modification  they  gave  no  name. 
Whereas,  by  the  vulgar,  the  names  of  col- 
our, heat,  and  sound,  are  but  rarely  applied 
to  the  sensations,  and  most  commonly  to 
those  unknown  onuses  of  them,  ns  hath  been 
already  explained.  The  constitution  of  our 
nature  leads  us  rather  to  attend  to  the  things 
signified  by  the  sensation  than  to  the  sensa- 
tion itself,  and  to  give  a name  to  the  former 
rather  than  to  the  latter.  Thus  wc  see, 
that,  with  regard  to  secondary  qualities, 
these  philosophers  thought  with  the  vulgar, 
and  with  common  sense.  Their  paradoxes 
were  only  an  abuse  of  words;  for  when 
they  maintain,  as  an  important  modern 
discovery,  that  there  is  no  heat  in  the  fire, 
they  mean  no  more,  than  that  the  fire  does 
not  feel  heat,  which  overy  one  knew  before. 

With  regard  to  primary  qualities,  these 
philosophers  erred  more  grossly.  They 
indeed  believed  the  existence  of  those  qua- 
lities ; but  they  did  not  at  all  attend  to 
the  senaati'-ns  that  suggest  them,  which, 
having  no  names,  have  been  as  little  con- 
sidered as  if  they  had  no  existence.  They 
were  aware  that  figure,  extension,  and 


• On  this  la*t,  w Ariitotle-  De  Anima,  L.  III., 
t.  1,  and  %f  staph.  I*  III.  c.  5.— The  ArU’otehc  di*. 
Unction  of  fir  it  and  t/curut  qu  wjj  of  another 
kind  — H . Sto  Note  I),  p.  sift  b. 


hardness,  are  perceived  by  means  of  sens- 
ations of  touch ; whence  they  rashly  con- 
cluded, that  these  sensations  must  be  images 
and  resemblances  of  figure,  extension,  and 
hardness 

The  received  hypothesis  of  ideas  natur- 
ally led  them  to  this  conclusion  : and  indeed 
cannot  consist  with  any  other ; for,  accord- 
ing to  that  hypothesis,  external  things 
must  be  perceived  by  means  of  images  of 
them  in  the  mind ; and  what  can  those 
images  of  external  things  in  the  mind  be,  but 
the  seusations  by  which  we  perceive  them  ? 

This,  however,  was  to  draw  a conclusion 
from  a hypothesis  agaiust  fact.  We  need 
not  have  recourse  to  any  hypothesis  to 
know  what  our  sensations  are,  or  what 
they  are  like.  By  % proper  degree  of  re- 
flection and  attention  we  may  understand 
them  perfectly,  and  be  as  certain  that  they 
are  not  like  any  quality  of  body,  as  we  can 
d>e,  that  the  toothache  is  not  like  a triangle. 

• How  a sensation  should  instantly  make  us 
conceive  and  believe  the  existence  of  an\ 
external  thing  altogether  unlike  to  it,  I do 
not  pretend  to  know  ; and  when  I say  that 
the  one  suggests  the  other,  I mean  not  to 
explain  the  manner  of  their  connection, 
but  to  express  a fnct,  which  every  one  may 
be  conscious  of — namely,  that,  by  a law  of 
)ur  nature,  such  a conception  and  belief 
constantly  and  immediately  follow  the  sens- 
ation.' 

Bishop  Berkeley  gave  new  light  to  this 
j subject^  by  shewing,  that  the  qualities  of 
an  inanimate  thing,  such  as  matter  is  con- 
ceived to  be,  cannot  resemble  any  sensa- 
tion ; that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  any- 
thing like  the  sensations  of  our  minds,  but 
the  sensations  of  other  minds.  Every  ono 
that  attends  properly  to  his  sensations  must 
assent  to  this ; yet  it  had  escaped  all  the 
philosophers  that  came  before  Berkeley ; 
it  had  escaped  even  the  ingenious  Locke, 
who  had  so  much  practised  reflection  on 
the  operations  of  his  own  mind.  So  diffi- 
cult it  is  to  attend  properly  even  to  our 
own  feelings.  They  are  so  accustomed  to 
pass  through  the  mind  unobserved,  and 
instantly  to  make  way  for  that  which  na- 
ture intended  them  to  signify,  that  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  stop,  and  surrey 
them  ; and  when  we  think  we  have  ac- 
quired this  power,  perhaps  the  mind  still 
fluctuates  between  the  sensation  and  its 
associated  quality,  so  that  they  mix  to- 
gether, and  present  something  to  the  ima- 
gination that  ^ compounded  of  both.  Thus, 
in  a globe  or  cylinder,  whose  opposite  sides 
are  quite  unlike  in  colour,  if  you  turn  it 
slowly,  the  colours  are  perfectly  distinguish- 
able, and  their  dissimilitude  is  manifest ; 
but  if  it  is  turned  fast,  they  lose  their  dis- 
tinction, and  seem  to  be  of  one  and  the  same 
colour. 
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No  succession  can  be  more  quick  than 
that  of  tangible  qualities  to  the  sensations 
with  which  nature  has  associated  them: 
but  when  one  has  once  acquired  the  art 
of  making  them  separate  and  distinct  ob- 
jects of  thought,  he  will  then  clearly  per- 
ceive that  the  maxim  of  Bishop  Berkeley, 
above-mentioned,  is  self-evident ; and  that 
the  features  of  the  face  are  not  more  un- 
like to  a passion  of  the  mind  which  they 
indicate,  than  the  sensations  of  touch  are 
to  the  primary  qualities  of  body. 

But  let  us  observe  what  use  the  Bishop 
makes  of  this  important  discover}*.  Why, 
he  concludes,  that  we  can  have  no  con- 
ception of  an  inanimate  substance,  such  as 
matter  is  conceived  to  be,  or  of  any  of  its 
qualities  ; and  that  there  is  the  strongest 
ground  to  believe  that  there  is  no  existence 
in  nature  but  minds,  sensations,  and  ideas  : 
if  there  is  any  other  kind  of  existence  , it 
must  l»c  what  we  neither  have  nor  can 
have  any  conception  of.  But  how  does 
this  follow?  Why,  thus:  We  can  have 
no  co  ception  of  anything  but  what  resem- 
bles some  sensation  or  idea  ill  our  minds  ; 
but  the  sensations  and  ideas  in  our  minds 
can  resemble  nothing  but  the  sensations 
and  ideas  in  other  minds ; therefore,  the 
conclusion  is  evident.  This  argument,  we 
Bee,  leans  upon  two  propositions.  The  last 
of  them  the  ingenious  author  hath,  indeed, 
made  evident  to  all  that  understand  his 
reasoning,  and  can  attend  to  their  own 
sensations:  hut  the  first  proposition  he 
never  attempts  to  prove  ; it  is  taken  from 
the  doctrine  of  ideas,  which  hath  been  so 
universally  received  by  philosophers,  that 
it  was  thought  to  need  no  proof. 

We  may  here  again  observe,  that  this 
acute  writer  argues  from  a hypothesis  against 
fact,  ami  against  the  common  sense  of  man- 
kind. 'That  we  can  have  no  conception  of 
anything,  unless  there  is  Home  impression, 
sensation,  or  idea,  in  our  minds  which  re- 
sembles it,  is  indeed  an  opinion  which  hath 
been  very  generally  received  among  philo- 
sophers ; but  it  is  neither  self-evident,  nor 
hath  it  been  clearly  proved  { mid  therefore 
it  hath  been  more  reasonable  to  call  in 
question  this  d<»ctrine  of  philosophers,  than 
to  discard  the  material  world,  and  by  that 
means  expose  philosophy  to  the  ridicule  of 
all  men  who  will  not  offer  up  common 
sense  ns  a sacrifice  to  metaphysics. 

We  ought,  however,  to  do  this  justice 
both  to  the  Bishop  of  Cloync  and  to  the 
author  of  the  “Treatise of  Human  Nature,” 
t«»  acknowledge,  that  their  conclusions  are 
justly  drawn  from  the  doctrine  of  ideas, 
which  has  been  bo  universally  received. 
On  the  other  hand,  from  the  character  of 
Bishop  Berkeley,  and  of  his  predecessors, 
Des  Cartes,  Locke,  aud  Malebranche,  we 
may  venture  to  say,  that,  if  they  had  seen 


all  the  consequences  of  this  doctrine,  as 
clearly  as  the  author  before  mentioned  did, 
they  would  have  suspected  it  vehemently, 
and  examined  it  moro  carefully  than  they 
api»car  to  have  done. 

The  theory  of  ideas,  like  the  Trojan 
horse,  had  a specious  appearance  both  of 
innocence  and  beauty  ; but  if  those  pliilo-  / 
sophers  had  known  that  it  carried  in  itsi 
belly  death  and  destruction  to  all  science 
and  common  sense,  they  would  not  have 
broken  dow'n  their  walls  to  give  it  admit- 
tance. 

That  we  have  clear  and  distinct  con- 
ceptions of  extension,  figure,  motion,  and 
other  attributes  of  body,  which  are  neither 
sensations,  nor  like  any  sensation,  is  a fact 
of  which  we  may  be  as  certain  as  that  we 
have  sensations.  And  that  all  mankind 
have  u fixed  belief  of  an  external  material 
world— a belief  w hich  is  neither  got  by  rea- 
soning nor  education,  and  a belief  which 
we  cannot  shake  off,  even  when  we  seem 
to  have  strong  arguments  against  it  nnd 
no  shadow  of  argument  for  it  - is  likewise  a 
fact,  for  which  we  have  all  the  evidence 
that  the  nature  of  the  thing  admits.  These 
facts  are  pha'iiontena  of  human  nature, 
from  which  we  ntay  justly  argue  against 
any  hypothesis,  however  generally  received. 
But  to  argue  from  a hypothesis  against 
facts,  is  coulrary  to  the  rules  of  true  philo- 
sophy. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

OP  SEEING. 

Section  /. 

THE  EXCELLENCE  AND  DIGNITY  OS  THIS 
FACULTY. 

The  advances  made  in  the  knowledge  of 
optics  in  the  last  age  and  in  the  present, 
nnd  chiefly  the  discoveries  of  Sir  Isaac 
Newton,  do  honour,  not  to  philosophy  only, 
but  to  human  nature.  Such  discoveries 
ought  for  ever  to  put  to  shame  the  ignoble 
attempts  of  our  modern  sceptics  to  depre- 
ciate the  human  understanding,  and  to  dis- 
pirit men  in  the  senrcli  of  truth,  by  repre- 
senting the  human  faculties  as  fit  for  no- 
thing hut  to  lead  us  into  absurdities  and 
contradictions. 

Of  the  faculties  called  the  fire  *en»en^ 
sight  is  without  doubt  the  noblest.  Tho 
rays  of  light,  which  minister  to  this  sense, 
and  of  which,  w ithout  it,  we  could  never 
have  had  the  least  conception,  are  the 
most  wonderful  nnd  astonishing  part  of 
the  inanimate  creation.  W e must  be  satis- 
fied of  this,  if  we  consider  their  extreme 
minuteness ; their  inconceivable  velocity  i 
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the  regular  variety  of  colours  which  they 
exhibit ; the  invariable  laws  according 
to  which  they  are  acted  upon  by  other 
bodies,  in  their  reflections,  inflections,  and 
r<  fractions,  without  the  least  change  of 
their  original  properties  ; and  the  facility 
with  which  they  pervade  bodies  of  great 
density  and  of  the  closest  texture,  without 
resistance,  without  crowding  or  disturbing 
one  another,  without  giving  the  least  sensi- 
ble impulse  to  the  lightest  bodies. 

The  structure  of  the  eye,  and  of  all  its  ap- 
purtenances, the  admirable  contrivances  of 
nature  for  performing  all  its  various  exter- 
nal and  internal  motions,  and  the  variety 
in  the  eyes  of  different  animals,  suited  to 
their  several  natures  and  ways  of  life, 
clearly  demonstrate  this  organ  to  be  a mas- 
terpiece of  Nature’s  work.  And  he  must 
be  very  ignorant  of  what  hath  been  dis- 
covered about  it,  or  have  a very  strange 
cast  of  understanding,  who  can  seriously 
doubt  whether  or  not  the  rays  of  light 
and  the  eye  were  made  for  one  another, 
with  consummate  wisdom,  and  perfect  skill 
in  optics. 

If  we  shall  suppose  an  order  of  beings, 
endued  with  every  human  faculty  but  that 
of  sight,  how  iucredible  would  it  appear  to 
such  beings,  accustomed  only  to  the  slow 
informations  of  touch,  that,  by  the  addition 
of  an  organ,  consisting  of  a ball  and  socket 
of  an  inch  diameter,  they  might  be  enabled, 
iu  an  instant  of  time,  without  changing 
their  place,  to  perceive  the  disposition  of  a 
whole  army  or  the  order  of  a battle,  the 
figure  of  a magnificent  palace  or  all  the 
variety  of  a landscape  ! If  a man  were  by 
feeling  to  find  out  the  figure  of  the  peak  of 
TenerifTe,  or  even  of  St  Peter’s  Church  at 
Rome,  it  would  be  the  work  of  a lifetime.* 

It  would  appear  still  more  incredible  to 
such  beings  as  we  have  supposed,  if  they 
w'ere  informed  of  the  discoveries  which 
may  be  made  by  this  little  organ  in 
things  far  beyond  the  reach  of  any  other 
sense : that  by  means  of  it  we  can  find 
our  way  in  the  pathless  ocean  ; that  we 
can  traverse  the  globe  of  the  earth,  deter- 
mine its  figure  and  dimensions,  and  deli- 
neate every  region  of  it ; — yea,  that  we 
can  measure  the  planetary  orbs,  and  make 
discoveries  in  the  sphere  of  the  fi\ed  stars. 

Would  it  not  apj>ear  still  more  astonish- 
ing to  such  beings,  if  they  should  be  farther 
informed,  that,  by  means  of  this  same  organ, 
we  can  perceive  the  tempers  and  disposi- 
tions, the  passions  and  affections,  of  our 
fellow-creatures,  even  when  they  want  most 
to  conceal  them  ? — that,  when  the  tongue 


• The  thing  would  be  impneribte.  Lrt  any  one 
tnr  by  touch  to  ascertain  the  figure  of  a room,  with 
which  he  it  previously  uiiacquaitiitd,  and  not  alto- 
gether of  the  utual  shape,  and  he  will  find  that 
‘•uch  will  afford  him  but  (lender  aid  — H. 


is  taught  most  artfully  to  lie  and  dissemble, 
the  hypocrisy  should  appear  in  the  counte- 
nance to  a discerning  eye  ? — and  that,  by 
this  organ,  we  can  often  perceive  what  is 
straight  and  what  is  crooked  in  the  mind  as 
well  as  in  the  body?  How  many  myste- 
rious things  must  a blind  man  believe,  if  he 
will  give  credit  to  the  relations  of  thoso 
that  see  ? Surely  he  needs  as  strong  a 
faith  as  is  required  of  a good  Christian. 

It  is  not  therefore  without  reason  that 
the  faculty  of  seeing  is  looked  upon,  not 
only  as  more  noble  than  the  other  senses, 
but  os  having  something  in  it  of  a nature 
superior  to  sensation.  The  evidence  of 
reason  is  called  teeing,  not  feeling,  smelling, 
or  tutting.  Yea,  we  are  wont  to  express 
the  manner  of  the  Divine  knowledge  by  see- 
ing, as  that  kind  of  knowledge  which  is 
most  perfect  in  us. 


Section  //. 

SIGHT  DISCOVERS  ALMOST  NOTHING  WHICH 

THE  BLIND  MAY  NOT  COMPREHEND — THE 

REASON  OP  THIS. 

Notwithstanding  wlmt  hath  been  said  of 
the  dignity  and  superior  nature  of  this 
faculty*  it  is  worthy  of  our  observation,  that 
there  is  very  little  of  the  knowledge  ac- 
quired by  sight,  that  may  not  be  communi- 
cated to  a man  born  blind.  One  w ho  never 
saw  the  light,  nmy  be  learned  and  knowing 
in  every  science,  even  in  optics  ; and  may 
make  discoveries  in  every  branch  of  philo- 
sophy. He  may  understand  as  much  ns 
another  man,  not  only  of  the  order,  dis- 
tances, and  motions  of  the  heavenly  bodies  ; 
but  of  the  nature  of  light,  and  ot  the  laws 
of  the  reflection  and  refraction  of  its  rays. 
He  nmy  understand  distinctly  how  those 
laws  produce  the  pheenoroena  of  the  rain- 
bow, the  prism,  the  camera  obscura.  and 
the  magic  lanthom,  and  all  the  powers  of 
the  microscope  and  telescope.  This  is  a 
fact  sufficiently  attested  by  experience. 

In  order  to  perceive  the  reason  of  it,  wo 
must  distinguish  the  appearance  that  objects 
make  to  the  eye,  from  the  things  suggested 
by  that  appearance  : and  ngaiii,  in  the  visi- 
ble appearance  of  objects,  we  must  dis- 
tinguish the  appearance  of  colour  from 
the  appearance  of  extension,  figure,  and 
motion.  First,  then,  as  to  the  visible 
appearance  of  the  figure,  and  motion,  and 
extension  of  bodies,  1 conceive  that  a man 
born  blind  may  have  a distinct  notion,  if 
not  of  the  very  things,  at  least  of  something 
extremely  like  to  them.  May  not  a blind 
man  be  made  to  conceive  that  a body  mov- 
ing directly  from  the  eye,  or  directly  to- 
wards it,  may  appear  to  be  at  rest  ? and 
that  the  same  motion  may  appear  quicker 
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or  slower,  according  as  it  is  nearer  to  the 
eye  or  farther  off,  more  direct  or  more  ob- 
lique ? May  he  not  be  made  to  conceive, 
that  a plain  surface,  in  a certain  position, 
may  appear  as  a straight  line,  and  vary 
its  visible  figure,  as  its  position,  or  the  posi- 
tion of  the  eye,  is  varied  ? — that  a circle 
seen  obliquely  will  appear  an  ellipse;  and 
a square,  a rhombus,  or  an  oblong  rec- 
tangle ? Dr  Saundcrson  understood  the 
projection  of  the  sphere,  and  the  common 
rules  of  perspective;  and  if  he  did,  he 
must  have  understood  all  that  I have  men- 
tioned. If  there  were  any  doubt  of  Dr 
Saunderson's  understanding  these  things,  I 
could  mention  my  having  heard  him  say  in 
conversation,  that  he  found  great  difficulty 
in  understanding  Dr  Halley's  demonstra- 
tion of  that  proposition,  that  the  angles 
made  by  the  circles  of  the  sphere,  are  equal 
to  the  angles  made  by  their  representatives 
in  the  stereographic  projection  ; but,  said 
he,  when  1 laid  aside  that  demonstration, 
and  considered  the  proposition  in  my  own 
way,  I saw  clearly  that  it  must  be  true. 
Another  gentleman,  of  undoubted  credit 
and  judgment  in  these  matters,  who  had 
part  in  this  conversation,  remembers  it 
distinctly. 

As  to  the  appearance  of  colour,  a blind 
man  must  be  more  at  a loss ; because  he 
hath  no  perception  that  resembles  it.  Yet 
he  may,  by  a kind  of  analogy,  in  part  sup. 
ply  this  defect.  To  those  who  see,  a scar- 
let colour  signifies  an  unknown  quality 
in  bodies,  that  makes  to  the  eye  an  ap- 
pearance which  they  are  well  acquainted 
with  and  have  often  observed  — to  a blind 
man,  it  signifies  an  unknown  quality,  that 
makes  to  the  eye  an  appearance  which  he 
is  unacquainted  with.  But  he  can  conceive 
the  eye  to  be  variously  affected  by  differ- 
ent colours,  as  the  nose  is  by  different 
smells,  or  the  car  by  different  sounds. 
Thus  he  can  conceive  scarlet  to  differ  from 
blue,  as  the  sound  of  a trumpet  does 
from  that  of  a drum ; or  as  the  smell  of 
an  orange  differs  from  that  of  nn  apple. 
It  is  impossible  to  know  whether  a scarlet 
colour  lias  the  same  appearance  to  me 
which  it  hath  to  another  man  ; and,  if  the 
appearances  of  it  to  different  persons  dif- 
fered as  much  as  colour  does  from  sound, 
they  might  never  be  able  to  discover  this 
difference.  Hence,  it  appears  obvious, 
that  a blind  man  might  talk  long  about 
colours  distinctly  and  pertinently ; and,  if 
you  were  to  examine  him  in  the  dark  about 
the  nature,  composition, and  beauty  of  them, 
he  might  be  able  to  answer,  so  as  not  to 
betray  his  defect. 

W e have  seen  how  far  a blind  man  may 
go  in  the  knowledge  of  the  appearances 
which  things  make  to  the  eye.  As  to  the 
things  which  are  suggested  by  thorn  or 


inferred  from  them,  although  he  could 
never  discover  them  of  himself,  yet  he  may 
understand  them  perfectly  by  the  inform- 
ation of  others.  And  everything  of  this 
kind  that  enters  into  our  minds  by  the  eye, 
may  enter  into  his  by  the  car.  Thus,  for 
instance,  he  could  never,  if  left  to  the  di- 
rection of  his  own  faculties,  have  dreamed 
of  any  such  thing  as  light ; but  he  can  he 
informed  of  everything  we  know  about 
it.  He  can  conceive,  as  distinctly  as  we, 
the  minuteness  and  velocity  of  its  rays, 
their  various  degrees  of  refmngibility  and 
reflexibility,  and  all  the  magical  powers 
and  virtues  of  that  wonderful  element. 
He  could  never  of  himself  have  found  out, 
that  there  are  such  bodies  as  the  sun. 
moon,  and  stars  ; but  he  may  be  informed 
of  all  the  noble  discoveries  of  astrono- 
mers about  their  motions,  and  the  law,* 
of  nature  by  which  they  are  regulated. 
Thus,  it  ap|>o&rs,  that  there  is  very  little 
knowledge  got  by  the  eye,  which  may  not 
be  communicated  by  language  to  those  who 
have  no  eyes. 

If  we  should  suppose  that  it  were  as 
uncommon  for  men  to  boc  ns  it  is  to  be 
born  blind,  would  not  the  few  who  had 
this  rare  gift  appear  as  prophets  and  in- 
spired teachers  to  the  many  ? We  conceive 
inspiration  to  give  a man  no  new  faculty, 
but  to  communicate  to  him,  in  a new  way, 
and  by  extraordinary  means,  what  the  fa- 
culties common  to  mankind  can  apprehend, 
aud  what  he  can  communicate  to  others 
by  ordinary  means.  On  the  supposition 
we  have  made,  sight  would  apjiear  to  the 
blind  very  similar  to  this ; for  the  few  who 
had  this  gift,  could  communicate  the  know- 
ledge acquired  by  it  to  those  who  had  it 
not.  They  could  not,  indeed,  convey  to 
the  blind  any  distinct  notion  of  the  manner 
in  which  they  acquired  this  knowledge-  A 
hall  and  socket  would  6cein,  to  a blind 
man,  in  this  case,  as  improper  au  instru- 
ment for  acquiring  such  a variety  and  ex- 
tent of  knowledge,  as  a dream  or  a vision. 
The  manner  in  which  a man  who  sees, 
discerns  so  many  things  by  means  of  the 
eye,  is  as  unintelligible  to  the  blind,  as  the 
manner  in  which  a man  may  be  inspired 
with  knowledge  by  the  Almighty,  is  to 
us.  Ought  the  blind  man,  therefore,  with- 
out examination,  to  treat  all  pretences  to 
the  gift  of  seeing  as  imposture  ? Might  he 
not,  if  he  were  candid  and  tractable,  find 
reasonable  evidence  of  the  reality  of  this 
gift  in  others,  and  draw  great  advantages 
from  it  to  himi-elf  ? 

The  distinction  wo  have  made  between 
the  visible  appearances  of  the  objects  of 
sight,  and  things  suggested  by  them,  is  ne- 
cessary to  give  us  a just  notion  of  the  in- 
tention of  nature  in  giving  us  eyes.  If  we 
attend  duly  to  the  operation  of  our  mind 
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In  the  use  of  this  faculty,  we  shall  perceive 
that  the  visible  appearance  of  objects  is 
hardly  ever  regarded  by  us.  It  is  not  at 
all  made  an  object  of  thought  or  reflec- 
tion, but  serves  only  us  a sign  to  introduce 
to  the  miud  something  else,  which  may  be 
distinctly  conceived  by  those  who  nevcrsaw. 

Thus,  the  visible  appearance  of  things  in 
ray  room  varies  almost  every  hour,  accord- 
ing as  the  day  is  clear  or  cloudy,  as  the  sun 
is  in  the  cast,  or  south,  or  west,  and  as  my 
eye  is  in  one  part  of  the  room  or  in  an- 
other; but  I never  think  of  these  variations, 
otherwise  than  as  signs  of  morning,  noon, 
or  night,  of  a clear  or  cloudy  sky.  A book 
or  a chair  has  a different  appearance  to  the 
eye,  in  every  different  distance  and  posi- 
tion ; yet  we  conceive  it  to  be  still  the 
same ; and,  overlooking  the  appearance,  we 
immediately  conceive  the  real  figure,  dis- 
tance, and  position  of  the  body,  of  which 
its  visible  or  perspective  appearance  is  a 
sign  and  indication. 

When  I see  a man  at  the  distance  of  ten 
yards,  and  afterwards  see  him  at  the  dis- 
tance of  a hundred  yards,  his  visible  ap- 
pearance, in  its  length,  breadth,  and  all  its 
linear  proportions,  is  ten  times  less  iu  the 
lost  case  than  it  is  in  the  first ; yet  I do  not 
conceive  him  one  inch  diminished  by  this 
diminution  of  his  visible  figure.  Nay,  I 
do  not  in  the  least  attend  to  this  diminution, 
even  when  I draw  from  it  the  conclusion 
of  his  being  at  a greater  distance.  For  such 
is  the  subtilty  of  the  mind's  operation  in 
this  case,  that  we  draw  the  conclusion,  with- 
out perceiving  that  ever  the  premises  en- 
tered into  the  mind.  A thousand  such  in- 
stances might  be  produced,  in  order  to  shew 
that  the  visible  appearances  of  objects  are 
intended  by  nature  only  as  signs  or  indica- 
tions ; and  that  the  mind  passes  instantly 
to  the  things  signified,  without  making  the 
least  reflection  upon  the  sign,  or  even  per- 
ceiving that  there  is  any  such  thing.  It  is 
In  a way  somewhat  similar,  that  the  sounds 
of  a language,  after,  it  is  become  familiar, 
are  overlooked,  and  we  attend  only  to  the 
things  signified  by  them. 

It  is  therefore  a just  and  important  ob- 
servation of  the  Bishop  of  Cloyne,  That 
the  visible  appearance  of  objects  is  a kind 
of  language  used  by  nature,  to  inform  us 
of.  their  distance,  magnitude,  and  figure. 
And  this  observation  hath  been  very  happily 
applied  by  that  ingenious  w'riter,  to  the 
solution  of  some  phenomena  in  optics,  which 
had  before  perplexed  the  greatest  masters  i 
in  that  science.  The  same  observation  is  j 
further  improved  by  the  judicious  Dr  Smith, 
in  his  Optics,  for  explaining  the  apparent 
figure  of  the  heavens,  and  the  apparent  I 
distances  and  magnitudes  of  objects  seen 
with  glasses,  or  by  the  naked  eye. 

Avoiding  as  much  as  possible  tin  repe- 


tition of  what  hath  been  said  by  these  ex- 
cellent writers,  we  shall  avail  ourselves  of 
the  distinction  between  the  signs  that  nature 
useth  in  this  visual  language,  and  the  things 
signified  by  them  : and  in  what  remains  to 
be  said  of  sight,  shall  first  make  some  ob- 
servations upon  the  signs. 


Section  III. 

OF  TUB  VISIBLE  APPEARANCES  OP  OBJECTS. 

In  this  section  we  must  speak  of  things 
which  are  never  made  the  object  of  re- 
flection, though  almost  every  moment  pre- 
sented to  the  mind.  Nature  intended  them 
only  for  signs ; and  in  the  whole  course 
of  life  they  are  put  to  no  other  use.  The 
mind  has  acquired  a confirmed  and  invet- 
erate habit  of  inattention  to  them  ; for 
they  no  sooner  appear,  than  quick  as  light- 
ning the  thing  signified  succeeds,  and  en- 
grosses all  our  regard.  They  have  no 
name  in  language  ; And,  although  we  are 
conscious  of  them  when  they  pass  through 
the  mind,  yet  their  passage  is  so  quick 
and  so  familiar,  that  it  is  absolutely  un- 
heeded ; nor  do  they  leave  any  footsteps 
of  themselves,  either  in  the  memory  or 
imagination.  That  this  is  the  case  with 
regard  to  the  sensations  of  touch,  hath  been 
shewn  in  the  last  chapter ; and  it  holds 
no  less  with  regard  to  the  visible  appear- 
ances of  objects. 

I cannot  therefore  entertain  the  hope  of 
being  intelligible  to  those  readers  who  have 
not,  by  pains  and  practice,  acquired  the 
habit  of  distinguishing  the  appearance  of 
objects  to  the  eye,  from  the  judgment  which 
wc  form  by  sight  of  their  colour,  distance, 
magnitude,  and  figure.  The  only  profes- 
sion in  life  wherein  it  is  necessary  to  make 
this  distinction,  is  that  of  painting.  The 
painter  hath  occasion  for  an  abstraction, 
with  regard  to  visible  objects,  somewhat 
similar  to  that  which  we  here  require  : and 
this  indeed  is  the  most  difficult  part  of  his 
art.  For/it  is  evident,  that,  if  he  could  fix 
in  his  imagination  the  visible  appearance  of 
objects,  w'ithout  confounding  it  with  the 
things  signified  by  that  appearance,  it 
would  be  as  easy  for  him  to  paint  from  the 
life,  and  to  give  every  figure  its  proper 
shading  and  relief,  and  its  perspective  pro- 
portions, os  it  is  to  paint  from  a copy.  Per- 
spective, shading,  giving  relief,  and  colour- 
ing, are  nothing  else  but  copying  the  ap- 
pearance which  things  make  to  the  eye. 
We  may  therefore  borrow  some  light  on 
the  subject  of  visible  appearance  from  this  art. 

Let  one  look  upon  any  familiar  object, 
such  as  a book,  at  different  distances  and 
I in  different  positions  : is  he  not  able  to 
affirm,  upon  the  test’tnony  of  his  bight,  that 
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it  is  the  same  book,  the  same  object,  whether 
seen  at  the  distance  of  one  foot  or  of  ten, 
whether  in  one  position  or  another ; that 
the  colour  is  the  same,  the  dimensions  the 
same,  and  the  figure  the  same,  as  far  as 
the  eye  can  judge  ? This  surely  must  be 
acknowledged.  The  same  individual  object 
is  presented  to  the  mind,  only  placed  at 
different  distances  and  in  different  posi- 
tions. Let  me  ask,  in  the  next  place, 
Whether  this  object  has  the  same  appear- 
ance to  the  eye  in  these  different  distances  ? 
Infallibly  it  hath  not-  For, 

First,  However  certain  our  judgment 
may  be  that  the  colour  is  the  same,  it  is  as 
certain  that  it  hath  not  the  same  appear- 
ance at  different  distances.  There  is  a 
certain  degradation  of  the  colour,  and  a 
certain  confusion  and  indistinctness  of  the 
minute  parts,  which  is  the  natural  conse- 
quence of  the  removal  of  the  object  to  a 
greater  distance.  Those  that  are  not 
painters,  or  critics  in  painting,  overlook 
this;  and  cannot  easily  be  persuaded,  that 
the  colour  of  the  same  object  hath  a dif- 
ferent appearance  at  the  distance  of  one 
foot  and  of  ten,  in  the  shade  and  in  the 
light.  But  the  masters  in  painting  know 
how,  by  the  degradation  of  the  colour  and 
the  cnnfusiou  of  the  minute  parts,  figures 
which  are  upon  the  same  canvas*,  and  at 
the  same  distance  from  the  eye,  may  la; 
made  to  represent  objects  which  are  at  the 
most  unequal  distances.  They  know  how 
to  make  the  objects  appear  to  be  of  the 
same  colour,  by  making  their  pictures  j 
really  of  different  colours,  according  to 
their  distances  or  shades. 

Secondly,  Every  one  who  is  acquainted 
with  the  rules  of  perspective,  knows  that 
the  appearance  of  the  figure  of  the  book 
must  vary  in  every  different  position  : yet 
if  you  ask  a man  that  has  no  notion  of 
porsjrective,  whether  the  figure  of  it  docs 
not  appear  to  his  eye  to  be  tho  same  iu  all 
its  different  positions  ? he  can  with  a good 
conscience  affirm  that  it  docs.  lie  hath 
learned  to  make  allowance  for  the  variety 
of  visible  figure  arising  from  tile  difference 
of  position,  and  to  draw  the  proper  con- 
clusions from  it.  But  be  draws  these  con- 
clusions so  readily  and  habitually,  as  to  lose 
sight  of  the  premises  : and  therefore  where 
he  hath  made  the  same  conclusion,  he  con- 
ceives the  visible  appearance  must  have 
been  the  same. 

Thirdly,  Let  us  consider  the  apparent 
magnitude  or  dimensions  of  the  book. 
Whether  I view  it  at  the  distance  of  one 
foot  or  of  ten  feet,  it  seems  to  bo  about  | 
seven  inches  long,  five  broad,  and  one 
thick.  I can  judge  of  these  dimensions 
very  nearly  by  the  eye,  and  I judge  them 
to  be  tho  same  at  both  distances.  But 
jet  it  is  certain,  that,  at  the  distance  of 


one  foot,  its  visible  length  and  breadth  is 
about  ten  times  as  great  as  at  the  distance 
of  ten  feet ; and  consequently  its  surface  is 
about  a hundred  times  as  great.  This  great 
change  of  apparent  magnitude  is  altogether 
overlooked,  and  every  man  is  apt  to  im- 
agine, that  it  appears  to  the  eye  of  the 
same  size  at  both  distances.  F urther,  when 
1 look  at  the  book,  it  seems  plainly  to  have 
three  dimensions,  of  length,  breadth,  and 
thickness : but  it  is  certain  that  the  visible 
appearance  hath  no  more  than  two,  and 
can  be  exactly  represented  upon  a canvass 
which  hath  only  length  and  breadth. 

In  the  last  place,  docs  not  every  man,  by 
sight,  perceive  the  distance  of  the  book 
from  Ins  eye  ? Can  he  not  affirm  with 
certainty,  that  in  one  case  it  is  not  above 
one  foot  distant,  that  in  another  it  is  ten  ? 
Nevertheless,  it  appears  certain,  that  dis- 
tance from  the  eye  is  no  immediate  object 
of  sight.  There  arc  certain  things  in  the 
visible  appearance,  which  are  signs  of  dis- 
tance from  the  eye,  and  from  which,  as  we 
shall  afterwards  shew,  we  learn  by  experi- 
ence to  judge  of  that  distance  within  cer- 
tain limits ; but  it  seems  beyond  doubt, 
that  a man  horn  blind,  nnd  suddenly  made 
to  see,  could  form  no  judgment  at  first  of 
the  distance  of  the  objects  which  he  saw. 
The  young  man  couched  by  Cheselden 
thought,  at  first,  that  everything  he  saw 
touched  his  eye,*  and  learned  only  by  ex- 
perience to  judge  of  tho  distance  of  visible 
objects. 

I have  entered  into  this  long  detail,  in 
order  to  shew  that  the  visible  appearance 
of  an  object  is  extremely  different  from  the 
notion  of  it  which  experience  teaches  us  to 
form  by  sight ; and  to  enable  the  reader  to 
attend  to  the  visible  appearance  of  colour, 
figure,  and  extension,  in  visible  things, 
which  is  no  common  object  of  thought,  hut 
must  he  carefully  attended  to  by  those  who 
would  enter  into  the  philosophy  of  this 
sense,  or  would  compreheud  what  shall  be 
said  upon  it.  To  a man  newly  made  to 
see,  the  visible  appearance  of  objects  would 
he  the  same  as  to  us  ; hut  he  would  see 
nothing  at  all  of  their  real  dimensions,  as 
we  do.  He  could  form  no  conjecture,  by 
means  of  his  sight  only,  how  many  inches 
or  feet  they  were  in  length,  breadth,  or 
thickness.  He  could  perceive  little  or  no- 
thing  of  their  real  figure  ; nor  could  he  dis- 
cern that  this  was  a cube,  that  a sphere ; 
that  this  was  a cone,  and  that  a cylinder. -f- 

• Still  they  uppcircd  external  to  the  eye.— H. 

f I hit  is  a misinterpretation  of  Chesrlden,  on 
who*e  authority  this  abatement  ia  made;  though  It 
mud  he  confessed  that  the  mode  in  which  the  case  of 
the  young  man,  couched  by  that  distinguished  sur- 
geon, is  rcfiort  d,  do.  • not  merit  all  the  eulngia 
that  nave  been  lavished  on  it.  it  m at  onre  imper. 
tret  and  indistinct.  ThlMk  on  the  point  in  questtnr* 
Mieevlden  says;— ••  He  (the  patient)  knew  no*  the 
shape  of  anything,  nor  any  one  thing  from  at  ether. 
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His  eye  could  not  inform  him  that  this 
object  was  near,  and  that  more  remote. 
The  habit  of  a man  or  of  a woman,  which 
appeared  to  us  of  one  uniform  colour,  vari- 
ously folded  and  shaded,  would  present  to 
his  eye  neither  fold  or  shade,  but  variety  of 
colour.  In  a word,  his  eyes,  though  ever 
so  perfect,  would  sit  first  give  him  almost  no 
information  of  things  without  him.  They 
would  indeed  present  the  same  appearances 
to  him  as  they  do  to  us,  and  speak  the  same 
language ; but  to  him  it  is  an  unknown 
language  ; and,  therefore,  he  would  attend 
only  to  the  signs,  without  knowing  the  sig- 
nification of  them,  whereas  to  us  it  is  a lan- 
guage perfectly  familiar ; and,  therefore, 
we  take  no  notice  of  the  signs,  but  attend 
only  to  the  thing  signified  by  them. 


Section  1 V. 

THAT  COLOUR  IS  A QUALITY  OF  BODIES,  NOT 
A SENSATION  OF  THE  MIND. 

By  colour,  all  men,  who  have  not  been 
tutored  by  modern  philosophy,  understand, 
not  a sensation  of  the  mind,  which  can  have 
[ no  existence  when  it  is  not  perceived,  but  a 
t quality  or  modification  of  bodies,  which 
continues  to  be  the  same  whether  it  is  seen 
or  not.  The  scarlet-rose  which  is  before 
me,  is  still  a scarlet-rose  when  I shut  my 


however  di  [Trent  In  shape  or  magnitude;  bu*,  upon 
licing  told  what  thing*  were,  who»e  form  he  before 
knew  from  frel'mg,  he  would  carefully  observe,  that 
he  might  know  them  again  ; but,  ' aving  too  many 
object*  to  learn  at  nnee,  he  forgot  many  of  them, 
and  (a*  he  said)  at  first  lie  learned  to  know,  and  again 
forgot  a thousand  thing*  In  a day.  One  p irticular 
only,  though  it  inav  appear  trifling,  1 will  relate: 
Having  niten  forgot  which  w.i*  tho  cat  a • ct  which 
the  dog,  he  wai  ashamed  t<»  n»k  ; but,  catching  the 
cat.  which  he  knew  by  feeling,  he  hui  o'  served  to 
look  at  her  steadfastly,  and  then,  telling  her  down, 
raid,  'So,  puss!  I shall  know  you  another  time.*” 
H*tc,  when  Chesclden  says,  " that  In*  patient, 
when  ucently  couched,  knew  not  the  shape  of  any 
thing,  nor  anyone  thing  from  another,'  Ac,  this 
cannot  mean  that  he  lav  no  difference  between 
objects  of  different  shape*  and  size* ; for.  If  this  liner, 
prctation  were  adopted,  the  re-t  of  tie  statement 
becomes  nonsense  If  he  had  been  altogether  Inca, 
bablc  of  apprehending  difference*,  it  could  not  be 
said  chat,  ,a  being  told  what  things  were  whose  form 
he  before  knew  iroxn  feeling,  be  would  carefully 
observe,  that  he  might  know  them  again;*’  for  oh. 
servac ion  supposes  the  power  of  discrimination,  and. 
in  particular,  the  anecdote  of  the  dog  and  cat  would 
be  inconceivable  on  that  hypothecs.  1*  ia  plain  that 
Chcseldcn  only  meant  to  say,  that  the  things  which 
the  patient  could  previously  distinguish  and  deno. 
minate  by  touch,  he  could  not  now  Identify  and  refer 
to  their  appellations  by  sight  And  this  is  what  we 
might,  a priori,  be  assured  of  A sphere  and  a cube 
would  certainly  make  different  impression*  on  him  ; 
but  it  ia  probable  that  he  could  not  assign  to  each  its 
name,  though,  in  thU  particular  rase,  there  is  g>  od 
ground  lor  holding  that  the  slightest  consideration 
would  enable  a person,  previously  acquainted  with 
these  figures,  and  aware  that  the  one  was  a cube 
and  the  other  a sphere,  to  connect  them  with  his 
anterior  experience,  and  to  discriminate  them  by 
u„rne. — Set  Pkiioi.  Ttom.,  1*88,  ns.  10/  —H. 


eyes,  and  was  so  at  midnight  when  no  eye 
saw  it.  The  colour  remains  when  the 
appearance  ceases ; it  remains  the  same 
when  the  appearance  changes.  For  when 
I view  this  scarlet-rose  through  a pair  of 
green  spectacles,  the  appearance  is  changed ; 
but  I do  not  conceive  the  colour  of  the  rose 
changed.  To  a person  in  the  jaundice,  it 
has  still  another  appearance ; hut  he  is 
easily  convinced  that  the  cliange  is  in  his 
eye,  and  not  in  the  colour  of  the  object. 
Every  different  degree  of  light  makes  it 
have  a different  appearance,  and  total  dark- 
ness takes  away  all  appearance,  but  makes 
not  the  least  change  in  the  colour  of  the 
body.  We  may,  by  a variety  of  optical 
experiments,  change  the  appearance  of 
figure  and  magnitude  in  a body,  as  well  as 
that  of  colour ; we  may  make  one  body 
appear  to  be  ten.  But  all  men  believe, 
that,  as  a multiplying  glass  does  not  really 
produce  ten  guineas  out  of  one,  nor  a mi- 
croscope turn  a guinea  into  a ten-pound 
piece,  so  neither  dties  a coloured  glass 
change  the  real  colour  of  the  object  seen 
through  it,  when  it  changes  the  appearance 
of  that  colour. 

The  common  language  of  mankind  shews 
evidently,  that  we  ought  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  colour  of  a body,  which  is  con- 
ceived to  be  a fixed  and  permanent  quality 
in  the  body,  and  the  appearance  of  that 
colour  to  the  eie,  which  may  be  varied  a 
thousand  ways,  by  a variation  of  the  light, 
of  the  medium,  or  of  the  eye  itself.  The 
permanent  colour  of  - the  body  is  the  cause 
which,  by  the  mediation  of  various  kinds  or 
degrees  of  light,  and  of  various  transparent 
bodies  interposed,  produces  all  this  variety 
of  appearances.  When  a coloured  body  is 
presented,  there  is  a certain  apparition  to 
the  eye,  or  to  the  mind,  which  we  have 
called  //if*  appearance  of  colour,  Mr  Locke 
calls  it  an  v/ea  ; and,  indeed,  it  may  be 
called  so  with  the  greatest  propriety.  This 
idea  can  have  no  existence  but  when  it  is 
perceived.  It  is  a kind  of  thought,  und  can 
only  be  the  act  of  a percipient  or  thinking 
being.  By  the  constitution  of  our  nature, 
we  are  led  to  conceive  this  idea  ns  a sign  of 
something  external,  and  arc  impatient  till 
we  learn  its  meaning.  A thousand  experi- 
ments for  this  purpose  are  made  every  day 
by  children,  even  before  they  come  to  the 
use  of  reason.  They  look  at  things,  they 
handle  them,  they  put  them  in  various  po- 
sitions, at  different  distances,  and  in  differ- 
ent lights.  The  ideas  of  sight,  by  these 
means,  come  to  be  associated  with,  and 
readily  to  suggest,  things  external,  and  al- 
together unlike  them.  In  particular,  that 
idea  which  we  have  called  the  appearance 
of  colour , suggests  the  conception  and  belief 
of  some  unknown  quality  in  the  body  which 
occasions  the  idea  ; and  it  is  to  this  quality, 
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and  not  to  the  idea,  that  we  give  the  name 
of  colour.*  The  various  colours,  although 
in  their  nature  equally  unknown,  are  easily  1 
distinguished  when  we  think  or  speak  of 
them,  by  being  associated  with  the  ideas  , 
which  they  excite.  In  like  manner,  gravity, 
magnetism,  and  electricity,  although  all 
unknown  qualities,  are  distinguished  by 
their  different  effects.  As  we  grow  up,  the 
mind  acquires  a habit  of  passing  bo  rapidly 
from  the  ideas  of  sight  to  the  external 
things  suggested  by  them,  that  the  ideas  are 
not  in  the  least  attended  to,  nor  have  they 
names  given  them  in  common  language. 

When  we  think  or  speak  of  any  parti- 
cular colour,  however  simple  the  notion  may  ! 
seem  to  be  which  is  presented  to  the  imagin-  | 
ation,  it  is  really  in  some  sort  compounded- 
It  involves  an  unknown  cause  and  a known 
effect.  The  name  of  colour  belongs  indeed  ! 
to  the  cause  only,  and  not  to  the  effect. 
But,  ns  the  cause  is  unknown,  we  can  form  no 
distinct  conception  of  it  but  by  its  relation  to 
the  known  effect ; and,  therefore,  both  go  to- 
gether in  the  imagination,  and  arc  so  closely 
united,  that  they  are  mistaken  for  one  simple  , 
object  of  thought.  + When  I would  conceive 
those  colours  of  bodies  which  we  call  scarlet 
and  blue — if  I conceived  them  only  as  un- 
known qualities,  I could  perceive  no  distinc- 
tion between  the  one  and  the  other.  I must, 
therefore,  for  the  sake  of  distinction,  join  to 
each  of  them,  in  my  imagination,  some 
effect  or  some  relation  that  is  peculiar ; and 
the  most  obvious  distinction  is,  the  appear- 
ance which  one  and  the  other  makes  to  the 
eye.  Hence  the  appearance  is,  in  the  imagin- 
ation, so  closely  united  with  the  quality 
called  a scarlet-colour , that  they  are  apt  to 
be  mistaken  for  one  and  the  came  thing, 
although  they  are  in  reality  so  different  and 
so  unlike,  that  one  is  an  idea  in  the  mind, 
the  other  is  a quality  of  body. 

I conclude,  then,  that  colour  is  not  a 
sensation,  but  a secondary  quality  of  bodies, 
in  the  sense  we  have  already  explained ; 
that  it  is  a certain  pow’er  or  virtue  in  bodies, 
that  in  fair  daylight  exhibits  to  the  eye  an 
appearance  which  is  very  familiar  to  us, 
although  it  hath  no  name.  Colour  differs 
from  other  secondary  qualities  in  this,  that, 
whereas  the  name  of  the  quality  is  sometimes 
given  to  the  sensation  which  indicates  it,  and 
is  occasioned  by  it,  we  never,  as  far  as  I can 
judge,  give  the  name  of  colour  to  the  sens- 
ation, but  to  the  quality  only.$  Perhaps 

•ft  It  it  justly  olwrrved  by  Mr  Stewart,  that 
the*e  p'ktacea  arctn  inron»Uteut  with  each  other. 
It  in  the  peireption  of  colour,  'he  tenia  non  and 
the  quality  *•  be  to  clo  cly  united  at  to  be  nil*, 
taken  lor  one  simple  object  of  thought, M doc*  it  not 
obviously  lollow,  that  it  is  to  this  compounded  notion 
the  name  of  colour  mutt  in  general  lie  given  P On 
the  other  hand,  when  it  it  said  that  the  name  of 
colour  is  to  *er  given  to  ike  sensation,  but  to  the 
quality  only,  doe*  no-  »hlt  imply,  that  every  time 
Ilit  troid  li  pronounced,  the  quality  i»  n'paraitd  from 


the  reason  of  this  may  be,  that  the  appear- 
ances of  the  same  colour  are  so  various  and 
changeable,  according  to  the  different  mo- 
difications of  the  light,  of  the  medium,  and 
of  the  eye,  that  language  could  not  afford 
names  for  them.  And.  indeed,  they  are  to 
little  interesting,  that  they  are  never  at- 
tended to,  but  serve  only  as  signs  to  in- 
troduce the  things  signified  by  them. 
Nor  ought  it  to  appear  incredible,  that 
appearances  so  frequent  and  so  familiar 
should  have  no  names,  nor  be  made  ob- 
jects of  thought ; since  we  have  before 
shewn  that  this  is  true  of  many  sensations  of 
touch,  which  are  no  less  frequent  nor  less 
familiar. 


Section  V. 

AN  INFERENCE  FROM  THE  PRECEDING. 

From  what  hath  been  said  about  colour, 
we  may  infer  two  things.  The  first  is,  that 
one  of  the  most  remarkable  paradoxes  of 
modern  philosophy,  which  hath  been  uni- 
versally esteemed  as  a great  discovery,  is, 
in  reality,  when  examined  to  the  bottom, 
nothing  else  but  an  abuse  of  words.  The 
paradox  1 mean  is.  That  colour  is  not  a 
quality  of  bodies,  but  only  an  idea  in  the 
mind.  We  have  shewn,  that  the  word 
colour , as  used  by  the  vulgar,  cannot  signify 
an  idea  in  the  mind,  but  a permanent 
quality  of  body.  We  have  shewn,  that 
there  is  really  a permanent  quality  of  body, 
to  which  the  common  use  of  this  word  ex- 
actly agrees.  Can  any  stronger  proof  be 
desired,  that  this  quality  is  that  to  which 
the  vulgar  give  the  name  of  colour  ? If  it 
should  be  said,  that  this  quality,  to  which 
we  give  the  name  of  colour , is  unknown  to 
the  vulgar,  and,  therefore,  can  have  no 
name  among  them,  I answer,  it  is,  indeed, 
known  only  by  its  effects — that  is,  by  its 
exciting  a certain  idea  in  us  ; but  are  there 
not  numberless  qualities  of  bodies  which 
are  known  only  by  their  effects,  to  which, 
notwithstanding,  we  find  it  uecessary  to 
give  names  ? Medicine  alone  might  fur- 
nish us  with  a hundred  instances  of  this 
kind.  Do  not  the  words  astringent,  narcotic , 
epispnsttCy  caustic , anti  innumerable  others, 
s gnify  qualities  of  bodies,  which  arc  known 
only  by  their  effects  upon  animal  bodies  ? 
Why,  then,  should  not  the  vulgar  give  a 
name  to  a quality,  whose  effects  are  every 
moment  perceived  by  their  eyes  ? We 
have  all  the  reason,  therefore,  that  the 
nature  of  the  thing  admits,  to  think  that 
tho  vulgar  apply  the  name  of  co'our  to  that 
quality  of  bodies  which  excites  in  us  what 


I the  «oT>Mftnn,  wen  in  thr  imagination  of  the  vuL 
| gar  ?— H 
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the  philosupliera  call  the  idea  of  colour . | 
And  that  that  there  is  such  a quality  in  ! 
bodies,  all  philosophers  allow,  who  allow  that 
there  is  any  such  thing  as  body.  Philo- 
sophers have  thought  fit  to  leave  that 
quality  of  bodies  which  the  vulgar  call 
c< iloU  y without  a name,  and  to  give  the 
name  of  colour  to  the  idea  or  appearance, 
to  which,  as  we  have  shewn,  the  vulgar 
give  no  name,  because  they  never  make  it 
an  object  of  thought  or  reflection.  Hence 
it  appears,  that,  when  philosophers  affirm 
that  colour  is  not  in  bodies,  but  in  the 
inind,  and  the  vulgar  affirm  that  colour  is 
not  in  the  mind,  but  is  a quality  of  bodies, 
there  is  no  difference  between  them  about 
things,  but  only  about  the  meaning  of  a 
word. 

The  vulgar  have  undoubted  right  to  give 
names  to  things  which  they  arc  daily  con- 
versant about  ; and  philosophers  seem 
justly  chargeable  with  an  abuse  of  language, 
w hen  they  change  the  meaning  of  a com- 
mon word,  without  giving  warning. 

If  it  is  a good  rule,  to  think  with  philo- 
sophers and  speak  with  the  vulgar,  it  must 
be  right  to  speak  with  the  vulgar  when  wo 
thiuk  w ith  them,  and  not  to  shock  them  by 
philosophical  paradoxes,  which,  when  put 
into  common  language,  express  only  the 
common  sense  of  mankind. 

If  you  ask  a man  that  is  no  philosopher, 
what  colour  is,  or  what  makes  one  body 
appear  white,  another  scarlet,  he  can- 
not tell,  lie  leaves  that  inquiry  to  philo- 
sophers, and  can  embrace  any  hypothesis 
about  it,  except  that  of  our  modern  philo- 
sophers, who  affirm  that  colour  is  not  in 
body,  but  only  in  the  mind. 

Nothing  appear*  more  shocking  to  his 
apprehension,  than  that  visible  objects 
should  have  no  colour,  and  that  colour 
should  be  in  that  which  he  conceives  to  be 
invisible.  Yet  this  strange  paradox  is  not 
only  universally  received,  but  considered  as 
one  of  the  noblest  discoveries  of  modern 
philosophy.  The  ingenious  Addison,  in 
the  Spectator , No.  413,  speaks  thus  of  it : — 
“ I have  here  supposed  that  my  reader  is 
acquainted  with  that  great  modern  discovery, 
which  is  at  present  universally  acknow- 
ledged by  all  the  inquirers  into  natural 
philosophy — namely,  that  light  and  colours, 
as  apprehended  by  the  imagination,  are 
only  ideas  in  the  miftd,  and  not  qualities 
that  have  any  existence  in  matter.  As  this 
is  a truth  which  has  been  proved  incon- 
testably by  many  modern  philosophers,  and 
is,  indeed,  one  of  the  finest  speculations  in 
that  science,  if  the  English  reader  would  see 
the  notion  explained  at  large,  he  may  find  it 
in  the  eighth  chapter  of  the  second  book  of 
Locke's  ‘ Essay  on  Human  Understanding.*” 

Mr  Locke  and  Mr  Addison  are  writers 
who  have  deserved  so  well  of  mankind,  that 


one  must  feel  some  uneasiness  in  differing 
from  them,  and  would  wish  to  ascribe  all 
the  merit  that  is  due  to  a discovery  upon 
which  they  put  so  high  a value.  And,  in- 
deed, it  is  just  to  acknowledge  that  Locke, 
and  other  modern  philosophers,  on  the  sub- 
ject of  secondary  qualities,  have  the  merit 
of  distinguishing  more  accurately  than  those 
that  went  before  them,  between  the  sensa- 
tion in  the  mind,  and  that  constitution  or 
quality  of  bodies  which  gives  occasion  to 
the  sensation.  They  have  shewn  clearly 
that  these  two  things  arc  not  only  distinct, 
but  altogether  unlike  : that  there  is  no 
similitude  between  the  cfHuvia  of  an  odo- 
rous body  and  the  sensation  of  smell,  or 
between  the  vibrations  of  a sounding  body 
and  the  sensation  of  sound  : that  there  can 
be  no  resemblance  between  the  feeling  of 
heat,  and  the  constitution  of  the  heated 
body  which  occasions  it ; or  between  the 
appearance  which  a coloured  body  makes  to 
the  eye,  and  the  texture  of  the  body  which 
causes  that  appearance. 

Nor  was  the  merit  small  of  distinguishing 
these  things  accurately  ; because,  however 
different  nud  unlike  in  their  nature,  they 
have  been  always  so  associated  in  the  ima- 
gination, as  to  coalesce,  as  it  were,  into  one 
two-faced  form,  which,  from  its  amphibious 
nature,  could  not  justly  be  appropriated 
either  to  body  or  mind ; and,  until  it  was 
properly  distinguished  into  its  different  con- 
stituent parts,  it  was  impossible  to  assign  to 
either  their  just  shares  in  it.  None  of  the 
ancient  philosophers  had  made  this  distinc- 
tion.* The  followers  of  Democritus  and 
Epicurus  conceived  the  forms  of  heat,  and 
sound,  and  colour,  to  be  in  the  mind  only ; 
but  that  our  senses  fallaciously  represented 
them  as  being  in  bodies.  The  Peripatetics 
imagined  that  those  forms  are  really  in 
bodies ; and  that  the  images  of  them  are 
conveyed  to  the  mind  by  our  senses. + 

The  one  system  made  the  senses  natur- 
ally fallacious  and  deceitful  ; the  other 
made  the  qualities  of  body  to  resemble  the 
sensations  of  the  mind-  N or  was  it  possible 
to  find  a third,  without  making  the  distinc- 
tion we  have  mentioned ; by  which,  indeed, 
the  errors  of  both  these  ancient  systems  are 
avoided,  and  we  are  not  left  under  the  hard 
necessity  of  believing,  either,  on  the  one 
hand,  that  our  sensations  are  like  to  the 
qualities  of  body,  or,  on  the  other,  that 
God  hath  given  us  one  faculty  to  deceive  us, 
and  another  to  detect  the  cheat, 

• This  U Inaccurate  '1  he distinction  wa  known 
to  the  ancient  philosopher*  . and  Democritu*  Wd* 
generally  allowed  to  be  itaauihnr.  Th»»  Held  him*elf 
eltewhere  indeed  admit*.— (Sec  above,  p.  l£J,  a j a:  d 
p.  131.  a)— H. 

+ The*c  tutement*  concerning  both  cUue«  of 
philosopher*  are  vague  and  incorrect.  The  Utter, 
in  general,  only  allowed  tpecirt  for  two  *en*cv,  Sight 
and  Hearing  \ few  admitted  them  In  Feeling  $ and 
tout  rejected  then  altogether  — H. 
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We  desire,  therefore,  with  pleasure,  to 
do  justice  to  the  doctrine  of  Locke,  aud 
other  modern  philosophers,  with  regard  to 
colour  and  other  secondary  qualities,  and 
to  ascribe  to  it  its  due  merit,  while  we  beg 
leave  to  censure  the  language  in  which 
they  have  expressed  their  doctrine.  When 
they  had  explained  aud  established  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  appearance  which  co- 
lour makes  to  the  eye,  and  the  modifica- 
tion of  the  coloured  body  which,  by  the 
laws  of  nature,  causes  that  appearance, 
the  question  was,  whether  to  give  the 
name  of  colour  to  the  cause  or  to  the  ef- 
fect ? By  giving  it,  as  they  have  done,  to 
the  effect,  they  set  philosophy  apparently 
in  opposition  to  common  sense,  and  expose 
it  to  the  ridicule  of  the  vulgar.  But  had 
they  given  the  name  of  colour  to  the  cause, 
as  they  ought  to  have  done,  they  must 
then  have  affirmed,  with  the  vulgar,  that 
colour  is  a quality  of  bodies  ; aud  that 
there  is  neither  colour  nor  anything  like 
it  in  the  mind.  Their  language,  as  well 
as  their  sentiments,  would  have  been  per- 
fectly agreeable  to  the  common  apprehen- 
sions of  mankind, and  true  Philosophy  would 
have  joined  hands  with  Common  Sense. 
As  Locke  was  no  enemy  to  common  sense, 
it  may  be  presumed,  that,  in  this  instance, 
as  in  some  others,  he  was  seduced  by  some 
received  hypothesis  ; and  that  this  was  ac- 
tually the  case,  will  appear  ia  the  following 
section* 


See  Hon  VI, 

THAT  tiONR  OF  OUR  8KN8ATION8  AIlE  RE- 
h K M U L A X l ES  OP  ANY  OF  THE  QUALITIES 
OF  bUUIES. 

A second  inference  is,  that,  although  co- 
lour is  really  a quality  of  body,  yet  it  is 
not  represented  to  the  mind  by  an  idea  or 
sensation  that  resembles  it ; on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  suggested  by  an  idea  which  does 
not  in  the  least  resemble  it.  And  this  in- 
ference is  applicable,  not  to  colour  only,  but 
to  all  the  qualities  of  body  which  we  have 
examined. 

It  deserves  to  he  remarked,  that,  in  the 
analysis  we  have  hitherto  given  of  the  ope- 
rations of  the  five  seuses,  and  of  the  quali- 
ties of  bodies  discovered  by  them,  no  in- 
stance hath  occurred,  either  of  any  sensation 
which  resembles  any  quality  of  body,  or  of 
any  quality  of  body  whose  image  or  resem- 
blance is  conveyed  to  the  mind  by  means  of 
the  senses. 

There  is  no  phenomenon  in  nature  more 
unaccountable  than  the  interooa.ee  that  is 
earned  on  between  the  mind  and  the  ex- 
ternal world — there  ia  no  phenomenon 
which  philosophical  spirits  have  shewn 


greater  avidity  to  pry  into,  and  to  resolve. 
It  is  agreed  by  all,  that  this  intercourse  is 
carried  on  by  means  of  the  senses ; aud 
this  satisfies  the  vulgar  curiosity,  hut  not 
the  philosophic.  Philosophers  must  have 
some  system,  some  hypothesis,  that  shews 
the  maimer  in  which  uur  senses  make  us 
acquainted  with  external  things.  All  the 
fertility  of  human  invention  seems  to  have 
produced  only  one  hypothesis  for  this  pur- 
pose, which,  therefore,  hath  been  univer- 
sally received  ; and  that  is,  that  the  mind, 
like  a mirror,  receives  the  images  of  things 
from  without,  by  means  of  the  senses ; so 
that  their  use  must  he  to  convey  these  images 
into  the  mind.* 

Whether  to  these  images  of  external 
things  in  the  mind,  we  give  the  name  of 
sensible  firms,  or  sensible  species,  with  the 
Peripatetics,  or  the  name  of  ideas  of  smsa- 
lion,  with  Locke ; or  whether,  with  later 
philosophers,  we  distinguish  sensations, 
which  are  immediately  conveyed  by  the 
senses,  from  ideas  of  sensation , w hich  are 
faint  copies  of  our  sensations  retained  in 
the  memory  and  imagination  these  are 
only  differences  about  words.  The  hypo- 
thesis 1 have  mentioned  is  common  to  all 
these  different  systems. 

The  necessary  and  allowed  consequence 
of  this  hypothesis  is,  that  no  material  thing,  1 
star  any  quality  of  material  ihings,  can  be 
conceived  by  us,  or  made  an  ot yet  (J 
thought,  until  its  image  is  con  vet  e l to  the 
mind  by  means  of  the  senses.  We  shall 
examine  this  hypothesis  particularly  after- 
wards, and  at  this  time  only  observe,  that, 
in  consequence  of  it,  one  would  naturally 
ixpect,  that  to  every  quality  and  attribute 
of  body  we  know  nr  can  conceive,  there 
should  he  a sensation  corresponding,  which 
Is  the  image  and  resemblance  of  that  qua- 
lity ; and  that  the  sensations  which  have 
no  similitude  or  resemblance  to  body,  or  to 
any  of  its  qualities,  should  give  us  no  con- 
ception of  a material  world,  or  of  anything 
belonging  to  it.  These  things  might  he  ex- 
pected as  the  natural  consequences  of  the 
hypothesis  we  have  mentioned. 

Now,  we  have  considered,  in  this  and 
the  preceding  chapters,  Extension,  Figure, 
Solidity,  Motion,  Hardness,  Bough  ness,  as 
well  as  Colour,  Heat,  and  Cold,  Sound, 
Taste,  and  Smell.  We  have  endeavoured 
to  shew  that  uur  nature  and  constitution 
lead  us  to  conceive  these  as  qualities  of 
body,  as  all  mankind  have  always  con- 


• This  u incorrect,  especially  ns  it  asserts  that 
the  one  universal  hyp»lh«  sis  of  philosophy  was,  that 
•*  ihc  mind  receives  the  images  of  things  from  with, 
out,*’  meaning  by  these  inug'S,  immediate  or  repre- 
sentative objects,  i iffVrrnt  from  the  modifications  of 
the  thinking  subject  itse  f— H. 

♦ He  refera  to  Hume:  Aiistotle,  however.  an<J 
Hnhbe*,  bad  previously  called  Imagination  a decay- 
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wived  them  to  be.  We  have  likewise  exa- 
mined with  great  attention  the  various 
sensations  we  have  by  means  of  the  five 
senses,  and  are  not  able  to  find  among 
them  all  one  single*  image  of  body,  or  of 
any  of  its  qualities.  From  whence,  then, 
coine  those  images  of  body  and  of  its  qua- 
lities into  the  mind  ? Let  philosophers  re- 
solve this  question.  All  I can  say  is,  that 
they  come  not  by  the  senses.  1 am  sure 
that,  by  proper  attention  and  care,  I may 
know  my  sensations,  and  be  able  to  affirm 
with  certainty  what  they  resemble,  and  what 
they  do  not  resemble.  1 have  examined 
them  one  by  one,  and  compared  them  with 
matter  and  its  qualities  ; and  I cannot  find 
one  of  them  that  confesses  a resembling 
feature. 

A truth  so  evident  as  this— that  our  sens- 
ations are  not  images  of  matter,  or  of  any 
of  its  qualities — ought  not  to  yield  to  a hy- 
pothesis such  as  that  above-mentioned,  how- 
ever ancient,  or  however  universally  re- 
ceived by  philosophers  ; nor  can  there  be 
any  amicable  union  between  the  two.  This 
will  appear  by  some  reflections  upon  the 
spirit  of  the  ancient  and  modem  philosophy 
concerning  sensation. 

During  the  reign  of  the  Peripatetic  phi- 
losophy, our  sensations  were  not  minutely 
or  accurately  examined.  The  attention 
of  philosophers,  as  well  as  of  the  vulgar, 
was  turned  to  the  things  signified  by  them  : 
therefore,  in  consequence  of  the  common 
hypothesis,  it  was  taken  for  granted,  that 
all  the  sensations  we  have  from  external 
things,  are  the  forms  or  images  of  these 
external  things.  And  thus  the  truth  we 
have  mentioned  yielded  entirely  to  the  hypo- 
thesis, and  was  altogether  suppressed  by  it. 

Des  Cartes  gave  a noble  example  of 
turning  our  attention  inward,  and  scruti- 
nizing our  sensations ; and  this  example 
hath  been  very  worthily  followed  by  mo- 
dem philosophers,  particularly  by  Male- 
branebe,  Locke,  Berkeley,  and  flume.  The 
effect  of  this  scrutiny  hath  been,  a gradual 
discovery  of  the  truth  above-mentioned — to 
wit,  the  dissimilitude  between  the  sensa- 
tions of  our  minds,  and  the  qualities  or 
attributes  of  an  insentient  inert  substance, 
such  as  we  conceive  matter  to  bo.  But 
this  valuable  and  useful  discovery,  in  its 
different  stages,  hath  still  been  unhappily 
united  to  the  ancient  hypothesis — and  from 
this  inauspicious  match  of  opinions,  so 
unfriendly  and  discordant  in  their  natures, 
have  arisen  those  monsters  of  paradox  and 
scepticism  with  which  the  modern  philoso- 
phy is  too  justly  chargeable. 

Locke  saw  clearly,  and  proved  incon- 
testably, that  the  sensations  we  have  by 
taste,  smell,  and  bearing,  as  well  as  the 


• One  single— a common  but  faulty  pteonaam.—  II. 


sensations  of  colour,  heat,  and  cold,  are 
not  resemblances  of  anything  in  bodies ; 
and  in  this  he  agrees  with  Des  Cartes  and 
Malebranche.  Joining  this  opinion  with 
the  hypothesis,  it  follows  necessarily,  that 
three  senses  of  the  five  are  cut  off  from 
giving  us  any  intelligence  of  the  material 
world,  as  being  altogether  inept  for  that 
office.  Smell,  and  taste,  and  sound,  ns  well 
as  colour  aud  heat,  can  have  no  more  rela- 
tion to  body,  than  anger  or  gratitude ; nor 
ought  the  former  to  be  called  qualities  of 
body,  whether  primary  or  secondary,  any 
more  than  the  latter.  For  it  was  natural 
and  obvious  to  argue  thus  from  that  hypo- 
thesis : If  heat,  aud  colour,  and  sound 

are  real  qualities  of  body,  the  sensations 
by  which  we  perceive  them  must  be  re- 
semblances of  those  qualities;  but  these 
sensations  are  not  resemblances ; there- 
fore, those  arc  not  real  qualities  of  body. 

Wo  see,  then,  that  Locke,  having  found 
that  the  ideas  of  secondary  qualities  are  no 
resemblances,  was  compelled,  by  a hyjio- 
thesis  common  to  all  philosophers,  to  deny 
that  they  are  real  qualities  of  body.  It 
is  more  difficult  to  assign  a reason  why, 
after  this,  he  should  call  them  hteondury 
qualities  ; for  this  name,  if  I mistake  not, 
was  of  his  invention.*  Surely  he  did  not 
mean  that  they  were  secondare  qualities  of 
the  mind ; and  I do  not  see  with  what  pro- 
priety, or  even'  by  what  tolerable  license, 
he  could  call  them  secondary  qualities  of 
hotly,  after  finding  that  they  were  no  qua- 
lities of  body  at  all/  In  this,  he  seems  to 
have  sacrificed  to  Common  £ense,  and  to 
have  been  led  by  her  authority  even  in 
opposition  to  his  hypothesis.  The  same 
sovereign  mistress  of  our  opinions  that  led 
this  philosopher  to  call  those  things  second- 
ary qualities  of  body,  which,  according  to  his 
principles  and  reasonings,  were  no  qualities 
of  body  at  all,  bath  led,  not  the  vulgar  of 
all  ages  only,  but  philosophers  also,  and 
even  the  disciples  of  Locke,  to  believe  them 
to  be  real  qualities  of  body — she  bath  led 
them  to  investigate,  by  experiments,  the 
nature  of  colour,  and  sound,  and  heat,  in 
bodies-  Nor  bath  this  investigation  been 
fruitless,  as  it  must  have  been  if  there  had 
been  no  such  thing  in  bodies ; on  the  con- 
trary, it  hath  produced  very  noble  aud 
useful  discoveries,  which  make  a very  con- 
siderable part  of  natural  philosophy.  If, 
then,  natural  philosophy  be  not  a dream, 
there  is  something  in  bodies  which  we  call 
colour,  and  heat , and  sound.  And  if  this 
be  so,  the  hypothesis  from  which  the  con- 


• The  term*  First  and  Second,  or  Primary  and 
Secondary  qualities,  were  no  more  .in  invention  at 
Locke  (hau  (he distinction  which  he  applkd  them  to 
denote.  The  term*  Klrat  and  Second  £>u  il'tioa, 
as  I have  not-ced,  in  the  Aristotelian  pin  o»ophjr, 
m irked  out,  however,  a different  distribution  M 
qualities  than  that  in  question.— H. 
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trary  is  concluded}  must  he  false : for  the 
argument,  leading  to  a false  conclusion} 
recoils  against  the  hypothesis  from  which 
it  was  drawn,  and  thus  directs  its  force 
backward.  If  the  qualities  of  body  were 
known  to  us  only  by  sensations  that  resem- 
ble them,  then  colour,  and  sound,  and 
heat  could  be  no  qualities  of  body  ; but 
these  are  real  qualities  of  body  ; and,  there- 
fore, the  qualities  of  bo  tj  are  not  known 
only  by  means  of  sensations  that  resemble 
them. 

But  to  proceed.  What  Locke  had  proved 
with  regard  to  the  sensations  we  have  by 
smell-  taste,  and  hearing,  Bishop  Berkeley 
proved  no  less  unanswerably  with  regard 
to  all  our  other  sensations  ;•  to  wit,  that 
none  of  them  can  in  the  least  resemble  the 
qualities  of  a lifeless  and  insentient  being, 
such  as  matter  is  conceived  to  be.  Mr 
Hume  hath  confirmed  this  by  his  authority 
and  reasoning.  This  opinion  surely  looks 
with  a very  malign  aspect  upon  the  old  hypo- 
thesis ; yet  that  hypothesis  hath  still  been 
retained,  and  conjoined  with  it.  And  what 
a brood  of  monsters  hath  this  produced  ! 

The  first-born  of  this  union,  and,  per- 
haps, the  most  harmless,  was,  That  the 
secondary  qualities  of  body  were  mere  sens- 
ations of  the  mind.  To  pass  by  Male- 
branche’s  notion  of  seeing  all  things  in  the 
ideas  of  the  divine  mind,*}*  as  a foreigner, 
never  naturalized  in  this  island  ; the  next 
was  Berke’ey’s  system,  That  extension, 
and  figure,  and  hardness,  and  motion — that 
land,  and  sea,  and  houses,  and  our  own 
bodies,  as  well  as  those  of  our  wives,  and 
children,  and  friends — are  nothing  but  ideas 
of  the  mind : and  that  there  is  nothing 
existing  in  nature,  but  minds  and  ideas- 

The  progeny  that  followed,  is  still  more 
frightful ; so  that  it  is  surprising,  that  one 
could  be  found  who  had  the  cournge  to  act 
the  midwife,  to  rear  it  up,  and  to  usher  it 
into  the  world.  No  causes  nor  effects  ; no 
substances,  material  or  spiritual ; no  evi- 
dence, even  in  mathematical  demonstration ; 
no  liberty  nor  active  power ; nothing  exist- 
ing in  nature,  but  impressions  and  ideas 
following  each  other,  without  time,  place, 
or  subject.  Surely  no  age  ever  produced 
such  a system  of  opinions,  justly  deduced 
with  great  acuteness,  perspicuity,  and  ele- 
gance, from  a principle  universally  received. 

• B»ylf,  the  re  .non - 

ing  of  M ilcbranche  again*!  (he  external  reality  of 
the«ecou<lanr  qualities,  when  carried  to  it*  legitimate 
U»ue.  luhvertcd  aUolhat  of  the  primary  — H. 

t Malebranche.  it  •hould  tic  oeurved,  dutin. 
gutihed  more  precisely  than  Dm  Carte*,  or  any  fire, 
viout  philosopher,  primary  from  t<’Condnry  quail, 
tic*;  and  prrett  lion  (fdfe)  from  tensatfan  {jenti- 
m'ht ) He  regard- d the  •en*alion  of  the  •ecoitdary 
qtiahtiea  a*  the  mere  aubjective  feeling  which  the 
human  mind  had  of  its  own  affections;  but  the  pet- 
ception  of  the  trim  ary  he  considered  as  an  objective 
rntuition  It  obtained  of  these,  »i  represented  in  the 
divine  mind  — H. 


The  hypothesis  we  have  mentioned  is  the 
father  of  them  all.  The  dissimilitude  of 
oursensationsand  feelings  toextemal  things, 
is  the  innocent  mother  of  most  of  them. 

As  it  happens  sometimes,  in  an  arith- 
metical operation,  that  two  errors  balance 
one  another,  so  that  the  conclusion  is  little 
or  nothing  affected  by  them  ; but  when  one 
of  them  is  corrected,  and  the  other  left,  we 
are  led  farther  from  the  truth  than  by  both 
together ; so  it  seems  to  have  happened  in 
the  Peripatetic  philosophy  of  sensation, 
compared  with  the  modern.  The  Peripa- 
tetics adopted  two  errors ; but  the  last 
served  as  a corrective  to  the  first,  and  ren- 
dered it  mild  and  gentle ; so  that  their 
system  had  no  tendency  to  scepticism. 
The  moderns  have  retained  the  first  of  those 
errors,  but  have  gradually  detected  and 
corrected  the  last.  The  consequence  hath 
been,  that  the  light  we  have  struck  out  hath 
created  darkness,  and  scepticism  hath  ad- 
vanced hand  in  hand  with  knowledge, 
spreading  its  melancholy  gloom,  first  over 
the  material  world,  and  at  last  over  the 
whole  face  of  nature.  Such  a phenomenon 
as  this,  is  apt  to  stagger  even  the  lovers  of1 
light  and  knowledge,  while  its  cause  is  latent ; 
hut,  when  that  is  detected,  it  may  give  hopes 
that  this  darkness  shall  not  be  everlasting, 
but  that  it  shall  be  succeeded  by  a more 
permanent  light. 


Section  VII , 

or  VISIBLE  FIGURE  AND  EXTENSION. 

Although  there  is  no  resemblance,  nor, 
as  far  as  ws  know,  any  necessary  connec- 
tion. between  that  quality  in  a body  which 
we  call  its  colour,  and  the  appearance  which 
that  colour  makes  to  the  eye,  it  is  quite 
otherwise  with  regard  to  its  figure  and  mag- 
nitude. There  is  certainly  a resemblance, 
and  a necessary  connection,  between  the 
visible  figure  and  magnitude  of  a body,  and 
its  real  figure  nnd  magnitude:;  no  man  can 
give  a reason  why  a scarlet  [colour  affects 
the  eye  in  the  manner  it  does  ; no  man  can 
be  sure  that  it  affects  his  eye  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  affects  the  eye  of  another, 
and  that  it  has  the  same  appearance  to  him 
as  it  has  to  another  man ; — but  we  can  assign 
a reason  why  a circle  placed  obliquely  to 
the  eye,  should  appear  in  the  form  of  an 
ellipse.  The  visible  figure,  magnitude,  and 
position  may,  by  mathematical  reasoning, 
be  deduced  from  the  real ; nnd  it  may  be 
demonstrated,  that  every  eye  that  sees  dis- 
tinctly and  perfectly,  must,  in  the  same 
situation,  see  it  under  this  form,  and  no 
other.  Nav,  we  may  venture  to  affirm, 
that  a man  born  blind,  if  he  were  instructed 
in  mathematics  would  lie  able  to  determine 
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the  visible  figure  of  a body,  wh$n  its  real 
figure,  distance,  and  position,  are  given. 
Dr  Saunde^son  understood  the  projection 
of  the  sphere,  and  perspective.  Now,  1 
require  no  more  knowledge  in  a blind  man, 
in  order  to  his  being  able  to  determine  the 
visible  fig  re  of  bodies,  than  that  he  can 
project  the  outline  of  a given  body,  upon 
the  surface  of  a hollow  sphere,  whose  centre 
is  in  the  eye.  This  projection  is  the  visible 
figure  he  wants:  for  it  is  the  same  figure 
with  that  which  is  projected  upon  the 
tunica  retina  in  vision. 

A blind  man  can  conceive  lines  drawn 
from  every  point  of  the  object  to  the  centre 
of  the  eye,  making  angles.  He  can  con- 
ceive that  the  length  of  the  object  will 
appear  greater  or  less,  in  proportion  to  the 
angle  which  it  subtends  at  the  eye ; and 
that,  in  like  manner,  the  breadth,  and  in 
general  the  distance,  of  any  one  point  of  the 
object  from  any  other  point,  will  appear 
greater  at  less,  in  proportion  to  the  angles 
which  those  distances  subtend.  He  can 
easily  be  made  to  conceive,  that  the  visible 
appearance  has  no  thickness,  any  more  than 
a projection  of  the  sphere,  or  a perspective 
draught.  He  may  be  informed,  that  the 
eye,  until  it  is  aided  by  experience,  does 
not  represent  one  object  as  nearer  or  more 
remote  than  another.  Indeed,  he  would 
probably  conjecture  this  of  himself,  and  be 
apt  to  think  that  the  rays  of  light  must 
make  the  same  impression  upon  the  eye, 
whether  they  come  from  a greater  or  a less 
distance. 

These  are  all  the  principles  which  we 
suppose  our  blind  mathematician  to  have ; 
and  these  he  may  certainly  acquire  by  in- 
formation and  reflection.  It  is  no  less 
certain,  that,  from  these  principles,  having 
given  the  real  figure  and  magnitude  of  a 
body,  and  its  position  and  distance  with 
regard  to  the  eye,  he  can  find  out  its  visible 
figure  and  magnitude.  He  can  demonstrate 
in  general,  from  these  principles,  that  the 
visible  figure  of  all  bodies  will  be  the  same 
with  that  of  their  projection  upon  the  sur- 
face of  a hollow  sphere,  when  the  eye  is 
placed  in  the  centre.  And  he  can  demon- 
strate that  their  visible  magnitude  will  be 
greater  or  less,  according  as  their  projec- 
tion occupies  a greater  or  less  part  of  the 
surface  of  this  sphere. 

To  set  this  matter  in  another  light,  let 
us  distinguish  betwixt  the  position  of  objects 
with  regard  to  the  eye,  and  their  distance 
from  it.  Objects  that  lie  in  the  same  right 
line  drawn  from  the  centre  of  the  eye,  have 
tho  same  position,  however  different  their 
distances  from  the  eye  may  be:  hut  objects 
which  He  in  different  right  lines  drawn  from 
the  eyo’s  centre,  have  a different  position  ; 
end  tliis  difference  of  position  is  greater  or 
less  in  proportion  to  the  angle  made  at  the 


eye  by  the  right  lines  mentioned.  Having 
thus  defined  what  we  mean  by  the  position 
of  objects  with  regard  to  the  eye,  it  is  evi- 
dent that,  as  the  real  figure  of  i body  con- 
sists in  the  situation  of  its  several  parts 
w'ith  regard  to  one  another,  so  its  visible 
figure  consists  in  the  position  of  its  several 
parts  with  regard  to  the  eye ; and,  as  he 
that  hath  a distinct  conception  of  the  situ- 
ation of  the  parts  of  the  body  with  regard 
to  one  another,  must  have  a distinct  con- 
ception of  its  real  figure ; so  he  that  con- 
ceives distinctly  the  position  of  its  several 
parts  with  regard  to  the  eye,  must  have  a 
distinct  conception  of  its  visible  figure. 
Now,  there  is  nothing,  surely,  to  hinder  a 
blind  man  from  conceiving*  the  position  of 
the  several  parts  of  a body  with  regard  to 
the  eye,  any  more  than  from  conceiving 
their  situation  with  regard  to  one  another  ; 
and,  therefore,  I conclude,  that  a blind  man 
may  attain  a distinct  conception  of  the  vis- 
ible figure  of  bodies.* 

Although  we  think  the  arguments  that 
have  been  offered  are  sufficient  to  prove 
that  a blind  man  may  conceive  the  visible 
extension  and  figure  of  bodies;  yet,  in  order 
to  remove  some  prejudices  against  this  truth, 
it  will  be  of  use  to  compare  the  notion  which 
a blind  mathematician  might  form  to  him- 
self of  visible  figure,  with  that  which  is  pre- 
sented to  the  eye  in  vision,  and  to  observe 
wherein  they  differ. 

First,  Visible  figure  is  never  presented  to 
the  eye  but  in  conjunction  with  colour : 
and,  although  there  be  no  connection  be- 
tween them  from  the  nature  of  the  things, 
yet,  having  so  invariably  kept  company  to- 
gether, we  are  hardly  able  to  disjoin  them 
even  in  our  imagination. -f*  What  mightily 
increases  this  difficulty  is,  that  we  have 
never  been  accustomed  to  make  visible 
figure  an  object  of  thought.  It  is  only  used 
as  n sign,  and,  having  served  this  purpose, 
passes  away,  without  leaving  a trace  behind. 
The  drawer  or  designer,  whose  business  it 
is  to  hunt  this  fugitive  form,  and  to  take  a 
copy  of  it,  finds  how  difficult  his  task  is, 
after  many  years*  labour  and  practice. 
Happy  ! if  at  lost  he  can  acquire  the  art  of 
arresting  it  in  his  imagination,  until  he  can 
delineate  it.  For  then  it  is  evident  that 
he  must  be  able  to  draw  as  accurately  from 
the  life  as  from  a copy.  But  how  few 
of  the  professed  masters  of  designing  are 
ever  able  to  arrive  at  this  degree  of  perfec- 
tion ! 1 1 is  no  wonder,  then,  that  wre  should 
find  so  great  difficulty  in  conceiving  this 
form  apart  from  its  constant  associate, 


I*  The  most  Accurate  rtnerr#tio"»  of  the  Ml  ltd 
from  birth  evince,  however,  that  their  conceptions 
of  hgure  arc  extremely  limited.—  H. 

I f in  other  words,  that  w nestendrd  colour  enn  be 
perceived— con  be  imagined.  Of  this  paradox  (wh  ch 
. is  also  adopted  by  Mr  Stewart)  in  the  scaur  I — H. 
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when  it  is  so  difficult  to  conceive  it  at  all. 
But  our  blind  man's  notion  of  visible 
figure  will  not  be  associated  with  colour,  of 
which  lie  hath  no  conception,  but  it  will, 
perhaps,  be  associated  with  hardness  or 
smoothness,  with  which  he  is  acquainted  by 
touch.  These  different  associations  are  apt 
to  impose  upon  us,  and  to  make  things 
seem  different,  which,  in  reality,  are  the 
same. 

Secondly,  The  blind  man  forms  the  no- 
tion of  visible  figure  to  himself,  by  thought, 
and  by  mathematical  reasoning  from  prin- 
ciples; whereas,  the  man  that  sees,  has  it 
presented  to  his  eye  at  once,  without  any 
labour,  without  any  reasoning,  by  a kind  of 
inspiration.  A man  may  form  to  himself 
the  notion  of  a parabola,  or  a cycloid,  from 
the  mathematical  definition  of  those  figures, 
although  lie  had  never  seen  them  drawn  or 
delineated.  Another,  who  knows  nothing 
of  the  mathematical  definition  of  the  figures, 
may  see  them  delineated  on  paper,  or  feel 
them  cut  out  in  wood.  Each  may  have  a 
distinct  conception  of  the  figures,  one  by 
mathematical  reasoning,  the  other  by  sense. 
Now,  the  blind  man  forms  his  notion  of 
visible  figure  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
first  of  these  formed  his  notion  of  a para- 
bola or  a cycloid,  which  he  never  saw. 

Thirdly,  Visible  figure  leads  the  man 
that  sees,  directly  to  the  conception  of  the 
real  figure,  of  which  it  is  a sign.  But  the 
blind  man’s  thoughts  move  in  a contrary 
direction.  For  he  must  first  know  the  real 
figure,  distance,  and  situation  of  the  body, 
and  from  thence  he  slowly  traces  out  tho 
visible  figure  by  mathematical  reasoning. 
Nor  docs  his  nature  lead  him  to  conceive 
this  visible  figure  as  a sign  ; it  is  a creature 
of  his  own  reason  and  imagination. 


Section  VI It. 

XOMK  QUERIES  CONCERNING  VISIBLE  FIGURE 
ANSWERED. 

It  may  be  asked,  What  kind  of  thing  is 
this  visible  figure  ? Is  it  a Sensation,  or 
an  Idea  ? If  it  is  an  idea,  from  what  sensa- 
tion is  it  copied  ? These  questions  may 
seem  trivial  or  impertinent  to  one  who  d»>ea 
not  know  that  there  is  a tribunal  of  inqui- 
sition erected  by  certain  modern  philoso- 
phers, before  which  everything  in  nature 
must  answer.  The  articles  of  inquisition 
are  few  indeed,  hut  very  dreadful  in  their 
consequences.  They  are  only  these : Is 
the  prisoner  an  Impression  or  an  Idea  ? 
If  an  idea,  from  what  impression  copied? 
Now,  if  it  appears  that  the  prison  er  is 
neither  an  impression,  nor  an  idea  copied 
from  some  impression,  immediately,  with- 
out being  allowed  to  offer  anything  in 


arrest  of  judgment,  he  is  sentenced  to  pass 
out  of  existence,  and  to  be,  in  all  time  to 
come,  an  empty  unmeauing  sound,  or  the 
ghost  of  a departed  entity.* 

Before  this  dreadful  tribunal,  cause  and 
effect,  time  and  place,  matter  and  spirit, 
have  been  tried  and  cast : how*  then  shall 
such  a poor  flimsy  form  as  visible  figure 
stand  before  it  ? It  must  even  plead  guilty, 
and  confess  that  it  is  neither  an  impression 
nor  an  idea.  For,  alas  ! it  is  notorious, 
that  it  is  extended  in  length  and  breadth  ; 
it  may  be  long  or  short,  broad  or  narrow, 
triangular,  quadrangular,  or  circular  ; and, 
therefore,  unless  ideas  and  impressions  are 
extended  and  figured,  it  cannot  belong  to 
that  category. 

If  it  should  still  be  asked,  To  what  cate- 
gory of  beings  does  visible  figure  then  be- 
long ? I can  only,  in  answer,  give  some 
tokens,  by  which  those  who  are  better  ac- 
quainted with  the  categories,  may  chance 
to  find  its  place.  It  is,  as  we  have  said, 
the  position  of  the  several  parts  of  a figured 
body  with  regard  to  the  eye.  The  dif- 
ferent positions  of  the  several  parts  of  the 
body  with  regard  to  the  eye,  w hen  put  to- 
gether, make  a real  figure,  which  is  truly 
extended  in  length  and  breadth,  and  which 
represents  a figure  that  is  extended  in 
length,  breadth,  and  thickness.  In  liko 
manner,  a projection  of  the  sphere  is  a real 
figure,  and  hath  length  and  breadth,  but 
represents  the  sphere,  which  hath  three 
dimensions.  A projection  of  the  sphere, 
or  a perspective  view  of  a {ialace,  is  a re- 
presentative in  the  very  same  sense  as  visi- 
ble figure  is  : and  wherever  they  have  their 
lodgings  in  the  categories,  this  will  be  found 
to  dw'ell  next  door  to  them. 

It  may  farther  be  asked,  Whether  there 
be  any  sensation  proper  to  visible  figure,  by 
which  it  Is  suggested  in  vision  ?— or  by 
what  means  it  is  presented  to  the  mind  ?+ 

• **  Where  Ratify  and  Quiddity, 

The  ghosts  of  defunct  bodies,  flv,” 

H<  minus  —I!. 

f " In  [>r  llcid’s  * Inquiry,'”  (say*  Mr  Stewart, in 
one  of  hi*  la*t  work*,  in  reference  tn  tnc  following 
reasoning,)  " he  has  introduced  a discussion  con* 
cernlng  the  perception  of  tinkle  figure,  which  has 
pui/ied  me  since  the  first  titnc(inonr  than  lortv  years 
ago)  that  I read  his  work  '1  he  decutsinn  relates  to 
the  question,  • Whether  there  be  any  sensation  prn|«et 
to  visible  figure,  by  which  it  is  suggested  in  vision  ?’ 
The  result  of  the  argument  is,  that  • om  eye  nu^ht 
have  been  *o  framed  hs  to  suggest  the  figure  of  the 
object,  without  suggesting  colour  nr  any  oi  her  quali. 
ty  ; and,  ot  consequence,  there  seem*  loleni  i e m ti- 
ll tm  appropriated  to  visible  figure  ; thi»  quality  lnir.g 
suggested  immediately  by  the  material  impression 
upon  the  organ,  of  which  impression  we  are  not 
conscious.*—  inquiry,  he.  chap.  vL  { 8.  To  my 
apprehension,  nothing  ran  npjwar  more  manifest 
than  this,  fhar,  if  there  had  been  no  variety  in  our 
sensation*  of  colour,  and,  still  more,  if  we  hid  had  no 
sensation  of  c lour  whatsoever,  the  organ  of  sight 
could  have  given  us  no  in'ormation,  either  with  re- 
sped  lO'/iyitrct  or  to dittancri : and,  of' consequence, 
would  have  been  as  useless  to  us,  a*  if  we  HmI  been 
i afflicted,  from  the  moment  of  our  birth,  with  a gutta 
j trrema." — Dutvi  Cation,  Re.,  p.  66,  note  j Sfd  «<L 


OF  SEEING. 


145 


This  is  a question  of  some  importance,  in 
order  to  our  having  a distinct  notion  of  the 
faculty  of  seeing : and  to  give  all  the  light 
to  it  we  con,  it  is  necessary  to  compare  this 
sense  with  other  senses,  and  to  make  some 
suppositions,  by  which  we  may  be  enabled 
to  distinguish  things  that  are  apt  to  be  con- 
founded, although  they  are  totally  dif- 
ferent. 

There  are  three  of  our  senses  which  give 
us  intelligence  of  things  at  a distance  j* 
smell,  hearing,  and  sight.  In  smelling  and 
m hearing,  we  have  a sensation  or  impres- 
sion upon  the  mind,  which,  by  our  consti- 
tution, we  conceive  to  be  a sign  of  some- 
thing external:  but  the  position  of  this 
external  thing,  with  regard  to  the  organ  of 
sense,  is  not  presented  to  the  mind  along 
with  the  sensation.  When  I hear  the 
sound  of  a coach,  I could  not,  previous  to 
experience,  determine  whether  the  sounding 
body  was  above  or  below,  to  the  right  hand 
or  to  the  left.  So  that  the  sensation. sug- 
gest a to  me  some  external  object  as  the 
cause  or  occasion  of  it ; but  it  suggests  not 
the  position  of  that  object,  whether  it  lies 
in  this  direction  or  in  that.  The  same 
thing  may  be  said  with  regard  to  smelling. 
Hut  the  case  is  quite  different  with  regard 
to  seeing.  When  I see  an  object,  the  ap- 
pearance which  the  colour  of  it  makes,  may 
be  called  the  sensation,  which  suggests  to 
me  some  external  thing  os  its  cause  ; but 
it  suggests  likewise  the  individual  direction 
and  position  of  this  cause  with  regard  to 
the  eye.  1 know  it  is  precisely  in  such  a 
a direction,  and  in  no  other.  At  the  same 
time,  I am  not  conscious  of  anything  that 
can  he  called  sensation , but  the  sensation  of 
colour.  The  position  of  the  coloured  thing 
is  no  sensation  ; but  it  is  by  the  law's  of  my 
constitution  presented  to  the  mind  along 
with  the  colour,  without  any  additional 
sensation. 

Let  us  suppose  that  the  eye  were  so  con- 
stituted that  the  rays  coming  from  anyone 
point  of  the  object  were  not,  as  they  are  in 
our  eyes,  collected  in  one  point  of  the 
retina , but  diffused  over  the  whole : it  is 
evident  to  those  who  understand  the  struc- 
ture of  the  eye,  that  such  an  eye  as  we  have 
supposed,  would  shew  the  colour  of  a body 
as  our  eyes  do,  but  that  it  would  neither 
shew  figure  nor  position.  The  operation 
of  such  an  eye  would  be  precisely  similar 
to  that  of  hearing  and  smell ; it  would  give 


The  question*  concerning  the  mutual  dependence  | 
of  colour  on  extension,  and  of  extension  and  figure  | 
mi  colour,  in  1-ercep' ion  and  imagination,  cannot  he 
dismissed  in  a loot-note.  I shall  endeavour,  in  Note 
K,  to  shew  that  we  can  neither  ace  nor  imagine 
colour  apart  from  extension,  nor  extension  and  figure 
apart  from  colour  — H. 

• Properly  *pe.«king,  no  sense  gives  u*  a knowledge 
of  aught  hut  what  is  in  immediate  contact  with  it* 
organ.  All  else  i»  toineth.ng over  and  above  percep- 
tion — H. 


no  perception  of  figure  or  extension,  but 
merely  of  colour.  Nor  is  the  supposition 
we  have  made  altogether  imaginary  : for  it 
is  nearly  the  case  of  most  people  who  have 
cataracts,  whose  crystalline,  ns  Mr  Chesel- 
den  observes,  does  not  altogether  exclude 
the  rays  of  light,  but  diffuses  them  over  the 
retina , so  that  such  persons  see  things  as 
one  does  through  a glass  of  broken  golly  : 
they  perceive  tho  colour,  but  nothing  of 
the  figure  or  magnitude  of  objects.* 

Again,  if  we  should  suppose  that  smell 
and  sound  wore  conveyed  in  right  lines  from 
the  objects,  and  that  every  sensation  of 
hearing  aud  smell  suggested  the  precise 
direction  or  position  of  its  object;  in  this 
case,  the  operations  of  hearing  and  smelling 
would  lie  similar  to  that  of  seeing : wo 
should  smell  and  hear  the  figure  of  objects, 
in  the  same  sense  as  now  we  see  it ; and 
every  smell  and  sound  would  be  associated 
with  some  figure  in  the  imagination,  as 
colour  is  in  our  present  state. -f 


• Reid,  a*  rem»rked  by  Mr  Fearn,  misinterprets 
Chrseldrn  in  founding  on  the  expression*  of  thi* 
report,  a proof  of  hi*  own  paradox,  that  colour  can 
possibly  be  an  object  of  vision,  apait  from  extension. 
There  ia  no  ground  in  that  rcpoit  for  such  an 
inference ; for  it  contain*  absolutely  nothing  to  in. 
validate,  and  much  to  support  the  doctrine— that, 
though  sensation*  of  colour  may  be  cxj»erienced 
thiough  the  medium  of  an  impeifect  cataract,  while 
the  figure*  of  external  objects  are  Intercepted  or 
broken  down  : yet  that,  in  the*e  sensations,  colour 
being  diflbseu  over  the  retina,  muit  appear  to  t*i 
extended,  and  of  an  extension  limited  by  the  bound, 
arie*  of  that  sensit »ve  membrane  it*elf.  T he  relative 
passage  of  Choselden  i*  a*  follow*  Though  we 
say  of  the  gentleman  couched  between  thirteen  and 
fourteen  year*  of  age,  that  he  wo*  blind,  a*  we  do 
of  all  people  who  have  ripe  rataiact*.  yet  they  arc 
never ao  blind  ftrom  that  cause,  but  they  can  discern 
dav  from  night,  and  tor  the  mo*t  part  in  a strong 
light  distinguish  black,  white,  and  scarlet;  but  the 
light  by  which  these  perceptions  are  made,  being  le*. 
in  obliquely  through  the  aqueous  humour,  or  the 
anterior  surface  ol  the  crystalline,  by  which  the  ra»# 
cannot  be  brought  into  a focus  upon  ihc  retina,  they 
can  discern  in  no  othrr  manner  than  a sound  eye  can 
through  a glass  of  broken  jelly,  where  a great  variety 
of  surfaces  so  differently  refract  the  light,  that  the 
several  distinct  pencils  of  ray*  cannot  lie  collected  by 
the  eye  imo  their  proper  foci,  wherefore  the  shape  of 
an  object  in  such  a case  cannot  be  at  all  discerned, 
though  the  colour  may  And  thus  it  was  with  thu 
young  gentleman,  who,  though  he  knew  these  colour* 
asunder  in  a good  light,  yet,  when  he  saw  them  after 
he  was  couched,  the  laint  ideas  he  had  of  them  before, 
were  not  sufficient  for  him  to  know  them  by  after- 
wards. and  therefore  he  did  not  think  them  the 
same  which  he  had  before  known  by  those  name*  " — 
There  are  also  several  statements  in  the  report  which 
shew  that  the  patient  was.  on  the  recovery  of  distinct 
vision,  perfectly  familiar  with  differences  of  visible 
magnitude.  See  Note  E.—  H. 

f To  render  this  supposition  possible,  we  must 
not  only  change  th e objective,  hut  also  the  subjective 
conditions  of  smell  and  hearing ; for,  with  our  or. 
gans  of  these  senses,  and  our  nervous  system  in  ge- 
neral, constituted  as  they  are  at  present,  the  resul' 
would  not  be  a*  assumed,  even  were  the  olfacto-y 
effluvia  and  audible  vihrations  conveyed  in  rig  lit 
line*  from  bodies  to  the  nose  snd  ear  Hut  to  sup- 
pose both  subjective  and  objective  condition*  changed 
is  to  suppose  new  qualifies  and  n<  w senses  altogether ; 
an  hypothesis  which  would  hardly  serve  the  ourjM.se 
of  an  illustration,  a notion'. 

A similar  hypothesis  and  illustration  is  v !♦ 
found  in  Condillac's  " Trail l de#  Sensations but. 
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We  have  reason  to  believe,  that  the  rays 
of  light  make  some  impression  upon  the 
retina ; but  we  are  not  conscious  of  this 
impression  ; nor  have  anatomists  or  philo- 
sophers been  able  to  discover  the  nature  and 
effects  of  it ; whether  it  produces  a vibra- 
tion in  the  nerve,  or  the  motion  of  sonic 
subtile  fluid  contained  in  the  nerve,  or  some- 
thing different  from  either,  to  which  we 
cannot  give  a name.  Whatever  it  is,  we 
shall  call  it  the  material  impression ; remem- 
bering carefully,  that  it  is  not  an  impression 
upon  the  mind,  but  upon  the  body ; and 
that  it  is  no  sensation,  nor  can  resemble 
sensation,  any  more  thau  figure  or  motion 
can  resemble  thought.  Now,  this  material 
impression,  made  upon  a jtarticular  {snot  of 
the  retina , by  the  laws  of  our  constitution, 
suggests  two  things  to  the  iniud — namely, 
the  colour  and  the  position  of  some  exter- 
nal object.  No  man  can  give  a reason  why 
the  same  material  impression  might  not 
have  suggested  sound,  or  smell,  or  either 
of  these,  along  with  the  position  of  the  object. 
That  it  should  suggest  colour  and  position, 
and  nothing  else,  we  can  resolve  only  into 
our  constitution,  or  the  will  of  our  Maker. 
And  since  there  is  no  necessary  connection 
between  these  two  things  suggested  by  this 
material  impression,  it  might,  if  it  had  so 
pleased  our  Creator,  have  suggested  one  of 
them  without  the  other.  Let  us  suppose, 
therefore,  since  it  plainly  appears  to  be 
possible,  that  our  eyes  bad  been  so  framed 
as  to  suggest  to  US  the  {>ogiiinn  ol  the  object, 
without  suggesting  colour,  or  any  other 
quality:  What  is  the  consequence  of  this 
supposition  ? It  is  evidently  this,  that  the 
person  endued  with  such  an  eye,  would  j»er- 
ceive  the  visible  figure  of  bodies,  without 
having  any  sensation  or  impression  made 
upon  his  mind.  The  figure  lie  perceives  is 
altogether  external ; and  therefore  caunot 
be  called  an  impression  upon  tho  iniud, 
without  the  grossest  abuse  of  language.  ; If 
it  should  be  said,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
perceive  a figure,  unless  there  be  some  im- 
pression of  it  upon  the  mind,  I beg  leave 
not  to  admit  the  impossibility  of  this  without 
Borne  proof : and  I can  find  none.;  Neither 
cau  I conceive  what  is  meant  by  an  impres- 
sion of  figure  upon  the  miud.  I can  conceive 
an  impression  of  figure  upon  wax,  or  upon 
any  body  that  is  fit  to  receive  it ; but  an 
impression  of  it  upon  the  mind,  is  to  me 
quite  unintelligible ; and,  although  1 form 
the  most  distinct  conception  of  the  figure,  I 
cannot,  upon  the  strictest  examination,  find 
any  impression  of  it  upon  my  mind. 

If  we  suppose,  last  of  all,  that  the  eye 
hath  the  power  restored  of  perceiving  colour. 


Mr  Stewart  obirrm,  Munich  thui  anticipated, 
there  it  no  ground  for  thinking  that  Kent  w»t 
at  all  acquamted  with  the  w riting,  ol  the  French  plil- 
UMophcr.—  H. 


I apprehend  that  it  will  be  allowed,  that 
now  it  perceives  figure  in  the  very  same  . 
manner  as  before,  with  this  difference  only, 
that  colour  is  always  joined  with  it. 

In  answer,  therefore,  to  the  question  pro- 
posed, there  seems  to  be  no  sensation  tlrnt 
is  appropriated  to  visible  figure,  or  whose 
office  it  is  to  suggest  it.  It  seems  to  be 
suggested  immediately  by  tile  material  im- 
pression upon  the  organ,  of  which  we  arc 
not  conscious : and  why  may  not  a material 
impression  upon  the  retina  suggest  visible 
figure,  as  well  as  tho  material  impression 
made  upon  the  hand,  when  wc grasp  a ball, 
suggests  real  figure  ? In  the  one  case,  one 
and  the  same  material  impression,  suggests 
both  colour  and  visible  figure ; and  in  the 
other  case,  one  and  the  same  material  im- 
pression suggests  hardness,  heat,  or  cold, 
and  real  figure,  all  at  the  same  time.] 

Wo  shall  conclude  this  section  with  ■an- 
other question  u|*ou  this  subject.  Since  the 
visible  figure  of  bodies  is  a real  and  exter- 
nal object  to  the  eye,  as  their  tangible  figure 
is  to  the  touch,  it  may  be  asked,  Whence 
arises  the  difficulty  of  attending  to  the  first, 
and  the  facility  of  attending  to  the  last  ? It 
is  certain  that  the  first  is  more  frequently 
presented  to  the  eye,  than  the  last  is  to  tho 
touch ; the  first  is  as  distinct  and  deter- 
minate an  object  as  the  last,  and  seems  io 
its  own  nature  as  proper  for  speculation. 
Y et  so  little  hath  it  been  attended  to,  that 
it  never  had  a name  in  any  language,  until 
Bishop  Berkeley  gave  it  that  which  we  have 
used  after  his  example,  to  distinguish  it 
from  the  figure  which  is  the  object  of  touch. 

The  difficulty  of  attending  to  the  visible 
figure  of  bodies,  and  making  it  an  object  of 
thought,  appears  so  similar  to  that  which 
we  find  in  attending  to  our  sensations,  that 
both  liave  probably  like  causes.  Nature 
intended  the  visible  figure  as  a sign  of  the 
tangible  figure  and  situation  of  bodies,  and 
hath  taught  us,  by  a kind  of  instinct,  to  put 
it  always  to  this  use.  Hence  it  happens, 
that  the  mind  passes  over  it  with  a rapid 
motion,  to  attend  to  the  things  signified  by 
it.  It  is  as  unnatural  to  the  mind  to  stop 
at  the  visible  figure,  and  attend  to  it,  as  it 
is  to  a spherical  body  to  stop  upon  an  in- 
clined plane.  There  is  au  inward  principle, 
which  constantly  carries  it  forward,  and 
w hich  caunot  be  overcome  but  by  a contrary 
force. 

There  are  other  external  things  which 
nature  intended  for  signs ; and  we  find 
this  common  to  them  all.  that  the  mind  is 
disposed  to  overlook  them,  and  to  attend 
only  to  the  things  signified  by  them.  Thus 
| there  arc  certain  modifications  of  the  hu- 
man face,  which  arc  natural  signs  of  the 
present  disposition  of  the  mind.  Every 
man  understands  the  meaning  of  these  signs, 

| but  not  one  of  a hundred  ever  attended  to 
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the  signs  themselves,  or  knows  anything 
about  them.  Hence  you  may  find  many 
an  excellent  practical  physiognomist  who 
knows  nothing  of  the  proportions  of  a face, 
nor  can  delineate  or  describe  the  expression 
of  any  one  passion. 

An  excellent  painter  or  statuary  can 
tell,  not  only  what  are  the  proportions  of  a 
good  lace,  but  what  changes  every  passion 
makes  iu  it.  This,  however,  is  one  of  the 
chief  mysteries  of  his  art,  to  the  acquisition 
of  which  infinite  labour  and  attention,  os  well 
as  a happy  genius,  are  required ; but  when 
lie  puts  his  art  in  practice,  and  happily  ex- 
presses a passion  by  its  proper  signs,  every 
one  understands  the  meaning  of  these  signs, 
without  art,  and  without  reflection. 

- What  has  been  said  of  pa'mtiug,  might 
easily  be  applied  to  all  the  fine  arts.  The 
difficulty  in  them  all  consists  in  knowing 
and  attending  to  those  natural  signs  where- 
of every  man  understands  the  meaning. 

Wo  pass  from  the  sign  to  tho  thing  sig- 
nified, with  ease,  and  by  natural  impulse  ; 
but  to  go  backward  from  the  tiling  signi- 
fied to  the  sign,  is  a work  of  labour  and 
difficulty.  Visible  figure,  therefore,  being 
intended  by  nature  to  be  a sign,  we  pass  ou 
immediately  to  the  thing  signified,  and  can- 
not easily  return  to  give  any  attention  to 
the  sign. 

Nothing  show’s  more  clearly  our  indis- 
position to  attend  to  visible  figure  and  vi- 
sible extension  than  this — that,  although 
mathematical  reasoning  is  no  less  appli- 
cable to  them,  than  to  tangible  figure  aud 
extension,  yet  they  have  entirely  escaped 
the  notice  of  mathematicians.  While  that 
figure  and  that  extension  which  art?  objects 
of  touch,  have  beeu  tortured  ten  thousand 
ways  for  twenty  centuries,  and  a very 
noble  system  of  science  has  been  drawn 
out  of  them,  not  a single  proposition  do 
we  find  with  regard  to  the  figure  and  ex- 
tension which  arc  the  immediate  objects  of 
sight  ! 

When  the  geometrician  draws  a diagram 
with  the  most  perfect  accuracy — when  he 
keeps  his  eye  fixed  upon  it,  while  he  goes 
through  a loug  process  of  reasoning,  and 
demonstrates  the  relations  of  the  several 
parts  of  his  figure — he  does  not  consider 
that  the  visible  figure  presented  to  his  eye, 
is  only  the  representative  of  a tangible  figure, 
upon  which  all  his  attention  is  fixed ; he 
does  not  consider  that  these  two  figures 
have  really  different  properties ; and  that, 
what  he  demonstrates  to  be  true  of  the  one, 
is  not  true  of  the  other. 

This,  perhaps,  will  seem  so  great  a para- 
dox, even  to  mathematicians,  as  to  require 
demonstration  before  it  can  be  believed. 
Nor  is  the  demonstration  at  all  difficult,  if 
the  reader  will  have  patience  to  enter  but 
a little  into  the  mathematical  consideration 


of  visible  figure,  which  we  shall  call  tfu 
geometry  of  vi*tOle»- 
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Ill  this  geometry,  the  definitions  of  a point  j 
of  a line,  whether  straight  or  curve ; of  uu 
angle,  whether  acute,  or  right,  or  obtuse  ; 
ami  of  a circle  —are  the  same  as  in  common 
geometry.  The  mathematical  reader  will 
easily  enter  into  the  whole  mystery  of  this 
geometry,  if  he  attcuds  duly  to  these  few 
evident  principles. 

1.  Supposing  the  eye  placed  in  the  centre 
of  a sphere,  every  great  circle  of  the  sphere 
will  have  the  same  appearance  to  the  eyo 
as  if  it  was  a straight  line ; lor  the  curva- 
ture of  the  circle  being  turned  directly  to- 
ward the  eye,  is  not  perceived  by  it.  And, 
for  the  saint?  reason,  any  line  which  is  drawn 
in  the  plane  of  a great  circle  of  the  sphere, 
whether  it  bo  in  reality  straight  or  curve, 
will  appear  straight  to  the  eye. 

2.  Every  visible  right  line  will  appear  to 
coincide  with  some  great  circle  of  tho 
sphere ; and  the  circumference  of  that  great 
circle,  even  when  it  is  produced  until  it 
returns  into  itself,  will  appear  to  be  a con- 
tinuation of  the  same  visible  right  line,  all 
the  parts  of  it  being  visibly  m directum. 
For  the  eye,  perceiving  only  the  position  of 
objects  with  regard  to  itself,  and  not  their 
distance,  will  see  those  points  in  the  same 
visible  place  which  have  the  same  position 
with  regard  to  the  eye,  how  different  soever 
their  distances  from  it  may  be.  Now,  since 
a plane  passing  through  the  eye  aud  a given 
visible  right  line,  will  be  the  plane  of  some 
great  circle  of  the  sphere,  every  point  of  the 
visible  right  line  will  have  the  same  position 
as  some  point  of  the  great  circle  ; therefore, 
they  will  both  have  the  same  visible  place, 
and  coincide  to  the  eye ; and  the  whole 
circumference  of  the  great  circle,  continued 
even  until  it  returns  into  itself,  will  appear 
to  l>e  a continuation  of  tho  same  visible 
right  line. 

Hence  it  follows — 

3.  That  every  visible  right  line,  when  it 
is  continued  in  direct nm , as  far  as  it  may  l*e 
continued,  will  be  rep  esc n ted  by  a great 
circle  of  a sphere,  in  whose  centre  the  eye 
is  placed.  It  follows — 

4.  That  the  visible  angle  comprehended 
i under  two  visible  right  lines,  is  equal  to  tho 

spherical  angle  comprehended  under  the 
two  great  circles  which  are  the  representa- 
tives of  these  visible  lines.  For,  since  the 
visible  lines  appear  to  coincide  with  the 

• How  doit  thi*  ditti'r  from  a doctrine  of  Por*|tcr. 
I ti»cf — At  any  ate.  the  notion  U Berkeley**,  ( om. 
i pare**  New  Theory  of  V Won,”  ||  153—159.— H. 
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great  circle*,  the  visible  angle  compre- 
hended under  the  former  must  be  equal  to 
the  visible  angle  comprehended  under  the 
latter.  But  the  visible  angle  comprehended 
under  the  two  great  circles,  when  seen  from 
the  centre,  is  of  the  same  magnitude  with 
the  spherical  angle  which  they  really  com- 
prehend, as  mathematicians  know  ; there- 
fore, the  visible  angle  made  by  any  two 
visible  lines  is  equal  to  the  spherical  angle 
made  by  the  two  great  circles  of  the  sphere 
which  are  their  representatives. 

5.  Hence  it  is  evident,  that  every  risible 
right-lined  triangle  will  coincide  in  all  its 
parts  with  some  spherical  triangle.  The 
sides  of  the  one  will  appear  equal  to  the 
sides  of  the  other,  and  the  angles  of  the 
one  to  the  angles  of  the  other,  each  to  each  ; 
and,  therefore,  the  whole  of  the  one  triangle 
will  appear  equal  to  the  whole  of  the  other. 
In  a word,  to  the  eye  they  will  be  one  and 
the  same,  and  have  the  same  mathematical 
properties.  The  properties,  therefore,  of 
visible  right-lined  triangles  arc  not  the  same 
with  the  properties  of  plain  triangles,  but 
are  the  same  with  those  of  spherical  tri- 
angles. 

C.  Every  lesser  circle  of  the  sphere  will 
appear  a circle  to  the  eye,  placed,  as  we 
have  supposed  all  along,  in  the  centre  of 
the  sphere  ; and,  on  the  other  hand,  everv 
visible  circle  will  appear  to  coincide  witL 
some  lesser  circle  of  the  sphere. 

7.  Moreover,  the  whole  surface  of  the 
sphere  will  represent  the  whole  of  visible 
space ; for,  since  every  visible  point  coin- 
cides with  some  point  of  the  surface  of  the 
sphere,  and  has  the  same  visible  place,  it 
follows,  that  all  the  parts  of  the  spherical 
surface  taken  together,  will  represent  all 
possible  visible  places— that  is,  the  whole  of 
visible  space.  And  from  this  it  follows,  in 
the  last  place — 

8.  That  ever}'  visible  figure  will  be  repre- 
sented by  that  part  of  the  surface  of  the 
sphere  on  which  it  might  be  projected,  the 
eye  being  in  the  centre.  And  every  such 
visible  figure  will  bear  the  same  ratio  to  the 
whole  of  visible  space,  as  the  part  of  the 
spherical  surface  which  represents  it,  bears 
to  the  whole  spherical  surface. 

The  mathematical  reader,  I hope,  will 
enter  into  these  principles  with  perfect 
facility,  and  will  as  easily  perceive  that  the 
following  propositions  with  regard  to  visible 
figure  and  space,  which  we  offer  only  as  a 
specimen,  may  be  mathematically  demon- 
strated from  them,  and  are  not  less  true  nor 
less  evident  than  the  propositions  of  Euclid, 
with  regard  to  tangible  figures. 

Prop.  1.  Every  right  line  being  produced, 
will  at  last  return  into  itself. 

2.  A right  line,  returning  into  itself,  is 
the  longest  possible  right  line  ; and  all  other 
right  lines  bear  n finite  ratio  to  it. 


3.  A right  line  returning  into  itself, 
divides  the  whole  of  visible  space  into  two 
equal  parts,  which  will  both  be  compre- 
hended under  this  right  line. 

4.  The  whole  of  visible  space  bear.'  a 
finite  ratio  to  any  part  of  it. 

5.  Any  two  right  lines  being  produced, 
will  meet  in  two  points,  and  mutually 
bisect  each  other 

6.  If  two  lines  be  parallel — that  is,  every 
where  equally  distant  from  each  other — 
they  cannot  both  be  straight. 

7-  Any  right  line  being  given,  a point 
may  be  found,  which  is  at  the  same  dis- 
tance from  all  the  points  of  the  given  right 
line. 

8.  A circle  may  be  parallel  to  a right 
line — that  is,  may  be  equally  distant  from 
it  in  all  its  parts. 

9.  Right -lined  triangles  that  are  similar, 
are  also  equal. 

10.  Of  every  right-lined  triangle,  the 
three  angle*  taken  together,  are  greater 
than  two  right  angles. 

1 1.  The  angles  of  a right-lined  triangle, 
may  all  he  right  angles,  or  all  obtuse  angles. 

12.  Unequal  circles  are  not  as  the 
squares  of  their  diameters,  nor  are  their 
circumferences  in  the  ratio  of  their  dia- 
meters. 

This  small  specimen  of  the  geometry  of 
visibles,  is  intended  to  lead  the  reader  to  a 
clear  and  distinct  conception  of  the  figure 
and  extension  which  is  presented  to  the 
mind  by  vision  ; and  to  demonstrate  the 
truth  of  what  we  have  affirmed  above — 
namely,  that  those  figures  and  that  exten- 
sion which  are  the  immediate  objects  ol 
sight,  are  not  the  figures  and  the  extension 
about  which  common  geometry  is  employed  ; 
that  the  geometrician,  while  be  looks  at  his 
diagram,  and  demonstrates  a proposition, 
hath  a figure  presented  to  his  eye,  which  is 
only  a sign  and  representative  of  a tangible 
figure ; that  he  gives  not  the  least  atten- 
tion to  the  first,  but  attends  only  to  the 
last ; and  that  these  two  figures  have  differ- 
ent properties,  so  that  what  he  demon- 
strates of  the  one,  is  not  true  of  the 
other. 

It  deserves,  however,  to  bo  remarked, 
that,  as  a small  part  of  a spherical  surface 
differs  not  sensibly  from  a plain  surface, 
so  a small  part  of  visible  extension  differs 
very  little  from  that  extension  in  length 
and  breadth,  which  is  the  object  of  touch. 
And  it  is  likewise  to  be  observed,  that  the 
human  eye  is  so  formed,  that  an  object 
which  is  seen  distinctly  and  at  one  view 
can  occupy  but  a small  part  of  visible  space ; 
for  we  never  see  distinctly  what  is  at  n 
considerable  distance  from  the  axis  of  the 
eye ; and,  therefore,  when  we  would  see  a 
large  object  at  one  view,  the  eye  most  be 
at  so  great  a distance,  that  the  object 
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occupies  but  a small  part  of  visible  space. 
From  these  two  observations,  it  follows, 
that  plain  figures  which  are  seen  at  one 
view,  w hen  their  planes  are  not  oblique,  but 
direct  to  the  eye,  differ  little  from  the 
visible  figures  which  they  present  to  the 
eye.  The  several  lines  in  the  tangible 
figure,  have  very  nearly  the  same  propor- 
tion to  each  other  as  in  the  visible ; and 
the  angles  of  the  one  are  very  nearly,  al- 
though not  strictly  and  mathematically, 
equal  to  those  of  the  other.  Although, 
therefore,  we  have  found  many  instances 
of  natural  signs  which  have  no  similitude 
to  the  things  signified,  this  is  not  the  case 
with  regard  to  visible  figure.  It  hath,  in 
all  cases,  such  a similitude  to  the  thing 
signified  by  it,  as  a plan  or  profile  hath  to  that 
which  it  represents  ; and,  in  some  cases,  the 
Bign  and  thing  signified  have  to  all  sense  the 
same  figure  and  the  same  proportions.  If 
we  could  find  a being  endued  with  sight 
only,  without  any  other  external  sense, 
and  capable  of  reflecting  and  reasoning 
upon  whnt  he  sees,  the  notions  and  phi- 
losophical speculations  of  such  a being, 
might  assist  us  in  the  difficult  task  of 
distinguishing  the  perceptions  which  we 
have  purely  by  sight,  from  those  which  de- 
rive their  origin  from  other  senses.  Let 
us  suppose  such  a being,  and  conceive, 
as  well  as  we  can,  what  notion  he  would 
have  of  visible  objects,  and  what  conclu- 
sions he  would  deduce  from  them.  We 
must  not  conceive  him  disposed  by  his  cot  - 
stitution,  as  we  are,  to  consider  the  visi- 
ble appearance  as  a sign  of  something  else  : 
it  is  no  sign  to  him,  because  there  is  no- 
thing signified  by  it ; and,  therefore,  we  must 
suppose  him  as  much  disposed  to  attend  to 
the  visible  figure  and  extension  of  bodies, 
as  we  are  disponed  to  attend  to  their  tangi- 
ble figure  and  extension. 

If  various  figures  were  presented  to  his 
sense,  he  might,  without  doubt,  as  they 
grow  familiar,  compare  them  together,  and 
perceive  wherein  they  agree,  and  wherein 
they  differ.  He  might  perceive  visible  ob- 
jects to  have  length  and  breadth,  but  could 
have  no  notion  of  a third  dimension,  any 
more  than  we  can  have  of  a fourth.*  All 
visible  objects  would  appear  to  be  termi- 
nated by  lines,  straight  or  curve  ; and  ob- 
jects terminated  by  the  same  visible  lines, 
would  occupy  the  same  place,  and  fill  the 
same  part  of  visible  space.  It  would  not 
bo  possible  for  him  to  conceive  one  object 
to  be  behind  another,  or  on©  to  be  nearer, 
another  more  distant. 

To  us,  who  conceive  three  dimensions,  a 
line  may  be  conceived  straight ; or  it  may 
be  conceived  incurvated  in  one  dimension, 


* ThU  proceed*  upon  ihe  tuppottUon  that  our  no- 
lion  of  space  U merely  empirical. — H. 


and  straight  in  another ; or,  lastly,  it  may 
be  incurvated  in  two  dimensions.  Suppose 
a line  to  be  drawn  upwards  and  downwards, 
its  length  makes  one  dimension,  which  we 
shall  call  upward*  and  downward s ; and 
there  are  two  dimensions  remaining,  accord- 
ing to  which  it  may  be  straight  or  curve. 
It  may  be  bent  to  the  right  or  to  the  left ; 
and,  if  it  has  no  bending  either  to  right  or 
left,  it  is  straight  in  this  dimension.  But 
supposing  it  straight  in  this  dimension  of 
right  and  left,  there  is  still  another  dimen- 
sion remaining,  in  which  it  may  be  curve  ; 
for  it  may  be  bent  backwards  or  forwards. 
When  we  conceive  a tangible  straight  line, 
we  exclude  curvature  in  either  of  these  two 
dimensions  : and  as  what  is  conceived  to  be 
excluded,  must  bo  conceived,  as  well  as 
what  is  conceived  to  be  included,  it  follows 
that  all  the  three  dimensions  enter  into  our 
conception  of  a straight  line.  Its  length 
is  one  dimension,  its  straightness  in  two 
other  dimensions  is  included,  or  curvature 
in  these  two  dimensions  excluded,  in  the 
conception  of  it. 

The  being  we  have  supposed,  having  no 
conception  of  more  than  two  dimensions,  of 
which  the  length  of  a line  is  one,  canuot 
possibly  conceive  it  either  straight  or  curve 
in  molt)  than  one  dimension  ; so  that,  in  his 
conception  of  a right  line,  curvature  to  the 
right  hand  or  left  ia  excluded  ; but  curva- 
ture backwards  or  forwards  cannot  be  ex- 
cluded, because  be  neither  hath,  nor  can 
have  any  conception  of  such  curvature. 
Hence  wo  see  the  reason  that  a line,  which 
is  straight  to  the  eye,  may  return  into  itself ; 
for  its  being  straight  to  the  eye,  implies  only 
straightness  in  one  dimension ; and  a line 
which  is  straight  in  one  dimension  may, 
notwithstanding,  be  curve  in  another  dimen- 
sion, and  so  may  return  into  itself. 

To  us,  who  conceive  three  dimensions,  a 
surface  is  that  which  hath  length  and 
breadth,  excluding  thickness  ; and  a surface 
may  be  cither  plain  in  this  third  dimension, 
or  it  may  be  incurvated  : so  that  the  notion 
of  a third  dimension  enters  into  our  concep- 
tion of  a surface ; for  it  is  only  by  means 
of  this  third  dimension  that  wo  can  dis- 
tinguish surfaces  into  plain  and  curve  sur- 
faces ; and  neither  one  nor  the  other  can 
be  conceived  without  conceiving  a third 
dimension. 

The  being  we  have  supposed,  having  no 
conception  of  a third  dimension,  his  visible 
figures  have  length  and  breadth  indeed ; 
but  thicknesa  is  neither  included  nor  ex- 
cluded, being  a thing  of  which  he  lias  no 
conception.  And,  therefore,  visible  figures, 
although  they  have  length  and  breadth,  as 
surfaces  have,  yet  they  are  neither  plain 
surfaces  nor  curve  surfaces.  For  a curve 
surface  implies  curvature  in  a third  dimen- 
sion, and  a plain  surface  implies  the  wunt 
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of  curvature  in  a third  dimension  ; and 
such  a being  can  conceive  neither  of  these, 
tiecausc  he  has  no  conception  of  a thin! 
dimension.  Moreover,  although  he  hath  a 
distinct  conception  of  the  inclination  of  two 
lines  which  make  an  angle,  yet  ho  can 
neither  conceive  a plain  angle  nor  a spher- 
ical angle.  Even  his  notion  of  a point  is 
somewhat  loss  determined  than  ours.  In 
the  notion  of  a point,  we  exclude  length, 
breadth,  and  thickness;  he  excludes  length 
and  breadth,  hut  cannot  either  exclude  or 
include  thickness,  because  he  hath  no  con- 
ception of  it. 

Having  thus  settled  the  notions  which 
such  a being  as  we  have  supposed  might 
form  of  mathematical  points,  lines,  angles, 
and  figures,  it  is  easy  to  see,  that,  by  com- 
paring these  together,  and  reasoning  about 
them,  he  might  discover  their  relations,  and 
form  geometrical  conclusions  built  upon 
self-evident  principles.  Ho  might  likewise, 
without  doubt,  have  the  same  notions  of 
numbers  as  we  lutvc,  and  form  a system  of 
arithmetic.  It  is  not  material  to  say  in 
what  order  he  might  proceed  in  such  dis- 
coveries, or  how  much  time  and  pains  he 
might  employ  about  them,  but  what  such 
a being,  by  reason  and  ingenuity,  without 
any  materials  of  sensation  but  those  of 
sight  only,  might  discover. 

As  it  is  more  difficult  to  attend  to  a de- 
tail of  possibilities  than  of  facts,  even  of 
slender  authority,  I shall  beg  leave  to  give 
an  extract  from  the  travels  of  Johannes 
Rudolph  us  Aneplgraphus,  a Rosicrucian 
philosopher,  who  having,  by  deep  study  of 
the  occult  sciences,  acquired  the  art  of 
transporting  himself  to  various  sublunary  re- 
gions, and  of  conversing  with  various  orders 
of  intelligences,  in  the  course  of  his  adven- 
tures became  acquainted  with  an  order  of 
beings  exactly  such  as  I have  supposed. 

How  they  communicate  their  sentiments 
to  one  another,  and  by  what  means  he  be- 
came acquainted  with  their  language,  and 
was  initiated  into  their  philosophy,  as  well 
as  of  many  other  particulars,  which  might 
have  gratified  the  curiosity  of  his  readers, 
and,  perhaps,  added  credibility  to  his  rela- 
tion, he  hath  not  thought  fit  to  inform  us; 
these  being  matters  proper  for  adepts  only 
to  know. 

His  account  of  their  philosophy  is  as  fol- 
lows : - 

“ The  Idomonians,”  saith  he,  “arc  many 
of  them  very  ingenious,  and  much  given  to 
contemplation.  In  arithmetic,  geometry, 
metaphysics,  and  physics,  they  have  most 
eialwirate  systems.  In  the  two  latter,  in- 
deed, they  have  had  many  disputes  carried 
on  with  great  subtilty,  and  are  divided  in- 
to various  sects ; yet  in  the  two  former 
there  hath  been  no  less  unanimity  than 
among  the  humau  species.  Their  princi- 


ples relating  to  numbers  and  arithmetic, 
making  allowance  for  their  notation,  differ 
in  nothing  from  ours — but  their  geometry 
differs  very  considerably.** 

As  our  author’s  account  of  the  geometry 
of  the  Idomenians  agrees  in  everything 
with  the  geometry  of  visibles,  of  which  we 
have  already  given  a specimen,  we  shall 
pass  over  it.  lie  goes  on  thus  ; — “ Colour, 
extension,  and  figure,  are  conceived  to  be 
the  essential  properties  of  body.  A very 
considerable  sect  maintains,  that  colour  is 
the  essence  of  body.  If  there  had  been  no 
colour,  say  they,  there  hail  been  no  percep- 
tion or  sensation.  Colour  is  all  that  we 
perceive,  or  can  conceive,  that  is  peculiar 
to  body  ; extension  and  figure  being  modes 
common  to  Ixidy  and  to  empty  space.  And 
if  we  should  suppose  a body  to  be  annihi- 
lated, colour  is  the  only  thing  in  it  that  can 
be  annihilated  ; for  its  place,  and  conse- 
quently the  figure  and  extension  of  that 
place,  must  remain,  and  cannot  be  imagined 
not  to  exist.  These  philosophers  hold  space 
to  be  the  place  of  all  bodies,  immoveable  and 
indestructible,  without  figure,  and  similar 
in  all  its  parts,  incapable  of  increase  or  di- 
minution, yet  not  unmeasurable  ; for  every 
the  least  part  of  space  bears  a finite  raiw  to 
the  whole.  So  that  with  them  the  whole 
extent  of  space  is  the  common  and  natural 
measure  of  everything  that  hath  length  and 
breadth  ; and  the  magnitude  of  every  body 
and  of  every  figure  is  expressed  by  its  being 
such  a part  of  the  universe.  In  like  maimer, 
the  common  and  natural  measure  of  length 
is  an  infinite  right  line,  which,  as  lintli  been 
before  observed,  returns  into  itself,  and  hath 
no  limits,  but  bears  a finite  ratio  to  every 
other  line. 

“As  to  their  natural  philosophy,  it  is 
now  acknowledged  by  the  wisest  of  them  to 
have  been  for  many  ages  in  a very  low 
state.  The  philosophers  observing,  that 
body  can  differ  from  another  only  in  colour, 
figure,  or  magnitude,  it  was  taken  for 
granted,  that  all  their  particular  qualities 
must  arise  from  the  various  combinations 
of  these  their  essential  attributes ; and, 
therefore,  it  was  looked  uj>on  as  the  eud  ot 
natural  philosophy,  to  shew  how  the  various 
combinations  of  these  throe  qualities  in  dif- 
ferent bodies  produced  all  the  phenomena 
of  nature.  It  wero  endless  to  enumerate 
the  various  systems  that  were  invented  with 
this  view,  and  the  disputes  that  were  car- 
ried on  for  ages  ; the  followers  of  every 
system  exposing  the  weak  sides  of  other 
systems,  and  palliating  those  of  their  own, 
with  great  art. 

“At  last,  some  free  and  facetious  spirits, 
wearied  with  eternal  disputation,  and  the 
labour  of  {latching  and  propping  weak  sys- 
tems, began  to  complain  of  the  subtilty  of 
nature ; of  the  infinite  changes  that  bodies 
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undergo  in  flgura,  colour,  and  magnitude  ; 
and  of  the  difficulty  of  accounting  lor  these 
appearances — making  this  a pretence  for 
giving  up  all  inquiries  into  the  causes  of 
things,  as  vain  and  fruitless. 

“ These  wits  had  ample  matter  of  mirth 
and  ridicule  in  the  systems  of  philosophers  ; 
and,  finding  it  an  easier  task  to  pull  down 
than  to  build  or  support,  and  that  every 
sect  furnished  them  with  arms  and  auxi- 
liaries to  destroy  another,  they  began  to 
spread  mightily,  and  went  on  with  great 
success.  Thus  philosophy  gave  way  to  scep- 
ticism and  irony,  and  those  systems  which 
had  been  the  work  of  ages,  and  the  admira- 
tion of  the  learned,  became  the  jest  of  the 
vulgar  : for  even  the  vulgar  readily  took 
part  in  the  triumph  over  a kind  of  learning 
which  they  had  long  suspected,  because  it 
produced  nothing  but  wrangling  and  alter- 
cation. The  wits,  having  now  acquired 
great  reputation,  and  being  flushed  with 
success,  began  to  think  their  triumph  in- 
complete, until  every  pretence  to  know- 
ledge was  overturned  ; ami  accordingly 
began  their  attacks  upon  arithmetic,  geo- 
metry, and  even  upon  the  common  notions 
of  untaught  Idotnenians.  So  difficult  it 
hath  always  been,”  says  our  antbor,  **for 
great  conquerors  to  know  where  to  stop. 

“ In  the  meantime,  natural  philosophy 
began  to  rise  from  its  ashes,  under  the 
direction  of  a person  of  great  genius,  who  is 
looked  upon  as  having  had  something  in  him 
above  Idomenian  nature.  He  observed, 
that  the  Idomenian  faculties  were  certainly- 
intended  for  contemplation,  and  that  the 
works  of  nature  were  a nobler  subject  to 
exercise  them  upon,  than  the  follies  of  sys- 
tems, or  the  errors  of  the  learned  ; and 
being  sensible  of  the  difficulty  of  finding  out 
the  causes  of  natural  things,  ho  proposed, 
by  accurate  oliservation  of  the  pluenoiuena 
of  nature,  to  find  out  the  rules  according  to 
which  they  happen,  without  inquiring  into 
the  causes  of  those  rules.  In  this  he  made 
considerable  progress  himself,  and  planned 
out  much  work  for  his  followers,  who  call 
themselves  inductive  philosophers . The 

sceptics  look  with  envy  upon  this  rising 
sect,  as  eclipsing  their  reputation,  and 
threatening  to  limit  their  empire  ; but  they 
are  at  a loss  on  what  hand  to  attack  it. 
The  vulgar  begin  to  reverence  it  as  pro- 
ducing useful  discoveries. 

u It  is  to  be  observed,  that  every  Tdome- 
niun  firmly  believes,  that  two  or  more  bo- 
dies may  exist  in  the  same  place.  For  this 
they  have  the  testimony  of  sense,  and  they 
can  no  more  doubt  of  it,  than  they  can 
doubt  whether  they  have  any  perception  at 
all.  They  often  see  two  txxJies  meet  and 
coincide  in  the  same  place,  and  separate 
again,  without  having  undergone  any 
change  in  their  sensiblo  qualities  by  thir 


penetration.  When  two  bodies  meet,  nnd 
occupy  the  same  place,  commonly  one  only 
appears  in  that  place,  and  the  other  disap- 
pears. That  which  continues  to  appear  is 
said. to  overcome,  the  other  to  be  over- 
come.** 

To  this  quality  of  bodies  they  gave  a 
name,  which  our  author  tells  us  hath  no 
word  answering  to  it  in  any  human  lan- 
guage. And,  therefore,  after  making  a 
long  apology,  which  I omit,  he  begs  leave 
to  call  it  the  overcoming  quality  of  bodies. 
He  assures  us,  that  “the  speculations  which 
had  been  raised  about  this  single  quality  of 
bodies,  and  the  hypotheses  contrived  to  ac- 
count for  it,  were  sufficient  to  fill  many 
volumes.  Nor  have  there  been  fewer  hy- 
potheses invented  by  their  philosophers,  to 
account  for  the  changes  of  magnitude  and 
figure ; which,  in  most  bodies  that  move, 
they  perceive  to  be  in  a continual  fluctua- 
tion. The  founder  of  the  inductive  sect, 
believing  it  to  be  above  the  reach  of  Ido- 
menian faculties,  to  discover  the  real  causes 
of  these  pluenomena,  applied  himself  to 
find  from  observation,  by  what  laws  they 
are  connected  together  ; and  discovered 
many  mathematical  ratios  and  relations  con- 
cerning the  motions,  magnitudes,  figures, 
and  overcoming  quality  of  bodies,  which 
constant  experience  confirms.  Hut  the  op- 
posers  of  this  sect  choose  rather  to  content 
themselves  with  feigned  causes  of  these 
pluenomena,  than  to  acknowledge  the  real 
laws  whereby  they  are  governed,  which 
humble  their  pride,  by  being  confessedly 
unaccountable.” 

Thus  far  Johannes  Rudolphus  Anepigra- 
phus.  Whether  this  Anepigraphus  be  the 
same  who  is  recorded  among  the  Greek 
alchemistical  writers  not  yet  published,  by 
Borricbius,  Fabricius,  and  others,*  I do 
not  pretend  to  determine.  The  identity  of 
their  name,  and  the  similitude  of  their 
studies,  although  no  slight  arguments,  yet 
are  not  absolutely  conclusive.  Nor  will  I 
take  upon  me  to  judge  of  the  narrative  of 
this  learned  traveller,  by  the  external  marks 
of  his  credibility  ; I shall  confine  myself  to 
those  which  the  crit  cs  call  internal.  It 
would  even  be  of  small  importance  to  in- 
quire, w hether  the  Idomcniaus  have  a real, 
or  only  an  ideal  existence  ; since  this  is 
disputed  among  the  learned  with  regard  to 
things  with  which  we  are  more  nearly  con- 
nected. The  important  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  account  above  given,  is  a just  ac- 
count of  their  geometry  and  philosophy  ? 
We  have  all  the  faculties  which  they 


* This  is  true ; the  name  in  not  imaginary 
" A nepigraphuv  t he  Ph iloaopber'*  is t he » eput ctl author 
of  aereral  chemiet I treatise*  in  Greek,  which  have  not 
as  yet  been  ch-enietl  worthy  of  publication.  See 
Du  Cange.  " Glow.  med.  et  inf.,  Grareitatta,’*  voce 
n«rT><  ■ and  Kcineau,  " Var.  Leett  M L.  11.  c.  i. 

— H. 
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have,  with  the  addition  of  others  which 
they  have  not  ; we  may,  therefore,  form 
some  judgment  of  their  philosophy  and  ge- 
ometry, by  separating  from  all  others,  the 
perceptions  we  have  by  sight  and  reasoning 
upon  them.  As  far  as  1 am  able  to  judge 
in  this  way,  after  a careful  examination,  their 
eometry  must  be  such  as  Anepigrnphus 
ath  described.  Nor  does  his  account  of 
their  philosophy  appear  to  cohtain  any  evi- 
dent marks  of  imposture  ; although  here, 
no  doubt,  proper  allowance  is  to  be  made 
for  liberties  which  travellers  take,  as  well  os 
for  involuntary  mistakes  which  they  ore  apt 
to  fall  into. 


Section  X. 

OF  TUB  PARALLEL  MOTION  OK  TUB  EVES. 

Having  explained,  as  distinctly  os  we 
can,  visible  figure,  and  shewn  its  connection 
with  the  things  signified  by  it,  it  will  be 
proper  next  to  consider  some  phenomena 
of  the  eyes,  and  of  vision,  which  have  com- 
monly been  referred  to  custom,  to  anato- 
mical or  to  mechanical  causes ; but  which, 
as  I conceive,  must  l>e  resolved  into  origi- 
nal powersand  principles  of  thehumnn  mind ; 
and,  therefore,  belong  properly  to  the  sub- 
ject of  this  inquiry. 

The  first  is  the  parallel  motion  of  the 
eves ; by  which,  when  one  eye  is  turned 
to  the  right  or  to  the  left,  upwards  or  down- 
wards, or  straight  forwards,  the  other 
always  goes  along  with  it  in  the  same  direc- 
tion. We  see  plainly,  when  both  eyes  are 
open,  that  they  an?  always  turned  the  same 
way,  as  if  both  were  acted  upon  by  the  same 
motive  force  ; and  if  one  eye  is  shut,  and  the 
hand  laid  upon  it,  while  the  other  turns 
various  ways,  we  feel  the  eye  that  is  shut 
turn  at  the  same  time,  and  that  whether 
we  will  or  not  What  makes  this  pluvno- 
menon  surprising  is,  that  it  is  acknowledged, 
by  all  anatomists,  that  the  muscles  which 
move  the  two  eyes,  and  the  nerves  which 
serve  these  muscles,  are  entirely  distinct 
and  unconnected.  It  would  be  thought 
very  surprising  and  unaccountable  to  see  a 
man,  who,  from  his  birth,  never  moved 
one  arm,  without  moving  the  other  pre- 
cisely in  the  same  manner,  so  as  to  keep 
them  always  parallel — yet  it  would  not  be 
more  difficult  to  find  the  physical  cause  of 
such  motion  of  the  arms,  than  it  is  to  find 
the  cause  of  the  parallel  motion  of  the  eyes, 
which  is  perfectly  similar. 

The  only  cause  that  hath  been  assigned 
of  this  parallel  motion  of  the  eyes,  is  cus- 
tom. We  find  by  experience,  it  is  said, 
when  we  begin  to  look  at  objects,  that,  in 
order  to  have  distinct  vision,  it  is  necessary 
to  turn  both  eyes  tho  same  way ; therefore, 


we  soon  acquire  the  habit  of  doing  it  con- 
stantly, and  by  degrees  lose  the  power  of 
doing  otherwise. 

This  account  of  the  matter  seems  to  be 
insufficient ; because  habits  are  not  got  at 
once ; it  takes  time  to  acquire  and  to  con- 
firm them  ; and  if  this  motion  of  the  eyes 
were  got  by  habit,  we  should  see  children, 
w hen  they  are  born,  turn  their  eyes  different 
ways,  and  move  one  without  the  other,  as 
they  do  their  hands  or  legs.  1 know  some 
have  affirmed  that  they  are  apt  to  do  so. 
But  1 have  never  found  it  true  from  tuy 
own  observation,  although  I have  taken 
pains  to  make  observations  of  this  kind,  and 
have  had  good  opportunities.  I have 
likewise  consulted  experienced  midwives, 
mothers,  and  nurses,  and  found  them  agree, 
that  they  had  never  observed  distortions 
of  this  kind  in  the  eyes  of  children,  hut 
when  they  had  reason  to  suspect  convul- 
sions, or  some  preternatural  cause. 

1 1 seems,  therefore,  to  lie  extremely  pro- 
bable, that,  previous  to  custom,  there  is 
something  in  the  constitution,  some  natural 
instinct,  which  directs  us  to  move  both  eyes 
always  the  same  way.* 

We  kuow  not  how  the  mind  acts  upon 
the  body,  nor  by  what  power  the  muscles 
are  contracted  and  relaxed — hut  we  see 
that,  in  some  of  the  voluntary,  as  well  as 
in  some  of  the  involuntary  motions,  this 
power  is  so  directed,  that  many  muscles 
which  have  no  material  tie  or  connection, + 
act  in  concert,  each  of  them  being  taught 
to  play  its  part  in  exact  time  and  measure. 
Nor  doth  a company  of  expert  players  in 
a theatrical  performance,  or  of  excellent 
musicians  in  a concert,  or  of  good  dancers 
in  a country  dance,  with  more  regularity 
and  order,  conspire  and  contribute  their 
several  parts,  to  produce  one  uuiform  effect, 
than  a number  of  muscles  do,  in  many  of 
tho  animal  functions,  and  in  many  volun- 
tary actions.  Yet  we  sec  such  actions  no 
less  skilfully  and  regularly  performed  in 
children,  and  in  those  who  know  not  that 
they  have  such  muscles,  than  in  tho  most 
skilful  anatomist  and  physiologist. 

Who  taught  all  the  muscles  that  are 
concerned  in  sucking,  in  swallowing  our 
food,  in  breathing,  and  in  the  several  na- 
tural expulsions,  to  act  their  part  in  such 
regular  order  and  exact  measure  ? It  was 
not  custom  surely.  It  was  that  same  power- 
ful and  wise  Being  who  mode  the  fabric  of 
the  human  body,  and  fixed  tho  laws  by 
which  the  mind  operates  upon  every  part 


• The  parallel  movement,  like  other  reciprocal  ie* 
of  the  two  eye*,  can  be  explained  pky$ioto^ualiy% 
by  ihe  mutual  relation  of  their  nerve*,  without  re- 
curring to  any  higher  or  more  my stcriou*  principle  — 

t This  ii  not  correct.  Miracle*  which  have  cor- 
relative motion*  are  now  either  known  or  admitted 
to  have  correlative  nerves  — H. 
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of  it,  so  that  they  may  answer  the  pur- 
poses intended  by  them.  And  when  we 
see,  in  so  many  other  instances,  a system 
of  unconnected  muscles*  conspiring  so  won- 
derfully in  their  several  functions,  without 
the  aid  of  habit,  it  needs  not  be  thought 
strange,  that  the  muscles  of  the  eyes  should, 
without  this  aid,  conspire  to  give  that  di- 
rection to  the  eyes,  without  which  they 
could  not  answer  their  end. 

We  see  a like  conspiring  nctiou  in  the 
muscles  which  contract  the  pupils  of  the 
two  eyes ; and  in  those  muscles,  whatever 
they  be,  by  which  the  conformation  of  the 
eyes  is  varied  according  to  the  distance  of 
objects. 

It  ought,  however,  to  be  observed,  that, 
although  it  appears  to  be  by  natural  in- 
stinct that  both  eyes  are  always  turned 
the  same  way,  there  is  still  some  latitude 
left  for  custom. 

What  we  have  said  of  the  parallel  motion 
of  the  eyes,  is  not  to  be  understood  so  strictly 
us  if  nature  directed  us  to  keep  their  axes 
always  precisely  and  mathematically  par- 
allel to  each  other.  Indeed,  although  they 
are  alwa\  s nearly  parallel,  they  hardly  ever 
are  exactly  so.  When  wc  look  at  an  ob- 
ject, the  axes  of  the  eyes  meet  in  that 
object : and,  therefore,  make  an  angle,  which 
is  always  small,  but  will  be  greater  or  less, 
according  as  the  object  is  nearer  or  more 
remote.  Nature  hath  very  wisely  left  us 
the  power  of  varying  the  parallelism  of  our 
eyes  a little,  so  that  we  can  direct  them  to 
the  same  point,  whether  remote  or  near. 
This,  no  doubt,  is  learned  by  custom ; and 
accordingly  we  see,  that  it  is  a long  time 
before  children  get  this  habit  in  perfection. 

This  power  of  varying  the  parallelism  of 
the  eyes  is  naturally  no  more  than  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose  intended  by  it ; but 
by  much  practice  and  straining,  it  may  be 
increased.  Accordingly,  we  see,  that  some 
have  acquired  the  power  of  distorting  their 
eyes  into  unnatural  directions,  as  others 
have  acquired  the  power  of  distorting  their 
bodies  into  unnatural  postures. 

Those  who  have  lost  the  sight  of  an  eye, 
commonly  lose  what  they  had  got  by  custom, 
in  the  direction  of  their  eyes,  but  retain 
wliat  they  had  by  nature  ; that  is,  although 
their  eyes  turn  and  move  always  together, 
yet,  when  they  look  upon  an  object,  the 
blind  eye  will  often  have  a very  small  devia- 
tion from  it ; which  is  not  perceived  by  a 
slight  observer,  but  may  be  discerned  by 
one  accustomed  to  make  exact  observations 
in  these  matters. 


* See  the  preceding  note. 


Section  XI. 

OP  OtJR  SEEING  OBJECTS  ERECT  BY  INVERTED 
IMAGES. 

Another  phenomenon  which  hath  per- 
plexed philosophers,  is,  our  seeing  objects 
erect,  when  it  is  well  known  that  their 
images  or  pictures  upon  the  tunica  retina 
of  the  eye  are  inverted. 

The  sagacious  Kepler  first  made  the 
noble  discovery,  that  distinct  but  inverted 
pictures  of  visible  objects  are  formed  upon 
the  retina  by  the  rays  of  light  coming  from 
the  object.  The  same  great  philosopher 
demonstrated,  from  the  principles  of  optics, 
how  these  pictures  are  formed — to  wit. 
That  the  rays  coming  from  any  one  point 
of  the  object,  and  falling  upon  the  various 
parts  of  the  pupil,  are,  by  the  cornea  and 
crystalline,  refracted  so  as  to  meet  again 
in  one  point  of  the  retina , and  there  paint 
the  colour  of  that  point  of  the  object  from 
which  they  come.  As  the  rays  from  dif- 
ferent points  of  the  object  cross  each  other 
before  they  come  to  the  retinaf  the  picture 
they  form  must  bo  inverted  ; the  upper 
part  of  the  object  being  painted  upon  the 
lower  part  of  the  retina,  the  right  side  of 
the  object  upon  the  left  of  the  retina , and 
so  of  the  other  parts.* 

This  philosopher  thought  that  we  see 
objects  erect  by  means  of  these  inverted 
pictures,  for  this  reason,  that,  as  the  rays 
from  different  points  of  the  object  cross 
each  other  before  they  fall  upon  the  retina , 
we  conclude  that  the  impulse  which  wc  feel 
upon  the  lower  part  of  the  retina  comes 
from  above,  and  that  the  impulse  which 
wo  feel  upon  the  higher  part  comes  from 
below. 

Des  Cartes  afterwards  gave  the  same 
solution  of  this  phtenomenon,  and  illustrated 
it  by  the  judgment  which  wc  form  of  the 
position  of  objects  which  we  feel  with  our 
arms  crossed,  or  with  two-sticks  that  cross 
each  other. 

But  we  cannot  acquiesce  in  this  solution. 
First,  Because  it  supposes  our  seeing  things 
erect,  to  be  a deduction  of  reason,  drawn  from 
certain  premises : whereas  it  seems  to  be  an 
immediate  perception.  And,  secondly,  Be- 
cause the  premises  from  which  all  mankind 
are  supposed  to  draw  this  conclusion,  never 
entered  into  the  minds  of  the  far  greater 
part,  but  are  absolutely  unknown  to  them. 
We  have  no  feeling  or  perception  of  the 
pictures  upon  the  retina , and  as  little  surely 


• Thi*  inverted  picture  ia  aeen  If  we  take  ihe  eye 
of  an  <*.  lor  caample,  and  cut  away  the  posterior 
part  of  the  aclerotica  and  choroid  ; but,  without  thi* 
preparation,  it  is  apparent  in  the  eyes  ot  albino  ani- 
mal*, of  the  owl,  Ac.,  in  which  the  hard  coat  and 
chotuid  are  •emi-diaphanoua.— H. 
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of  the  position  of  them.  In  order  to  see 
objects  erect,  according  to  the  principles 
of  Kepler  or  Des  Cartes,  we  must  previ- 
ously know  that  the  rays  of  light  come 
from  the  object  to  the  eye  in  straight  lines  ; 
we  must  know  that  the  rays  from  different 
points  of  the  object  cross  one  another 
before  they  form  the  pictures  upon  the 
retina ; and,  lastly,  we  must  know  that  these 
pictures  are  really  inverted.  Now,  although 
all  these  things  are  true,  and  known  to 
hilosophcrs,  yet  they  are  absolutely  un- 
nown  to  the  far  greatest  part  of  mankind  : 
nor  is  it  possible  that  they  who  are  abso- 
lutely ignorant  of  them,  should  reason  from 
them,  and  build  conclusions  upon  them. 
Since,  therefore,  visible  objects  ap|>ear  erect 
to  the  ignorant  as  well  as  to  the  learned, 
this  cannot  bo  a conclusion  drawn  from 
premises  which  never  entered  into  the  minds 
of  the  ignorant.  We  have  indeed  had  oc- 
casion to  observe  many  instances  of  con- 
clusions drawn,  either  by  means  of  original 
principles,  or  by  habit,  from  premises  which 
pass  through  the  mind  very  quickly,  and 
which  are  never  made  the  objects  of  re- 
flection ; but  surely  no  man  will  conceive 
it  possible  to  draw  conclusions  from  pre- 
mises which  never  entered  into  the  mind  at 
alh 

Dishop  Berkeley  having  justly  rejected 
this  solution,  gives  one  founded  upon  his 
own  principles  ; wherein  he  is  followed  by 
the  judicious  Dr  Smith,  in  his  “ Optics 
and  this  we  shall  next  explain  and  examine. 

That  ingenious  writer  conceives  the  ideas 
of  sight  to  be  altogether  unlike  those  of 
touch.  And,  since  the  notions  we  have  of 
an  object  by  these  different  senses  have  no 
similitude,  we  can  learn  only  by  experience 
how  one  sense  will  be  affected,  by  whut,  in 
a certain  manner,  affects  the  other.  Figure, 
position,  and  even  number,  in  tangible 
objects,  are  ideas  of  touch  ; and,  although 
there  is  no  similitude  between  these  and 
the  ideas  of  sight,  yet  we  learn  by  expe- 
rience, that  a triangle  affects  the  sight  in 
such  a manner,  and  that  a square  affects  it 
in  such  another  manner — hence  we  judge 
that  which  affects  it  in  the  first  manner,  to 
be  a triangle,  and  that  which  affects  it  in 
the  second,  to  be  a square.  In  the  same 
u'ay,  finding,  from  experience,  that  an  object 
in  an  erect  position  affects  the  eye  in  one 
manner,  and  the  same  object  in  an  inverted 
position  nffects  it  in  another,  we  learn  to 
judge,  by  the  manner  in  wdiich  the  eye  is 
affected,  whether  the  object  is  erect  or  in- 
verted. In  a word,  visible  ideas,  according 
to  this  author,  are  signs  of  the  tangible  ; 
and  the  mind  passeth  from  the  sign  to  the 
thing  signified,  not  by  means  of  any  simi- 
litude between  the  one  and  other,  uor  by 
any  natural  principle,  but  by  having  found 
them  constantly  conjoined  in  experience,  as 


the  sounds  of  a language  arc  with  the  things 
they  signify  : so  that,  if  the  images  upon 
the  return  had  been  always  erect,  they 
would  have  shewn  the  objects  erect,  iu  the 
manner  as  they  do  now  that  they  are  in- 
verted—nay,  if  the  visible  idea  which  we 
now  have  from  an  inverted  object,  had  been 
associated  from  the  beginning  with  the  erect 
position  of  that  object,  it  would  have  signi- 
fied an  erect  position,  as  readily  as  it  now 
signifies  an  inverted  one.  And,  if  the  vis- 
ible appearance  of  two  shillings  had  been 
found  connected  from  the  beginning  with 
the  tangible  idea  «>f  one  shilling,  that  ap- 
pearance w’ould  as  naturally  and  readily 
liaVe  signified  the  unity  of  the  object  as  uow 
it  signifies  its  duplicity. 

This  opinion  is,  undoubtedly,  very  inge- 
nious ; and,  if  it  is  just,  serves  to  resolve 
not  only  the  phenomenon  now  under  con- 
sideration, but  likewise  that  which  we  shall 
next  consider — our  seeing  objects  single 
with  two  eyes. 

It  is  evident  that,  in  this  solution,  it  is 
supposed  that  we  do  not  originally,  and 
previous  to  acquired  habits,  see  things 
either  erect  or  inverted,  of  one  figure  or 
another,  single  or  double ; but  learn,  from 
experience,  to  judge  of  their  tangible  posi- 
tion, figure,  and  number,  by  certain  visible 
signs. 

Indeed,  it  must  be  acknowledged  to  bo 
extremely  difficult  to  distinguish  the  imme- 
diate and  natural  objects  of  sight,  from 
the  conclusions  which  we  have  been  ac- 
customed from  infancy  to  draw  from  them. 
Bishop  Berkeley  was  the  first  that  attempted 
to  distinguish  the  one  from  the  other,  and 
to  trace  out  the  boundary  that  divides  them. 
And  if,  in  doing  so,  he  hath  gone  a little  to 
the  right  hand  or  to  the  left,  this  might  be 
expected  in  a subject  altogether  new,  and 
of  the  greatest  subtilty.  The  nature  of 
vision  hath  received  great  light  from  this 
distinction  ; and  many  phamoraena  in 
optics,  which  before  appeared  altogether 
unaccountable,  have  been  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly resolved  by  it.  It  is  natural,  and 
almost  unavoidable,  to  one  who  hath  made 
an  important  discovery  in  philosophy,  to 
carry  it  a little  beyond  its  sphere,  and  to 
apply  it  to  the  resolution  of  phenomena 
which  do  not  fall  within  its  province.  Even 
the  great  Newton,  when  he  had  discovered 
the  universal  law  of  gravitation,  and  ob- 
served how  many  of  the  phenomena  of 
nature  depend  upon  this,  and  other  laws  of 
attraction  and  repulsion,  could  not  help  ex- 
pressing his  conjecture,  that  all  the  pbieuo- 
meuft  of  the  material  world  depend  upon 
attracting  and  repelling  forees  in  the  par- 
ticles of  matter.  And  I suspect  that  the 
ingenious  Bishop  of  CTloyne,  having  found 
so  many  phnenomena  of  vision  reducible  to 
the  constant  association  of  the  ideas  of  sight 
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and  touch,  carried  this  principle  a little  be- 
yond its  just  limits. 

in  order  to  judge  as  well  as  we  can 
whether  it  is  ho,  let  us  suppose  such  a blind 
man  as  Dr  Saundersou,  having  all  the 
knowledge  and  abilities  which  a blind  man 
may  have,  suddenly  made  to  see  perfectly. 
Let  us  suppose  him  kept  from  all  opportu- 
nities of  associating  his  ideas  of  sight  with 
those  of  touch,  until  the  former  become  a 
little  familiar  ; and  the  first  surprise,  occa- 
sioned by  objects  so  new,  being  abated,  he 
has  time  to  canvass  them,  aud  to  compare 
them,  in  his  mind,  with  the  notions  which 
he  formerly  had  by  touch  ; and,  in  particu- 
lar, to  compare,  in  his  mind,  that  visible 
extension  which  his  eyes  present,  with  the 
extension  in  length  and  breadth  with  which 
he  was  before  acquainted. 

We  have  endeavoured  to  prove,  that  a 
blind  man  may  form  a notion  of  the  visible 
extension  and  figure  of  bodies,  from  the 
relation  which  it  bears  to  their  tangible 
extension  aud  figure.  Much  more,  when  this 
visible  extension  and  figure  are  presented 
to  his  eye,  will  he  be  able  to  compare  them 
with  tangible  extension  and  figure,  and  to 
perceive  that  the  one  has  length  and  breadth 
as  well  os  the  other ; that  the  one  may  be 
bounded  by  lines,  either  straight  or  curve, 
os  well  as  the  other.  And,  therefore,  he 
will  perceive  that  there  may  be  visible  as 
well  as  tangible  circles,  triangles,  quadri- 
lateral aud  multilateral  figures.  And,  al- 
though the  visible  figure  is  coloured,  and 
the  tangible  is  not,  they  may,  notwithstand- 
ing, have  the  same  figure ; as  two  objects 
of  touch  may  have  the  same  figure,  although 
one  is  hot  and  the  other  cold. 

We  have  demonstrated,  that  the  proper- 
ties of  visible  figures  differ  from  those  of 
the  plain  figures  which  they  represent ; but 
it  was  observed,  at  the  same  time,  that 
when  the  object  is  so  small  as  to  be  seen 
distinctly  at  one  view,  and  is  placed  directly 
before  the  eye,  the  difference  between  the 
visible  and  the  tangible  figure  is  too  small 
to  be  perceived  by  the  senses.  Thus,  it  is 
true,  that,  of  every  visible  triangle,  the 
three  angles  are  greater  than  two  right 
angles ; whereas,  in  a plain  triangle,  the 
three  angles  are  equal  to  two  right  angles  ; 
hut  when  the  visible  triangle  is  small,  its 
three  angles  will  be  so  nearly  equal  to  two 
right  angles,  that  the  sense  cannot  discern 
the  difference.  In  like  manner,  the  circum- 
ferences of  unequal  visible  circles  are  not, 
hut  those  of  plain  circles  arc,  in  the  ratio  of 
their  diameters ; yet,  in  small  visible  circles, 
the  circumferences  arc  very  nearly  in  the 
ratio  of  their  diameters  ; and  the  diameter 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  circumference, 
as  in  a plain  circle,  very  nearly. 

Hence  it  appears,  that  small  visible 
figures  (and  such  only  can  be  seen  distinctly 


at  one  view)  have  not  only  a resemblance 
to  the  plain  tangible  figures  which  have  the 
tame  name,  but  are  to  all  sense  the  same  : J 
so  that,  if  Dr  Saundcrson  had  been  made  to 
see,  and  had  attentively  viewed  the  figures 
of  the  first  book  of  Euclid,  he  might,  by 
thought  and  consideration,  without  touching 
them,  have  found  out  that  they  were  the 
very  figures  he  was  before  so  well  ac- 
quainted with  by  touch. 

When  plain  figures  are  seen  obliquely, 
their  visible  figure  differs  more  from  the 
tangible ; and  the  representation  which  is 
made  to  the  eye,  of  solid  figures,  is  still 
more  imperfect  j because  visible  extension 
hath  not  three,  but  two  dimensions  only. 
Yet,  as  it  cannot  be  said  that  an  exact  pic- 
ture of  a man  hath  no  resemblance  of  the 
man,  or  that  a perspective  view  of  a house 
hath  no  resemblance  of  the  house,  so  it 
cannot  be  said,  with  any  propriety,  that  the 
visible  figure  of  a man  or  of  a house  hath 
no  resemblance  of  the  objects  which  they 
represent. 

Bishop  Berkeley  therefore  proceeds  upon 
a:  capital  mistake,  in  supposing  that  there  is 
no  resemblance  betwixt  the  extension,  figure, 
and  position  which  we  sec,  and  that  which 
we  perceive  by  touch.j 

We  may  further  observe,  that  Bishop 
Berkeley's  system,  with  regard  to  material 
things,  must  have  mode  him  6ee  this  ques- 
tion, of  the  erect  appearance  of  objects,  in 
a very  different  light  from  that  in  which  it  ap- 
pear to  those  who  do  not  adopt  his  svstem. 

In  his  theory  of  vision,  he  seems  indeed 
to  allow,  that  there  is  an  external  material 
world  : but  he  believed  that  this  external 
world  is  tangible  only,  and  not  visible  ; and 
that  the  visible  world,  the  proper  object  of 
sight,  is  not  external,  but  in  the  mind.  If 
this  is  supposed,  he  that  affirms  that  he 
>ees  things  erect  and  not  inverted,  affirms 
that  there  is  a top  and  a bottom,  a right 
and  a left  in  the  mind.  Now,  I confess  I 
am  not  so  well  acquainted  with  the  topo- 
graphy of  the  mind,  os  to  be  able  to  affix 
a meaning  to  these  words  when  applied 
to  it. 

We  shall  therefore  allow,  that,  if  visible 
objects  were  not  external,  but  existed  only 
in  the  mind,  they  could  have  no  figure,  or 
position,  or  extension  ; and  that  it  would  be 
absurd  to  affirm,  that  they  are  seen  either 
erect  or  inverted,  or  that  there  is  any  re- 
semblance between  them  and  the  objects  of 
touch.  But  when  we  propose  the  question, 
why  objects  are  seen  erect  and  not  in- 
verted, we  take  it  for  granted,  that  we  are 
not  in  Bishop  Berkeley’s  ideal  world,  but 
in  that  world  which  men  who  yield  to  the 
dictates  of  common  sense,  believe  them- 
selves to  inhabit.  We  take  it  for  granted, 
that  the  objects  both  of  sight  ana  touch, 
are  external,  and  have  a certain  figure,  and 
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a certain  position  with  regard  to  one  another, 
and  with  regard  to  our  bodies,  whether  we 
perceive  it  or  not. 

When  I hold  my  walking-cane  upright 
in  my  hand,  and  look  at  it,  I take  it  for 
granted  that  1 see  and  handle  the  same 
individual  object.  When  1 say  that  I feel 
it  erect,  my  meaning  is,  that  1 feel  the 
head  directed  from  the  horizon,  and  the 
point  directed  towards  it ; and  when  I say 
that  I see  it  erect,  I mean  tliat  I see  it  with 
the  head  directed  from  the  horizon,  and 
the  point  towards  it.  1 conceive  the  hori- 
zon as  a fixed  object  both  of  sight  and  touch, 
with  relation  to  which,  objects  are  stud  to 
be  high  or  low,  erect  or  inverted  ; and  when 
the  question  is  asked,  why  1 see  the  ob- 
ject erect,  and  not  inverted,  it  is  the  same 
as  if  you  should  ask,  why  I see  it  in  that 
position  which  it  really  hath,  or  why  the 
eye  shews  the  real  position  of  objects,  and 
doth  not  shew  them  in  an  inverted  posi- 
tion, as  they  are  seen  by  a common  astro- 
nomical telescope,  or  as  their  pictures  are 
seen  upon  the  retina  of  an  eye  when  it  is 
dissected. 


Section  XII. 

THE  SAME  SUBJECT  CONTINUED. 

It  is  impossible  to  give  a satisfactory  an- 
swer to  this  question,  otherwise  than  by 
pointing  out  the  laws  of  nature  which  take 
place  in  vision ; for  by  these  the  pheno- 
mena of  vision  must  be  regulated. 

Therefore,  I answer,  First,  That,  by  a 
law  of  nature,  the  rays  of  light  proceed  from 
every  point  of  the  object  to  the  pupil  of 
the  eye,  in  straight  lines  ; Secondly,  That, 
by  the  laws  of  nature,  the  rays  coming 
from  any  one  point  of  the  object  to  the  va- 
rious parts  of  the  pupil,  are  so  refracted  as 
to  meet  again  in  one  point  of  the  retina  ; 
and  the  rays  from  different  points  of  the 
object,  first  crossing  each  other,*  and  then 
proceeding  to  as  many  different  points  of 
the  retina , form  an  inverted  picture  of  the 
object. 

So  far  the  principles  of  optics  carry 
us  ; and  experience  further  assures  us,  that, 
if  there  is  no  such  picture  upon  the  retina , 
there  is  no  vision  ; and  that  such  as  the 
picture  on  the  retina  is,  such  is  the  appear- 


• It  is  marvellous  how  widely  both  natural  philo- 
sophers and  physiologist*  arc  at  variance  with  reyard 
to  the  point  of  the  eye  at  which  the  rays  cross  each 
other.  Some  place  this  point  in  the  cornea— aome 
in  the  region  of  the  pupil— tome  in  the  centre  of  the 
cryatalline — and  tome  in  the  vitreous  humour. 
Recent  experiment*,  inatltutcd  for  the  purpoae  of 
determining  its  locality,  and  still  unknown  in  thia 
country,  place  it  behind  the  cryatalline  lent.  Thta 
ia  found  to  be  at  once  the  croMinp  point,  both  of  the 
rays  of  light  and  of  the  line  of  visible  direction,  and 
the  turning  point  on  which  the  eye  rolle.— H.  __ 


attce  of  the  object,  in  colour  and  figure, 
distinctness  or  indistinctness,  brightness  or 
faintness. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  pictures 
upon  the  retina  are,  by  the  laws  of  nature, 
a mean  of  vision ; but  in  what  way  they 
accomplish  their  end,  wo  are  totally  igno- 
rant. Philosophers  conceive,  that  the  im- 
pression made  on  the  retina  by  the  rays  of 
light,  is  communicated  to  the  optic  nerve, 
and  by  the  optic  nerve  convened  to  some 
part  of  the  brain,  by  them  called  the  tento- 
rium ; and  that  the  impression  thus  conveyed 
to  the  sensorinm  is  immediately  perceived 
by  the  mind,  which  is  supposed  to  reside 
there.  Dut  we  know  nothing  of  the  seat  of 
the  soul : and  we  are  so  far  from  perceiving 
immediately  what  is  transacted  in  the  brain, 
that  of  all  parts  of  the  human  body  we  know 
least  about  it.  It  is  indeed  very  probable, 
that  the  optic  nerve  is  an  instrument  of 
vision  no  less  necessary  than  the  retina  ; 
and  that  some  impression  is  made  upon  it, 
by  means  of  the  pictures  on  the  retina. 
But  of  what  kiud  this  impression  is,  we  know 
nothing. 

There  is  not  the  least  probability  that 
there  is  any  picture  or  image  of  the  ob- 
ject either  in  the  optic  nerve  or  brain. 
The  pictures  on  the  retina  are  formed  by 
the  rays  of  light ; and,  whether  we  suppose, 
with  some,  that  their  impulse  upon  the  re- 
tina causes  some  vibration  of  the  fibres  of 
the  optic  nerve,  or,  with  others,  that  it 
gives  motion  to  some  subtile  fluid  contained 
in  the  nerve,  neither  that  vibration  nor 
this  motion  can  resemble  the  visible  ob- 
ject which  is  presented  to  the  mind.  Nor 
is  there  any  probability  that  the  mind  per- 
ceives the  pictures  upon  the  retina.  These 
pictures  are  no  more  objects  of  our  percep- 
tion, than  the  bruin  is,  or  the  optic  nerve. 
No  man  ever  saw  the  pictures  in  his  own 
eye,  nor  indeed  the  pictures  in  the  eye 
of  another,  until  it  was  taken  out  of  the 
head  and  duly  prepared. 

It  is  very  strange,  that  philosophers,  of 
all  ages,  should  have  agreed  in  this  notion, 
that  the  images  of  external  objects  are  con- 
veyed by  the  organs  of  sense  to  the  brain, 
and  are  there  perceived  by  the  mind.* 
Nothing  can  be  more  uuphilosophicaL  For, 
First,  This  notion  bath  no  foundation  in  fact 
and  observation.  Of  all  the  organs  of 
sense,  the  eye  only,  os  far  as  we  can  disco- 
ver, forms  any  kind  of  image  of  its  object ; 
and  the  images  formed  by  the  eye  are  not 
in  the  brain,  but  only  in  the  bottom  of  the 
eye ; nor  are  they  at  nil  perceived  or  felt 
by  the  mind.*f  Secondly,  It  is  as  difficult 


* This  statement  in  Its  unqualified  universality  ia 
altogether  erroneous.— H. 

f Hits  would  require  a second  eye  behind  the 
retina ; which  eye  would  also  tec  the  images  bent. 
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to  conceive  how  the  mind  perceives  images 
in  the  brain,  as  how  it  perceives  things 
more  distant.  If  any  man  will  shew  how 
the  mind  may  perceive  images  in  the  brain, 
I will  undertake  to  shew  how  it  may  per- 
ceive the  most  distant  objects ; for,  if  we 
give  eyes  to  the  mind,  to  perceive  what  is 
transacted  at  home  in  its  dark  chamber, 
why  may  we  not  make  these  eyes  a little 
longer-sighted  ? and  then  we  shall  have  no 
occasiou  for  that  unphilosophical  fiction  of 
images  in  the  brain.  In  a word,  the  man- 
ner and  mechanism  of  the  mind's  percep- 
tion is  quite  beyond  our  comprehension ; 
and  this  way  of  explaining  it,  by  images  in 
the  brain,  seems  to  be  founded  upon  very 
gross  notions  of  the  mind  and  its  opera- 
tions ; as  if  the  supposed  images  in  the 
bruin,  by  a kind  of  contact,  formed  similar 
impressions  or  images  of  objects  upon  the 
mind,  of  which  impressions  it  is  supposed  to 
be  conscious. 

We  have  endeavoured  to  shew,  through- 
out the  course  of  this  inquiry,  that  the  im- 
pressions made  upon  the  mind  by  means  of 
the  five  senses,  have  not  the  least  resem- 
blance to  the  objects  of  sense ; and,  there- 
fore, as  we  see  no  shadow  of  evidence  that 
there  are  any  such  images  in  the  brain,  so 
we  see  no  purpose,  in  philosophy,  that  the 
supposition  of  them  can  answer.  Since  the 
picture  upon  the  retina,  therefore,  is  neither 
itself  seen  by  the  mind,  nor  produces  any 
impression  upon  the  brain  or  tentorium, 
which  is  seen  by  the  mind,  nor  makes  any 
impression  upon  the  mind  that  resembles 
the  object,  it  may  still  be  asked,  IIow  this 
picture  upon  the  retina  causes  vision  ? 

Before  we  answer  this  question,  it  is  pro- 
per to  observe,  that,  in  the  operations  of  the 
mind,  as  well  as  in  those  of  bodies,  we  must 
often  be  satisfied  with  knowing  that  cer- 
tain things  are  connected,  and  invariably 
follow  one  another,  without  being  able  to 
discover  the  chain  that  goes  between  them. 
It  is  to  such  counections  that  we  give  the 
name  of  laws  of  nature  ,*  and  /when  we  say 
that  one  thing  produces  another  by  a law 
of  nature,  this  signifies  no  more,  but  that 
one  thing,  which  wc  call  in  popular  lan- 
guage the  cause,  is  constantly  and  invari- 
ably followed  by  another,  which  we  call  the 
effect  t } and  that  we  know  not  how  they  are 
connected.  Thus,  we  see  it  is  a fact,  that 
bodies  gravitate  towards  bodies ; and  that 
this  gravitation  is  regulated  by  certain 
mathematical  proportions,  according  to  the 
distances  of  the  bodies  from  each  other, 
and  their  quantities  of  matter.  Being  un- 
able to  discover  the  cause  of  this  gravita- 
tion, and  presuming  that  it  is  the  immediate 
operation,  either  of  the  Author  of  nnture, 


m they  are  nurtured  on  the  concavity  of  that  mem- 
brant*  — H 


or  of  some  subordinate  cause,  which  we 
have  not  hitherto  been  able  to  reach,  we 
call  it  a taw  of  nature.  If  any  philoso- 
pher should  hereafter  be  so  happy  as  to 
discover  the  cause  of  gravitation,  this  can 
only  be  dono  by  discovering  some  more 
general  law  of  nature,  of  which  the  gravi- 
tation of  bodies  is  a necessary  consequence. 

In  every  chain  of  natural  causes,  the  highest 
link  is  a primary  law  of  nature,  and  the 
highest  link  which  we  can  trace,  by  just 
induction,  is  either  this  primary  law  of 
nature,  or  a necessary  consequence  of  it. 

To  trace  out  the  laws  of  nature,  by  induc- 
tion from  the  phamoinena  of  nature,  is  all 
that  true  philosophy  aims  at,  and  all  that  it 
can  ever  reach. 

There  are  laws  of  nature  by  which  the 
operations  of  the  mind  are  regulated,  there 
are  also  laws  of  nature  that  govern  the 
material  system  ; and,  as  the  latter  are  the 
ultimate  conclusions  which  the  human 
faculties  can  reach  in  the  philosophy  of 
bodies,  so  the  former  are  the  ultimate  con- 
clusions we  can  reach  in  the  philosophy  of 
minds. 

To  return,  therefore,  to  the  question  * 
above  proposed,  we  may  see,  from  what 
hath  been  just  now  observed,  tliafc  it 
amounts  to  this — By  what  law  of  nature  is 
a picture  upon  the  retina  the  mean  or 
occasion  of  my  seeing  an  external  object  of 
the  same  figure  and  colour  in  a contrary 
position,  and  in  a certain  direction  from  the 
eye  ? 

It  will,  without  doubt,  be  allowed  that 
I see  the  whole  object  in  the  same  manner 
and  by  the  same  law  by  which  I sec  any 
one  point  of  it.  Now,  I know  it  to  be  a 
fact,  that,  in  direct  vision,  I see  every  point 
of  the  object  in  the  direction  of  the  right  line 
that  passeth  from  the  centre  of  the  eye  to 
tliat  point  of  the  object.  And  I know, 
likewise,  from  optics,  that  the  ray  of 
light  that  comes  to  the  centre  of  my 
eye,  passes  on  to  the  retina  in  the  same 
direction.  Hence,  it  appears  to  be  a fact, 
that  every  point  of  the  otject  it  tern  in  the 
direction  qf  a right  line  passing  from  the 
picture  of  that  point  on  the  retina,  through 
the  centre  of  the  eye.  As  this  is  a fact  tliat 
holds  universally  and  invariably,  it  must 
either  be  a law  of  nature,  or  the  necessary 
consequence  of  some  more  general  law  of 
nature  ; and,  according  to  the  just  rules  of 
philosophising,  we  may  hold  it  for  a law  of 
nature,  until  some  more  general  law  be 
discovered,  whereof  it  is  a necessary  conse- 
quence—which,  I suspect,  can  never  be 
done.* 


* A confirmation  of  this  doctrine  is  drawn  from 
the  canes  of  Cheaeiden  and  other*,  In  which  no  men- 
tal Inversion  of  the  object*  it  noticed,  and  which  had 
it  occu»red.i»tou  remarkable  a phenomenon  to  have 
been  ovci  looked  ll  is.  indeed,  generally  asserted  tin* 
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Thus,  wo  see  that  the  phronomena  of 
vision  lead  us  by  the  hand  to  a law  of  na- 
ture, or  a law  of  our  constitution,  of  which 
law,  our  seeing  objects  erect  by  inverted 
images,  is  a accessary  consequence.  For 
it  necessarily  follows,  from  the  law  we  have 
mentioned,  that  the  object  whose  picture  is 
lowest  on  the  retina  must  bo  seen  in  the 
highest  direction  from  the  eye ; anil  that 
the  object  whose  picture  is  on  the  right  of 
the  retina  must  be  seen  on  the  left ; so 
that,  if  the  pictures  had  been  erect  in  the 
ictnUy  we  should  have  seeu  the  object  in- 
verted. My  chief  intention  in  handling 
this  question,  was  to  point  out  this  law  of 
nature,  which,  as  it  is  a part  of  the  consti- 
tution of  the  human  mind,  belongs  properly 
to  the  subject  of  this  inquiry.  For  this 
reason,  I shall  make  some  farther  remarks 
upon  it,  after  doing  justice  to  the  ingenious 
I)r  Porterfield,  who,  long  ago,  in  the 
“ Medical  Essays,”  or,  more  lately,  in  his 


such  inversion  has  never  been  observed  in  any 
patient.  surgically  restored  to  tight.  1 ain  aware, 
however,  of  one  case  of  an  oppodsc  purport.  It  it 
mentioned,  on  hie  own  observation,  by  a very  intelli. 
gent  philosopher  and  physician,  l*rofesaor  Leiden, 
frost  of  Duisburg  ; ; and.  as  hi*  rare  worn—**  Confwdo 
mud  putet  |H-r  Experientiam  didirisse  do  Mente 
Humana,**  I7'J1—  is  altogether  unkn  *wn  in  this 
country,  I -hall  extract  from  it  the  whole  passage:— 
**  Hnc  imaeinci  formantur  in  organo,  non  in 
cerchro. — Mutan  tur  et  pervertuntur  ab  organo  lano, 
etiamii  illaeti'im  maneat  cerebrum.  Non  car  con- 
natu  habeinus,  aod  exercitio  continuato  ear  formare 
discimut.  Megans  cxemplum  habemus  in  cvangclio 
Marc.  H.  cf.  loh  P.  Vir  adult  us  a nativitate  coccus, 
et  potentia  miraculosa  saint  i »cr  valor  issubi  to  curatua 
primo  act u vidonia  utens  ilistiugucTc  non  poterat, 
u» rum ne  staturae,  qua*  videbat,  homines  osent,  an 
arbores,  Sine  dubio  jam  ante  curationem  sciverat  ex 
relatione sliorum.et  ex  manuum  auArumexpcricoUa, 
tarn  hnminin  quam  stipitis  arboreae  siatunu  «s%e 
erectas,  at  uitcriori  exercitio  luent  opus  ad  utrum- 
que  distinguendum.  A liquid  simile  aliquando  in 
juvene  propier  cataract  am  congenitam  coeco  mihi 
ooservare  licuit.  Hie  ex  paupercula  familia  rustira 
ortus,  statim  (mat  partum  utramque  pupillam  habuit 
obscuratam  ; probabiliter  memiirana  popillaris  tra«ta 
et  opaca  or.it.  pro  incura'dli  habitus  nullain  cura- 
tionem  habuit  '•anus  cxcrcvlt,  *ed  plane  coecus; 
omni  lumine  orbu«,  in  scho^as  tnissu*  lepidi  imienii 
sign  a dedit  Anno  actitis  dreitor  deciino  septiino. 
nescio  ex  qua  causa  gravistiina  ophthalmia  corripitur 
cum  tumore  palpcbrar im  et  accrbo  dolore.  in  bin 
statu  aliqualis  medicati>i  adhibita  e*t.  Obscrvarunt 
parentes  Intern  ab  eo  fugi,  a luce  dolorcs  crescere 
Post  aliquot  hcbd»m.«le»  felins  et  ophthalmia  de 
erescunt ; cum  suminoojus  stupore  aliqualem  luminis 
usiiram  nanriscitur.  0*ni«to  scribcre  plures  memors. 
! iie*  hujus  visionis  conditiones,  nam  ab  eo  tempore 
frequenter,  ct  aenper  admiran*.  cum  cons|H>xi  Hoe 
unuin,  quod  ad  rem  facii,  addo ; imagines  in  oculo 
or  as  penitus  ei  novas  fui*«e.  Ab  initio  non  pa'ieba. 
tur  sibi  |ier«'iaderi,  rdlquo*  homines  e recto,  inci-dere, 
putabat  Imminuin  capita  sui  i|»sius  peoibus  nwoli. 
versa.  Similiter  arbores  et  ohjecta  omnia  ratione  tui 
mv<*».i  e**e.  Colorum  diversitate  vohementer  delec. 
tabatur,  quorum  ulluin  enneoptuin  habuerat  Nam 
quamdiu  coccus  erat,  si  quid  de  rubro  nut  alio  rolorc 
audiverat,  id  com|>nra>crat  cum  semationibus  gust  us. 
Kuurum  sibi  praesentaverat  esse  aliquul  quasi  dulce, 
nigrum  cum  amarore  company  erat  Successive  sibi 
imagines  ha«  formabat,  et  dijuiiicaUit,  ut  reliq  d ho. 
m nes.  In  hoc  homine  nullae  imagines  visivac  prae 
ex  titer  unt,  neque  in  organo.  neqne  in  cercbro,  nijus 
nu  la  psssio  nut  mutatio  facta  erat.  Aliquot  annis 
post,  hie  juveni*.  non  sine  meo  dolore,  phthisicus  mu. 
riabatur." — P.  54. 


“ Treatise  of  the  Eye,”  pointed  out,*  a*  u 
primary  law  of  our  nature.  That  a visible 
object  appears  in  the  direction  of  a right 
lino  perpendicular  to  the  retina  at  that 
point  where  its  image  is  painted.  If  lines 
drawn  from  the  centre  of  the  eye  to  all 
parts  of  the  retina  be  perpendicular  to  it,  as 
they  must  be  very  nearly,  this  coincides 
with  the  law  we  have  mentioned,  and  is  the 
same  in  other  words.  In  order,  therefore, 
that  we  may  have  a more  distinct  notion 
of  this  law  of  our  constitution,  we  may 
observe — 

1.  That  wo  can  give  no  reason  why  the 
retina  is,  of  all  parts  of  the  body,  the  only 
one  on  which  pictures  made  by  the  rays  of 
light  cause  vision  ; and,  therefore,  we  must 
resolve  this  solely  into  a law  of  our  consti- 
tution. We  may  form  such  pictures  by 
means  of  optical  glasses,  upon  the  baud,  or 
upon  auy  other  part  of  the  body  j but  they 
are  not  felt,  nor  do  they  produce  anything 
like  vision.  A picture  upon  the  retina  is  as 
little  felt  as  one  upon  the  hand  ; but  it  pro- 
duces vision,  for  no  other  reason  that  we 
know,  but  because  it  is  destined  by  the 
wisdom  of  uuture  to  this  purpose.  The 
vibrations  of  tho  air  strike  upon  the  eye, 
the  palate,  and  the  olfactory  metnbruue, 
with  the  same  force  as  upon  the  memLraui 
tympani  of  the  ear.  The  impression  they 
make  upou  the  last  produces  the  sensation 
of  sound  ; but  their  impression  upon  auy  of 
the  former  produces  no  sensatiou  at  all. 
This  may  be  extended  to  all  the  senses, 
whereof  each  hath  its  peculiar  laws,  accord- 
ing to  which  the  impressions  made  upon  the 
organ  of  that  sense,  produce  sensations  or 
perceptions  in  the  mind,  that  cannot  be 
produced  by  impressions  made  upou  any 
other  organ. 

2.  We  may  observe,  that  the  laws  of  per- 
ception, by  the  different  senses,  are  very 
different,  not  only  in  respect  of  the  nature 
of  the  objects  perceived  by  them,  but  like- 
wise in  respect  of  the  notices  they  give  us 
of  the  distance  and  situation  of  the  object. 
In  all  of  them  the  object  is  conceived -f-  to 
bo  external,  and  to  have  real  existence,  in- 
dependent of  our  perception  : but  in  one, 
the  distance,  figure,  and  situation  of  tho 
object,  are  all  presented  to  the  mind ; in 
another,  the  figure  nnd  situation,  but  not 
the  distance ; nnd  in  others,  neither  figure, 
situation,  nor  distance.  In  vain  do  we  at- 
tempt to  account  for  these  varieties  in  tho 
manner  of  perception  by  tho  different 

• PnrterfleM  did  not  first  point  this  out ; on  the  con. 
trarv,  it  wa*  a common,  if  not  the  common  doctrine 
at  tin*  tune  he  wrote.  Sec  below,  the  first  note  of 
{ xviii.— H. 

f The  common  sense  of  mankind  assure*  us  that 
the  object  ol  tense,  is  not  merely  conceited  to  he  ex- 
ternal. U\it  perceived  in  its  externality  ; that  we  know 
the  Non- Ego.  not  merely  mediately,  by  a representa- 
tion tn  the  Ego,  hut  immediately,  as  existing  thiogli 
only  a«  existing  in  relation  io  our  organs.  — il. 
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sense*,  from  principles  of  anatomy  or  na- 
tural philosophy.  They  must  at  last  be 
resolved  into  the  will  of  our  Maker,  who 
intended  that  our  powers  of  perception 
should  have  certain  limits,  and  adapted  the 
organs  of  perception,  and  the  laws  of  na- 
ture by  which  they  operate,  to  his  wise  pur- 
poses. 

When  we  hear  an  unusual  sound,  the 
sensation  indeed  is  in  the  mind,  but  we 
know  that  there  is  something  external  that 
produced  this  sound.  At  the  same  time,  our 
hearing  does  not  inform  us  whether  the 
sounding  body  is  near  or  at  a distance,  in 
this  direction  or  that ; and  therefore  we  look 
round  to  discover  it. 

If  any  new  phenomenon  appears  in  the 
heavens,  we  Bee  exactly  its  colour,  its  ap- 
parent pUce,  magnitude,  and  figure ; but 
wo  see  not  its  distance.  It  may  be  in  the 
atmosphere,  it  may  be  among  the  planets, 
or  it  may  be  in  the  sphere  of  the  fixed  stars, 
for  anything  the  eye  can  determine. 

The  testimony  of  the  sense  of  touch 
reaches  only  to  objects  that  are  contiguous 
to  the  organ,  but,  with  regard  to  them,  is 
more  precise  and  determinate.  When  we 
feel  a body  with  our  hand,  wc  know  the 
figure,  distance,  and  position  of  it,  as  well 
as  whether  it  is  rough  or  smooth,  hard  or 
soft,  hot  or  cold. 

The  sensations  of  touch,  of  seeing,  and 
hearing,  are  all  in  the  mind,  and  can  have 
jio  existence  but  when  they  are  perceived. 
/How  do  they  all  constantly  and  invariably 
*suggest  the  conception  and  belief  of  external 
objects,  which  exist  whether  they  are  per- 
ceived or  not  ? No  philosopher  can  give 
any  other  answer  to  this,  but  that  such  is 
the  constitution  of  our  nature,  j II  ow  do  we 
know  that  the  object  of  touch  is  at  the 
finger’s  end,  and  nowhere  else  ? — that  the 
object  of  sight  is  in  such  a direction  from 
the  eye,  and  in  no  other,  but  may  be  at  any 
distance  ?*— and  that  the  object  of  hearing 
may  be  at  any  distance,*  and  in  any  direc- 
tion ? Not  by  custom  surely — not  by  rea- 
soning, or  comparing  ideas — but  by  the  con- 
stitution of  our  nature.  How  do  we  per- 
ceive visible  objects  in  the  direction  of  right 
lines  perpendicular  to  that  part  of  the  retina 
on  which  the  rays  strike,  while  we  do  not 
perceive  the  objects  of  hearing  in  lines  per- 
pendicular to  the  membtana  tympani  upon 
which  the  vibrations  of  the  air  strike  ? Ike- 
cause  such  are  the  laws  of  our  nature.  How 
do  wc  know  the  parts  of  our  bodies  affected 
by  particular  pains  ? Not  by  experience 
or  by  reasoning,  but  by  the  constitution  of 
nature.  The  sensation  of  pain  is,  no  doubt, 
in  the  mind,  and  cannot  be  said  to  have  any 
relation,  from  its  own  nature,  to  any  part 

• It  ho*  been  prc*ioti*ly  noticed,  that  in  no  imte 
doea  the  mind  perc>tve  any  di  taut  or  mediate  ob-  1 


of  the  body  ; but  this  sensation,  by  our  con- 
stitution, gives  a perception  of  some  parti- 
cular part  of  the  body,  whose  disorder  causes 
the  uneasy  sensation.  If  it  were  not  so,  a 
man  who  never  before  felt  either  the  gout 
or  the  toothache,  when  he  is  first  seized  with 
the  gout  in  his  toe,  might  mistake  it  for 
the  toothache. 

Every  sense,  therefore,  hath  its  peculiar 
laws  aud  limits,  by  the  constitution  of  our 
nature  ; and  one  of  the  laws  of  sight  is,  that 
we  always  see  an  object  in  the  direction  of 
a right  line,  passing  from  its  image  on  the 
return  through  the  centre  of  the  eye. 

3.  Perhaps  some  readers  will  imagine 
that  it  is  easier,  and  will  answer  the  pur- 
ine as  well,  to  conceive  a law  of  nature, 
by  which  we  shall  always  see  objects  in 
the  place  in  which  they  are.  And  in  their 
true  position,  without  having  recourse  to 
images  on  the  retina,  or  to  the  optical  centre 
of  the  eye. 

To  this  I answer,  that  nothing  can  be  a 
law  of  nature  which  is  contrary  to  fact. 
The  laws  of  nature  are  the  most  general 
facts  we  can  discover  in  the  operations  of 
nature.  Like  other  facts,  they  are  not  to 
be  hit  upon  by  a happy  conjecture,  but 
justly  deduced  from  observation  ; like  other 
general  facts,  they  are  not  to  be  drawn  from 
u few  particulars,  but  from  a copious,  pa- 
tient, and  cautious  induction.  That  we  see 
things  always  in  their  true  place  and  posi- 
tion, is  not  fact ; and  therefore  it  can  be  no 
law  of  nature.  In  a plain  mirror,  I see 
myself,  and  other  things,  in  places  very 
diflercnt  from  those  they  really  occupy.* 
And  so  it  happens  in  every  instance  where- 
in the  rays  coming  from  the  object  arc 
either  reflected  or  refracted  before  falling 
upon  the  eye.  Those  who  know  anything 
of  optics,  know*  that,  in  all  such  cases,  the 
object  is  seen  in  the  direction  of  a line 
passing  from  the  centre  of  the  eye,  to  the 
point  where  the  rays  were  last  reflected 
or  refracted ; and  that  upon  this  all  the 
powers  of  the  telescope  and  microscope 
depend. 

ShaH  we  say,  then,  that  it  is  a law  of 
nature,  that  the  object  is  seen  in  the  direc- 
tion which  the  rays  have  when  they  fall 
on  the  eye,  or  rather  in  the  direction  con- 
trary to  that  of  the  rays  when  they  fall 
upon  the  eye?  No.  This  is  not  true; 
and  therefore  it  is  no  law  of  nature.  For 
the  rays,  from  any  one  point  of  the  object, 
come  to  all  parts  of  the  pupil  ; and  there- 
fore must  have  different  directions  : but  we 
see  the  object  only  in  one  of  these  direc- 
tions—to  wit,  in  the  direction  of  the  rays 
that  come  to  the  centre  of  the  eye.  And 
this  holds  true,  even  when  the  rays  that 
should  pass  through  the  centre  are  stopped, 


• Tht*  l«  n TPt»  inaccurate  statermnt.  In  » 
mirror  1 do  not  we  mine *J,  Ac— H. 
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and  the  object  is  seen  by  rays  that  pass  at  a 
distance  from  the  centre.  * 

Perhaps  it  may  still  be  imagined,  that, 
although  we  are  not  made  so  as  to  see  ob- 
jects always  in  their  true  place,  nor  so  as  to 
see  them  precisely  in  the  direction  of  the 
rays  when  they  fall  upon  the  cornea  ; yet 
we  may  be  so  made  as  to  see  the  object 
in  the  direction  which  the  rays  have  when 
they  fall  upon  the  retina , after  they  have  un- 
dergone all  their  refractions  in  the  eye— 
that  is,  in  the  direction  in  which  the  rays 
pass  from  the  crystalline  to  the  retina.  Hut 
neither  is  this  true ; and  consequently  it  is 
no  law'  of  our  constitution.  In  order  to 
see  that  it  is  not  true,  we  must  conceive  all 
the  rays  that  pass  from  the  crystalline  to 
one  point  of  the  retina  f as  forming  a small 
cone,  whose  base  is  upon  the  back  of  the 
crystalline,  and  whose  vertex  is  a point  of 
the  retina.  It  is  evident  that  the  rays  which 
form  the  picture  in  this  poiut,  have  various 
directions,  even  after  they  pass  the  crystal- 
line : yet  the  object  is  seen  only  in  one  of 
these  directions — to  wit,  in  the  direction  of 
the  rays  that  come  from  the  centre  of  the 
eye.  Nor  is  this  owing  to  any  particular 
virtue  in  the  central  rays,  or  in  the  centre 
itself;  for  the  central  rays  may  be  stopped. 
•When  they  are  stopped,  the  image  will  be 
formed  upon  the  same  point  of  the  retina  as 
before,  by  rays  that  are  not  central,  nor  have 
the  same  direction  which  the  central  rays 
had : and  in  thin  case  the  object  is  seen  in  the 
same  direction  as  before,  although  there 
are  now  no  rays  coming  in  that  direction.* 
From  this  induction  we  conclude,  That 
our  seeing  an  object  in  that  particular  di- 
rection iu  which  we  do  see  it,  is  not  owing  to 
any  law  of  nature  by  wdiich  we  are  made  to 
see  it  in  the  direction  of  the  rays,  either  be- 
fore their  refractions  in  the  eye,  or  after, 
but  to  a law  of  our  nature,  by  which  we 
see  the  object  in  the  direction  of  the  right 
line  that  passeth  from  the  picture  of  the 
object  upon  the  retina  to  the  centre  of  the 
eye.f 

• But  Mill  we  always  we  in  the  direction  of  a line 
made  up  of  the  direction*  of  all  the  ray*  of  the  pencil, 
and  thi*  line  necessarily  coincide*  with  the  direction 
of  the  central  rav,  even  where  that  ray  Itself  t*  inter, 
repted;  for  the  central  line  would  still  be  theme, 
dium  of  a!  (the  line*  of  the  various  divergent  or  con. 
vergent  rav*  in  the  pencil  —II. 

♦ It  i*  incorrect  to  *a>  that  " wo  *ee  the  object,’* 
(meaning  the  thing  from  which  the  ray*  come 
tiy  emanation  or  reflection,  but  which  i*  unknown 
and  I'icogmiahle  by  tight.)  and  *o  forth  It  tvould 
be  more  correct  to  describe  vision  — a perception,  bv 
which  we  take  immediate  cognisance  of  light  in  re- 
lation to  our  organ— that  it.  aa  diffused  and  figured 
up  n the  retina,  undi  r various  modification*  of  de. 
grccand  kind,  (brightness  and  colour.) — and  likewi»e 
a*  falling  on  it  in  a particular  direction,  The  image 
on  the  retina  is  not  itself  an  object  of  visual  percep- 
tion. It  i*  only  to  be  regarded  aa  the  complement  of 
thoae  point*,  or  of  that  sensitive  aurface.  on  which 
the  rays  impinge,  and  with  which  they  enter  into  re- 
lati  «.  The  total  object  of  vUual  perception  i»  thus 
neither  the  ray*  In  themselves  nor  the  organ  in  it- 
self, but  the  ray*  and  tbs  living  organ  in  reciprocity  : 


The  facta  upon  which  I ground  this  In- 
duction, are  taken  from  some  curious  ex- 
periments of  Schemer,  in  his  “ Fundamen- 
tum  Opticum,”  quoted  by  Dr  Porterfield, 
and  confirmed  by  his  experience.  I liave 
also  repeated  these  experiments,  and  found 
them  to  answer.  As  they  are  easily  made, 
and  tend  to  illustrate  and  confirm  the  law 
of  nature  I have  mentioned,  I shall  recite 
them  as  briefly  and  distinctly  as  I can. 

Experiment  1.  Let  a very  small  object, 
such  as  the  bead  of  a pin,  well  illuminated, 
lx?  fixed  at  such  a distance  from  the  eye  as 
to  be  beyond  the  nearest  limit  and  within 
the  farthest  limit  of  distinct  vision.  For  a 
young  eye,  not  near-sighted,  the  object  may 
be  placed  at  the  distance  of  eighteen  inches. 
Let  the  eye  be  kept  steadily  in  one  place,  and 
take  a distinct  view  of  the  object.  We 
know,  from  the  principles  of  optics,  that 
the  rays  from  any  one  point  of  this  object, 
whether  they  pass  through  the  centre  of  the 
eye,  or  at  any  distance  from  the  centre 
which  the  breadth  of  the  pupil  will  permit, 
do  all  unite  again  in  one  point  of  the  retina. 
We  know,  also,  that  these  rays  have  differ- 
ent directions,  both  before  they  fall  upon 
the  eye,  and  after  they  pass  through  the 
crystalline. 

Now,  w©  can  see  the  object  by  any  one 
small  parcel  of  these  rays,  excluding  tlio 
rest,  by  looking  through  a small  pin-hole  in 
a card.  Moving  tins  pin-hole  over  tho 
various  parts  of  the  pupil,  we  can  see  tho 
object,  first  by  tho  rays  that  |«iss  above  the 
centre  of  the  eye,  then  by  the  central  ray* 
then  l>y  the  rays  that  pass  below  the  centre, 
and  in  like  manner  by  the  rays  that  pass  on 
the  right  and  left  of  the  centre.  Thus,  we 
view  this  object,  successively,  by  rays  that 
are  central,  and  by  rays  that  are  not  central ; 
by  rays  that  have  different  directions,  and 
are  variously  inclined  to  each  other,  both 
when  they  fall  upon  the  cornea , and  when 
they  fall  upon  the  retina;  but  always  by 
rays  which  fall  upon  the  same  point  of  tho 
retina.  And  what  is  the  event  ? It  is  this— 
that  the  object  is  been  in  the  same  individual 
direction,  whether  seen  by  all  these  rays  to- 
gether, or  by  any  one  parcel  of  them. 

Experiment  2.  Let  the  object  above 
mentioned  be  now  placed  within  the  nearest 
limit  of  distinct  vision — that  is,  for  an  eye 
tliut  is  not  near-sighted,  at  the  distance  of 

thi*  organ  i«  not,  however.  to  be  viewed  a*  merely 
ihe  retina,  hut  a*  the  whole  tract  of  nervous  fibre 
pertaining  to  the  m'ikp  In  an  act  of  vision,  so 
al*o  in  the  other  sensitive  acts,  I am  thus  con. 
tennis,  (the  word  should  not  tie  restricted  to  self, 
consciousness,)  nr  immediately  cognisant,  not  only 
of  the  affection*  of  self,  but  of  the  phenomena  of 
something  different  from  sell,  both,  however,  always 
in  relation  to  each  other.  According,  a*  in  differ, 
ent  senses,  the  i uhjectne  or  the  objective  element 
preponderate*,  we  have  tntaiton  nr  per  opt  ion.  Ilia 
it  cundary  or  the  p>  ima>y  qualit  e*  of  matter  ; di*. 
tinctions  which  are  thus  'dnitifk-d  and  carried  up 
into  a general  aw.  But  of  thu  again.  — 11. 
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four  or  five  inches.  We  know  that,  in  this 
case,  the  rays  coming  from  one  point  of  the 
object  do  not  meet  in  one  point  of  the  retinay 
but  spread  over  a small  circular  spot  of  it ; 
the  central  rays  occupying  the  centre  of  this 
circle,  the  rays  that  pass  above  the  centre 
occupying  the  upper  part  of  the  circular  spot, 
and  so  of  the  rest.  And  we  know  that  the 
object  is,  in  this  case,  seen  confused ; every 
point  of  it  being  seen,  not  in  one,  but  in 
various  directions.  To  remedy  this  confu- 
sion, we  look  at  the  object  through  the  pin- 
hole, and,  while  we  move  the  pin-hole  over 
the  various  parts  of  the  pupil,  the  object 
does  not  keep  its  place,  but  seems  to  move  in 
a contrary  direction. 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that,  when  the 
pin-hole  is  carried  upwards  over  the  pupil, 
the  picture  of  the  object  is  carried  upwards 
upon  the  retina , and  the  object,  at  the  same 
time,  seems  to  move  downwards,  so  as  to  Ihj 
always  in  the  right  line,  passing  from  the 
picture  through  tho  centre  of  the  eye.  It  is 
likewise  to  be  observed,  that  the  rays  which 
form  the  upper  and  the  lower  pictures  upon 
the  retina  do  not  cross  each  other,  as  in  or- 
dinary vision ; yet,  still,  the  higher  picture 
shews  the  object  lower,  and  the  lower  pic- 
ture shews  the  object  higher,  in  the  same 
manner  as  when  the  rays  cross  each  other. 
Whence  we  may  observe,  by  the  way,  that 
this  phenomenon  of  our  seeing  objects  in  a 
position  contrary  to  that  of  their  pictures 
upon  the  retina , does  not  depeud  upon  the 
crossing  of  the  rays,  as  Kepler  and  Dos 
Cartes  conceived. 

Espeiimen*  3.  Other  things  remaining 
as  in  the  lust  experiment,  make  three  pin- 
holes in  a straight  line,  so  near  that  the  rays 
coming  from  the  object  through  all  the  holes 
may  enter  the  pupil  at  the  same  time,  lit 
this  case,  we  have  a very  curious  phenome- 
non ; for  tho  object  is  seen  triple  with  one 
eye.  And  if  you  make  more  holes  within 
the  breadth  of  the  pupil,  you  will  see  as  many 
objects  as  there  are  holes.  However,  we 
shall  suppose  them  only  three — one  on  the 
right,  one  in  the  middle,  and  one  on  the  left ; 
in  which  case  you  see  three  objects  standing 
in  a line  from  right  to  left. 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  there  are 
three  pictures  on  the  retina  ; that  on  the 
left  being  formed  by  the  rays  which  pass 
on  the  left  of  the  eye’s  centre,  the  middle 
picture  being  formed  by  the  central  rays, 
and  the  right-hand  picture  by  the  rays 
which  pass  on  the  right  of  the  eye's  centre. 
It  is  farther  to  be  observed,  that  the  object 
which  appears  on  the  right,  is  not  that 
which  is  seen  through  the  hole  on  the  right, 
but  that  which  is  seen  through  the  hole  on 
the  left ; and,  in  like  manner,  the  left- 
hand  object  is  seen  through  the  hole  on 
the  right,  as  is  easily  proved  by  covering 
the  holes  successively  : so  that,  whatever 


is  the  direction  of  the  rays  which  form  the 
right-hand  and  left-hand  pictures,  still  tho 
right-hand  picture  shews  a left-). and  object, 
and  the  leit-hand  picture  shews  a right- 
hand  object. 

Exftenment  4.  It  is  easy  to  see  how  the 
two  List  experiments  may  be  varied,  by 
placing  the  object  beyond  the  farthest  limit 
of  distinct  vision.  In  order  to  make  this 
experiment,  I looked  at  a candle  at  the  dis- 
tance of  ten  feet,  and  put  the  eye  of  my 
spectacles  behind  the  card,  that  the  rays 
from  the  same  point  of  the  object  might 
meet  aud  cross  each  other,  before  they 
reached  the  retina . In  this  case,  as  in  the 
former,  the  caudle  was  seen  triple  through 
the  three  pin-holes  ; but  the  candle  on  the 
right  was  seen  through  the  hole  on  tho 
right;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  left-hand 
candle  was  seen  through  the  hole  on  the 
left-  In  this  experiment  it  is  evident, 
from  the  principles  of  optics,  that  the  rays 
forming  the  several  pictures  on  the  retina 
cross  each  other  a little  before  they  reach 
the  rct<na ; and,  therefore,  the  left-hand 
picture  is  formed  by  the  rays  which  pass 
through  the  hole  on  the  right : so  that  the 
position  of  the  pictures  is  contrary  to  that 
of  the  holes  by  which  they  are  formed  ; and, 
therefore,  is  also  contrary  to  that  of  their 
objects — as  we  have  found  it  to  be  in  the 
former  experiments. 

These  experiments  exhibit  several  un- 
common phuLMiomcna,  that  regard  the  appa- 
rent place,  and  the  direction  of  visible 
objects  from  the  eye ; plucnomena  that 
seem  to  be  most  contrary  to  the  common 
rules  of  vision.  When  we  look  at  the  same 
time  through  three  holes  that  are  in  a right 
line,  aud  at  certain  distances  from  each 
other,  we  expect  that  the  objects  seen 
through  thorn  should  really  be,  and  should 
nppearto  be,  at  a distance  from  each  other. 
Yet,  by  the  first  experiment,  we  may, 
through  three  such  holes,  see  the  same 
object,  and  the  same  point  of  that  object ; 
aud  through  all  the  three  it  appears  iu  tho 
same  individual  place  and  direction. 

When  the  rays  of  light  come  from  tho 
object  in  right  lines  to  the  eye,  without 
any  reflection,  inflection,  or  refraction,  we 
expect  that  the  object  should  appear  in  its 
real  and  proper  direction  from  the  eye ; 
and  so  it  commonly  dues.  But  in  ’the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  experiments,  we 
see  the  object  in  a direction  which  is  not 
its  true  and  real  direction  from  the  eye, 
although  the  rays  come  from  the  object’ to 
the  eye,  without  any  inflection,  reflection, 
or  refraction. 

When  both  the  object  and  the  eye  are 
fixed  without  tho  least  motion,  and  the 
medium  unchanged,  we  expect  that  tho 
object  should  appear  to  rest,  and  keep  the 
same  place.  Yet,  iu  the  second  arid  fourth 
Al 
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experiment*,  when  both  the  eye  and  the  oh-  • 
ject  are  at  rest,  and  the  medium  unchanged,  1 
we  make  the  object  appear  to  move  upward* 
or  downwards,  or  in  any  direction  we  please. 

When  we  look,  at  the  same  time  and 
with  the  same  eye,  through  holes  that  stand 
in  a line  from  right  to  lelt,  wo  expect 
that  the  object  seen  through  the  left- 
hand  hole  should  appear  on  the  left,  and  the 
object  seen  through  the  right-hand  hole 
should  appear  on  the  right.  Y et,  in  the  third 
experiment,  we  find  the  direct  contrary. 

Although  many  instances  occur  in  see- 
ing the  same  object  double  with  two  eyes, 
we  always  expect  that  it  should  ap}»ear 
single  when  seen  only  by  one  eye.  Y et,  in 
the  second  and  fourth  experiments,  we  have 
instances  wherein  the  same  object  may 
appear  double,  triple,  or  quadruple  to  one 
eye,  without  the  help  of  a polyhedron  or 
multiplying  glass. 

All  these  extraordinary  phenomena,  re- 
garding the  direction  of  visible  objects  from 
the  eye,  as  well  as  those  that  arc  common 
and  ordinary,  lead  us  to  that  law  of  nature 
which  I have  mentioned,  and  are  the  neces- 
sary consequences  of  it.  And,  as  there  is 
no  probability  that  we  shall  ever  be  able  to 
give  a reason  why  pictures  upon  the  retina 
make  us  see  external  objects,  any  more 
than  pictures  upon  the  hand  or  upon  the 
cheek ; or,  that  we  Bliall  ever  be  able  to 
give  a reason,  why  we  see  the  object  in  the 
direction  of  a line  passing  from  its  picture 
through  the  centre  of  the  eye,  rather  than 
in  any  other  direction — I am,  therefore,  apt 
to  look  upon  this  law  os  a primary  law  of 
our  constitution. 

To  prevent  being  misunderstood,  I beg 
the  reader  to  observe,  that  I do  not  mean 
to  affirm  that  the  picture  upon  the  retina 
will  make  us  see  an  object  in  the  direction 
mentioned,  or  in  any  direction,  unless  the 
optic  nerve,  and  the  other  more  immediate 
instruments  of  vision,  be  sound,  and  per- 
form their  function.  We  know  not  well 
what  is  the  office  of  the  optic  nerve,  nor  in 
what  manner  it  performs  that  office ; but 
that  it  hath  some  part  in  the  faculty  of  see- 
ing, seems  to  bo  certain ; because,  in  an 
atnavrosis.  which  is  believed  to  be  a disorder 
of  the  optic  nerve,  the  pictures  on  the  retina 
are  clear  and  distinct,  and  yet  there  is  no 
vision. 

We  know  still  less  of  the  use  and  func- 
tion of  the  choroid  membrane  ; but  it  seems 
likewise  to  be  necessary  to  vision : for  it  is 
well  known,  that  pictures  upon  that  part  of 
tho  rettna  where  it  is  not  covered  by  the 
choroid — I mean  at  the  entrance  of  the 
optic  nerve  -produce  no  vision,  any  more 
than  a picture  u|k»u  the  hand.*  We  ac. 


• Reid  here  adopt*  the  Theory  of  Mari  otto,  who  firrt 
diacovcrwd  the  curious  fact  of  this  local  insensibility. 


knowledge,  therefore,  that  the  retina  is  not 
the  last  and  most  immediate  instrument  of 
the  mind  in  vision.  There  are  other  mate- 
rial organs,  whoso  operation  is  necessary  to 
seeing,  eveu  after  the  pictures  upon  the 
retina  are  formed.  If  ever  we  come  to 
know  the  structure  and  use  of  the  choroid 
membrane,  the  optic  nerve,  and  the  brain, 
and  what  impress  ions  arc  niude  upon  them 
by  means  of  the  pictures  on  the  retina , 
some  more  links  of  the  chain  may  be  brought 
within  our  view,  and  a more  general  law 
of  vision  discovered ; but,  w hile  we  know 
so  little  of  the  nature  and  office  of  these 
more  immediate  instruments  of  vision,  it 
seems  to  be  impossible  to  trace  its  laws  be- 
yond the  pictures  upon  the  retina. 

Neither  do  I pretend  to  say,  that  there 
may  not  be  diseases  of  the  eye,  or  accidents, 
which  may  occasion  our  seeing  objects  in  a 
direction  somewhat  different  from  that  men- 
tioned above.  I shall  bog  leave  to  mention 
one  instance  of  this  kind  that  concerns  my- 
self. 

In  May  1761,  being  occupied  in  making 
an  exact  meridian,  in  order  to  observe  the 
transit  of  Venus,  I rashly  directed  to  the 
sun,  by  my  right  eye,  the  cross  hairs  of  a 
small  telescope.  I had  often  done  the  like 
in  my  younger  days  w ith  impunity  ; but  I 
suffered  by  it  at  last,  which  I mention  as  a 
warning  to  others. 

I soon  observed  a remarkable  dimness  in 
that  eye  ; and  for  many  weeks,  when  I was 
in  the  dark,  or  shut  my  eyes,  there  ap- 
peared before  the  right  eye  a lucid  spot, 
which  trembled  much  like  the  image  of  the 
sun  seen  by  reflection  from  water.  This 
nppearancc  grew  fainter,  and  less  frequent, 
by  degrees ; so  that  now  there  are  seldom 
any  remains  of  it.  But  some  other  very 
sensible  effects  of  this  hurt  still  remain. 
For,  First,  The  sight  of  the  right  eye  con- 
tinues to  be  more  dim  tliau  that  of  the  left. 
Secondly,  The  nearest  limit  of  distinct 
vision  is  more  remote  in  the  right  eye  than 
in  the  other;  although,  before  the  time 
mentioned,  they  w'ere  equal  in  both  these 
respects,  as  I had  found  by  many  trials. 
But,  thirdly,  what  I chiefly  intended  to 
mention  is.  That  a straight  line,  in  some 
circumstances,  appears  to  the  right  eye  to 
have  a curvature  in  it.  Thus,  when  I look 
upon  a music  book,  and,  shutting  my  left 
eye,  direct  the  right  to  a point  of  the  midl- 


and who  Ingeniously  employed  it  in  Support  of  hU 
opinion,  that  the  choroid,  not  the  retina,  U the 
|»rnxiinate  organ  in  vision.  But  not  only  it  the  alu 
•cure  of  the  choroid  not  to  be  viewed  a*  the  cause  of 
thin  phenomenon  ; it  i»  not  even  to  lie  attributed  to 
the  entrance  ol  the  optic  nerve  For  it  i»  proved 
that  the  Impawlvc  portion  of  the  retina  d"«  not 
occupy  atKivc  a third  part  of  the  iliac,  corresponding 
to  the  circumference  of  that  nerve  ; and  the  conjec- 
ture of  Rudolph!  Ktmi  probable,  that  the  inaetwi- 
tulity  i*  Limited  to  the  •pot  where  the  arUiio  centralit 
enter*.— H. 
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die  line  of  the  five  which  compos©  the  staff 
of  music.  th©  middle  line  appears  dim,  in- 
deed, at  the  point  to  which  the  eye  is  di- 
rected, but  straight ; at  the  same  time,  the 
two  lines  above  it,  and  the  two  below  it, 
appear  to  be  bent  outwards,  and  to  be  more 
distant  from  each  other  and  from  the  middle 
line,  than  at  other  parts  of  the  staff,  to 
which  the  eve  is  not  directed.  Fourthly, 
Although  I have  repeated  this  experiment 
times  innumerable,  within  these  sixteen 
months,  I do  not  find  that  custom  and  ct- 
perience  takes  away  this  appearance  of  cur- 
vature  in  straight  lines.  Lastly,  This  ap- 
pearance of  curvature  is  perceptible  when 
I look  with  the  right  eye  only,  but  not  when 
I look  with  both  eyes ; yet  I see  better 
with  both  eyes  together,  than  even  with 
the  left  eye  alone. 

I have  related  this  fact  minutely  as  it  is, 
without  regard  to  any  hypothesis ; because 
1 think  such  uncommon  facts  deserve  to  be 
recorded.  I shall  leave  it  to  others  to  con- 
jecture the  cause  of  this  appearance.  To 
me  it  seems  most  probable,  that  a sma'l 
part  of  the  retina  towards  the  centre  is 
shrunk,  and  that  thereby  the  contiguous 
parts  are  drawn  nearer  to  the  centre,  and 
to  one  another,  than  they  were  before  ; and 
that  objects,  whose  images  fall  on  these 
parts,  appear  at  that  distance  from  each 
other  which  corresponds,  not  to  the  interval 
of  the  parts  in  their  present  preternatural 
contraction,  but  to  their  interval  in  their 
natural  and  sound  state. 


Section  XIII. 

or  SEEING  OBJECTS  SINGLE  WITH  TWO  EVES. 

Another  phenomenon  of  vision  which 
deserves  attention,  is  our  seeing  objects 
single  with  two  eyes.*  There  are  two  pic- 


• The  opinion*  relative  to  *inple  vUion  with  two 
eyn,  may,  I think,  lie  reduced  to  I ico  supreme  clones 
Th*  one  attempt*  to  »hew  that  t«  ere  la  no  difficulty 
to  tie  solved  ; the  other  .it tempt*  to  *ol ve the diffieulty 

which  ii  admitted.— Under  the  former  clato,  there 
are,  a*  I recollect,  three  hypothetic*.  The  Jirst  >up. 
jmmc*  that  we  ace  only  with  one  eye— that  man  i*  in 
reality  a Cyclop*  j the  second  »uppo*e«.  that  the  two 
lropif**ion*  are  not,  in  fact,  made  at  the  tame  initant 
In  both  eyea,  and.  consequently,  that  two  tlniulta- 
neou«  impreadnn*  are  not  conveyed  to  the  brain  and 
mind;  the  tkird  suppose*  that,  although  a separate 
impnw-ion  be  made  on  each  retina,  vet  that  the-e 
aevrra<  imprcaaion*  are,  a*  it  were,  fused  into  one 
before  they  reach  the  common  sensory,  in  conse- 
quence or  a union  of  the  optic  nerve*.— 'I  he  hypo, 
these*  . f ihr  latter  class  which,  I think,  may  also  be 
redured  to  three,  all  admit  that  there  arc  simultaneous 
impression*  on  the  two  retina,  and  that  these  im. 
prtssiona  are  separately  conveyed  to  the  termination 
of  the  organic  apparatus  ; but  still  hold  lhai,  in  the 
mind,  there  Is  determined  only  a single  perception. 
One  opinion  allows  'he  perception  to  have  been  ongi. 
■ally  twofold,  and  save*  (lie  phenomenon,  by  suppos. 
mg  that  it  became  aing'e  throug  the  influence  ot  cus- 
tom and  aasocialion.  Another « xp'ain*  it  mort  sub. 
j«cti»ely,  by  an  ultimate  and  inexplicable  law  of  our 


turcs  of  the  object,  one  on  each  retina  t 
and  each  picture  by  itself  makes  us  see  an 
object  in  & certain  direction  from  the  eye ; 
yet  both  together  commonly  make  us  sen 
only  one  object.  All  the  accounts  or  solu- 
tions of  this  phattimmenon  given  by  anato- 
mists and  philosophers  seem  to  be  unsatisfac- 
tory. I shall  passover  the  opinionsof  Galen, 
of  (Jassendus,  of  Baptistu  Porta,  and  of  Ro- 
hault.  The  reader  may  see  these  examined 
and  refuted  by  Dr  Porterfield.  I shall  ex- 
amine Dr  Porterfield’s  own  opinion,  Bishop 
Berkeley’s,  and  some  others.  But  it  will  be 
necessary  first  to  ascertain  the  facts  : for,  if 
we  mistake  the  pluenomena  of  single  ami 
double  vision,  it  is  ten  to  one  but  this  mis- 
take will  lead  us  wrong  in  assigning  the 
causes.  This  likewise  we  ought  carefully  to 
attend  to,  w’hich  is  acknowledged  in  theory 
by  all  who  have  any  true  judgment  or  just 
taste  in  inquiries  of  this  nature,  but  is  very 
often  overlooked  in  practice — namely,  that, 
in  the  solution  of  natural  pluenomena,  all 
the  length  that  the  human  faculties  can 
carry  us,  is  only  this,  that,  from  particular 
pluenomena,  we  may,  by  induction,  trace 
out  general  phenomena,  of  which  all  the 
particular  ones  are  necessary  consequences. 
And  when  we  have  arrived  at  the  most 
general  pluenomena  we  can  reach,  there 
wo  must  stop.  I If  it  is  asked,  Why  such  a 
body  gravitate!  towards  the  earth  ? all  the 
answer  that  can  bo  given  is,  Because  all 
bodies  gravitate  towards  the  earth.  This 
is  resolving  a part  culur  phtenomenon  into 
a general  one.  If  it  should  again  be  asked, 
Why  do  all  bodies  gravitate  towards  the 
earth  ? we  can  give  no  other  solution  of  this 
phenomenon,  but  that  all  bodies  whatso- 
ever gravitate  towards  each  other.  This 
is  resolving  a general  phtenomenon  into  a 
more  general  one.  If  it  should  Ire  asked, 
Why  all  bodies  gravitate  to  one  another  ? wo 
cannot  tell ; but,  if  we  could  tel),  it  could 
only  be  by  resolving  this  universal  gravita- 
tion of  bodies  into  some  other  phenomenon 
still  more  general,  and  of  which  the  gravi- 
tation of  all  bodies  is  a particular  instance. 
The  most  general  pluenomena  we  can  reach, 
are  what  we  call  iates  of  nature  ; so  that  the 
laws  of  nature  are  nothing  else  but  the  most 
general  facts  relating  to  the  operations  of 
nature,  which  include  a great  many  parti- 
cular facts  under  them.  And  if,  in  any  case, 
we  should  give  the  name  of  a law  of  nature 
to  a general  phenomenon,  which  human 
i-  dustrv  shall  afterwards  trace  to  one  more 
genera),  there  is  no  great  harm  done.  The 
most  general  assumes  the  name  of  a law  of 
nature  when  it  is  discovered,  and  the  less 
general  is  contained  and  comprehended  in 
it.  Having  premised  these  things,  we  pro- 
ceed to  consider  the  phaMinmena  of  single 

coiuiitution  ; ami  the  la»t,  more  objectively,  on  *an:M> 
intelligible  principle  ot  optic*.—  II. 
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and  double  vision,  in  order  to  discover  some 
general  principle  to  which  they  all  lead,  and 
of  which  they  are  the  necessary  conse- 
quences. If  we  can  discover  any  such 
general  principle,  it  must  either  be  a law  of 
nature,  or  the  necessary  consequence  of 
some  law  of  nature  ; and  its  authority  will 
be  equal  whether  it  is  the  first  or  the  last. 

1.  We  find  that,  when  the  eyes  are  sound 
and  perfect,  and  the  axes  of  both  directed 
to  one  point,  an  object  placed  in  that  point  is 
seen  single — and  here  we  observe,  that  in 
this  case  the  two  pictures  which  shew  the 
object  single,  are  in  the  centres  of  the 
retina.  When  two  pictures  of  a small 
object  are  formed  upon  points  of  the  retina , 
if  they  shew  the  object  single,  we  shall,  for 
the  sake  of  perspicuity,  call  such  two  points 
of  the  retina , corresponding  points  ; and 
where  the  object  is  seen  double,  we  shall 
call  the  points  of  the  retina  on  which  the 
pictures  are  formed,  jtoints  that  do  not  cor- 
respond.• Now,  in  this  first  phenomenon, 
it  is  evident,  that  the  two  centres  of  the 
retina  are  corresponding  points. 

2.  Supposing  the  same  things  as  in  the 
last  phenomenon,  other  objects  at  the  same 
distance  from  the  eyes  as  that  to  which 
their  axes  are  directed,  do  also  appear 
single.  Thus,  if  I direct  my  eyes  to  a 
caudle  placed  at  the  distance  of  ten  feet, 
and,  while  I look  at  this  candle,  another 
stands  at  the  same  distance  from  my  eyes, 
within  the  field  of  vision,  I can,  while  I 
look  at  the  first  candle,  attend  to  the  ap- 
pearance which  the  second  makes  to  the 
eye  ; and  I find  that  in  this  case  it  always 
appears  single.  It  is  here  to  be  observed, 
that  the  pictures  of  the  second  candle  do 
not  fall  upon  the  centres  of  the  retina,  but 
they  both  fall  upon  the  same  side  of  the 
centres — that  is,  both  to  the  right,  or  both 
to  the  left ; and  both  are  at  the  same  dis- 
tance from  the  centres.  This  might  easily 
be  demonstrated  from  the  principles  of 
optics.  Hence  it  appears,  that  in  this 
second  phumomenon  of  single  vision,  the 
corresponding  points  are  points  of  the  two 
retina , which  are  similarly  situate  with 
respect  to  the  two  centres,  being  both  upon 
the  same  side  of  the  centre,  and  at  the  same 
distance  from  it.  It  appears  likewise,  from 
this  pluL'iiomenon,  that  every  point  in  one 
retina  corresponds  with  that  which  is  simi- 
larly situate  in  the  other. 


• It  i*  to  be  noticed  that  llcitl  u*e*  the  term*,  cor- 
responding  point*  in  a >rn«e  opposite  to  that  of 
Smith,  and  ‘omf  optical  writer*;  th**y  use  it  anatomi. 
catty,  he  physiol  icntly  I wo  point*  are  anatomi 
cally  corn  apondent,  when  on  opposite  side*  ni  the 
tx<ijr  they  *t  verall.  hold  the  Mine  relation  to  the 
centre  J.  Mueller,  and  other  recent  pliy>ii>lopt*t-«, 
employ  thc*e  teim*  in  the  »atne  ••jtinfiration  a»  Keio 

An  argument  a prion  l>a*  been  employed  against 
the  doctrine  here  mail  tnined,  on  the  grourM  that 
the  congruent  point*  in  the  oppn-dte  eye*  are  l.ut 
anatomically  corresponding  point*.  — H. 


.*k  Supposing  still  the  same  things,  ol> 
jects  which  are  much  nearer  to  the  eyes,  or 
much  more  distant  from  them,  than  that 
to  which  the  two  eyes  are  directed,  appear 
double.  Thus,  if  the  candle  is  placed  at 
the  distance  of  ten  feet,  and  I hold  my  finger 
ut  arms-length  between  my  eyes  and  the  can- 
dle— when  I look  at  the  candle,  I see  my  fin- 
ger double ; and  when  I look  at  my  finger, 
1 sec  the  candle  double  ; and  the  same  thing 
happens  writh  regard  to  all  other  objects  at 
like  distances  which  fall  within  the  sphere 
of  vision.  In  this  phenomenon,  it  is  evi- 
dent to  those  who  understand  the  prin- 
ciples of  optics,  that  the  pictures  of  the  ob- 
jects which  are  seen  double,  do  not  fall  upon 
points  of  the  retina  which  are  similarly  sit- 
uate, but  that  the  pictures  of  the  objects 
seen  single  do  fall  upon  points  similarly 
situate.  Whence  we  infer,  that,  as  tho  points 
of  the  two  retina,  which  are  similarly  situate 
with  regard  to  the  centres,  do  correspond, 
so  those  which  are  dissimilarly  situate  do 
not  correspond. 

4.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that,  although,  in 
such  cases  as  arc  mentioned  in  the  last 
phsenonienon,  we  have  been  accustomed 
from  infancy  to  see  objects  double  which 
we  know  to  bo  single ; yet  custom,  and  ex- 
perience of  the  unity  of  the  object,  never 
take  away  this  appearance  of  duplicity. 

5.  It  may,  however,  be  remarked  tliat 
the  custom  of  attending  to  visible  appear- 
ances has  a considerable  effect,  and  makes 
tho  phamomonon  of  double  vision  to  be  more 
or  less  observed  and  remembered.  Thus 
you  may  find  a man  that  can  say,  with  a 
good  conscience,  that  he  never  saw  things 
double  all  his  life ; yet  this  very  man,  put 
in  the  situation  above  mentioned,  with  his 
finger  between  him  and  the  candle,  and  de- 
sired to  attend  to  the  appearance  of  the 
object  which  he  does  not  look  at,  will,  upon 
the  first  trial,  see  the  candle  double,  when 
he  looks  at  his  finger ; and  his  finger  double, 
when  he  looks  at  the  candle.  Does  he  now 
see  otherwise  than  he  saw  before  ? No, 
surely ; but  he  now  attends  to  what  he 
never  attended  to  lx  fore.  The  s^nie  double 
appearance  of  an  object  hath  been  a thou- 
sand times  presented  to  his  eye  l»efore  now, 
but  he  did  not  attend  to  it ; and  so  it  is  as 
little  an  object  of  his  reflection  and  memory, 
as  if  it  had  never  happened. 

When  we  look  at  an  object,  tho  circum- 
jacent objects  may  be  seen  at  the  same 
time,  although  more  obscurely  and  indis- 
tinctly : for  the  eye  hath  a considerable 
field  of  vision,  which  it  takes  in  at  once. 
Hut  we  attend  only  to  the  object  we  look  at. 
Tho  other  objects  which  fall  within  the  field 
of  vision,  are  not  attended  to  ; and  therefore 
are  as  if  they  were  not  seen.  If  any  of 
them  draws  our  attention,  it  naturally  draws 
the  eyes  at  the  same  time  : for,  in  the  com- 


Digitized  by  Google 


OF  SEEING. 


165 


mon  course  of  life,  the  eyes  always  follow 
the  attention  : or  if  at  any  time,  in  a revery, 
they  are  separated  from  it,  we  hardly  at 
that  time  see  what  is  directly  before  us. 
Hence  we  may  see  the  reason  why  the  man 
we  are  speaking  of  thinks  that  he  never 
before  saw  an  object  double.  When  ho 
looks  at  any  object,  he  sees  it  single,  aud 
takes  no  notice  of  other  visible  objects  at 
that  time,  whether  they  appear  single  or 
double.  If  any  of  them  draws  his  attention, 
it  draws  his  eyes  at  the  same  time ; and,  as 
soon  as  the  eyes  are  turned  towards  it,  it 
ap]x.‘are  single.  But,  in  order  to  see  things 
double— at  least,  in  order  to  have  any  reflec- 
tion or  remembrance  that  he  did  so — it  is 
necessary  that  he  should  look  at  one  object, 
and  at  the  same  time  attend  to  the  faint 
appearance  of  other  objects  w hich  arc  within 
the  field  of  vision.  This  is  a practice  which 
perhaps  lie  never  used,  nor  attempted ; and 
therefore  he  docs  not  recollect  that  ever  he 
saw  an  object  double.  But  when  he  is  put 
upon  giving  this  attention,  he  immediately 
sees  objects  double,  in  the  same  manner,  and 
with  the  very  same  circumstances,  as  they 
who  have  been  accustomed,  for  the  greatest 
part  of  their  lives,  to  give  this  attention. 

There  arc  many  phenomena  of  a similar 
nature,  which  shew  that  the  mind  may  not 
attend  to,  and  thereby,  in  some  sort,  not 
perceive  objects  that  strike  the  senses.  I 
bad  occasion  to  mention  several  instances 
of  this  in  the  second  chapter ; and  1 have 
been  assured,  by  persons  of  the  best  skill  in 
music,  that,  in  hearing  a tune  upon  the 
harpsichord,  when  they  give  attention  to 
the  treble,  they  do  not  hear  the  bass ; and 
when  they  attend  to  the  bass,  they  do  not 
perceive  the  air  of  the  treble.  Some  per- 
sons are  so  near-sighted,  that,  in  reading, 
they  hold  the  book  to  one  eye,  while  the 
other  is  directed  to  other  objects.  Such 
persons  acquire  the  habit  of  attending,  in 
this  case,  to  the  objects  of  one  eye,  while 
they  give  no  attention  to  those  of  the  other. 

6.  It  is  observable,  that,  in  all  cases 
wherein  we  see  an  object  double,  the  two 
appearances  have  a certain  position  with 
regard  to  one  another,  and  a certain  appar- 
ent or  angular  distance.  This  apparent 
distance  is  greater  or  less  in  different  cir- 
cumstances; but,  in  the  same  circumstances, 
it  is  always  the  same,  not  only  to  the  same, 
but  to  different  persona. 

Thus,  in  the  experiment  above  mentioned, 
if  twenty  different  persons,  w ho  see  perfectly 
with  both  eyes,  shall  place  their  finger  and 
the  caudle  at  the  distances  above  expressed, 
and  hold  their  heads  upright,  looking  at  the 
finger,  they  will  see  two  candles,  one  on  the 
right,  another  on  the  left.  That  which  is 
seen  on  the  right,  is  seen  by  the  right  eye, 
and  that  which  is  seen  on  the  left,  by  the 
left  eye  ; and  they  will  see  them  at  the  sente  . 


apparent  distance  from  each  other.  If, 
again,  they  look  at  the  candle,  they  will 
see  two  fingers,  one  on  the  right,  and  the 
other  on  the  left ; and  all  will  see  them  at 
the  same  apparent  distance;  the  finger 
towards  the  left  being  seen  by  the  right  eye, 
and  the  other  by  the  left.  If  the  head  is 
laid  horizontally  to  one  side,  other  circum- 
stances remaining  the  same,  one  appearance 
of  the  object  seen  double,  will  be  directly 
above  the  other.  In  a word,  vary  the  cir- 
cumstances as  you  please,  and  the  appear- 
ances are  varied  to  all  the  spectators  in  one 
aud  the  same  manner. 

7.  Having  made  many  experiments  in 
order  to  ascertain  the  apparent  distance  of 
the  tw  o appearances  of  an  object  seen  double, 
1 have  found  tliat  in  all  cases  this  apparent 
distance  is  proportioned  to  the  distance  be- 
tween the  point  of  the  re'ina , where  the 
picture  is  made  in  one  eye,  and  the  point 
which  is  situated  similarly  to  that  ou  which 
the  picture  is  made  on  the  other  eye ; so 
that,  as  the  apparent  distance  of  two  objects 
seen  with  one  eye,  is  proportioned  to  the 
arch  of  the  rrtina , which  lies  between  their 
pictures,  in  like  manner,  when  an  object  is 
seen  double  w ith  the  two  eyes,  the  apparcut 
distance  of  the  two  appearances  is  propor- 
tioned to  the  arch  of  either  retina , which 
lies  between  the  picture  in  that  retina,  aud 
the  point  corresponding  to  tliat  of  the  pic- 
ture in  the  other  > etma. 

8-  As,  in  certain  circumstances,  we  in- 
variably see  one  object  appear  double,  bo, 
in  others,  we  as  invariably  see  two  objects 
unite  into  one,  and,  in  appearance,  lose 
their  duplicity.  This  is  evident  in  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  binocular  telescope.  And 
the  same  thing  happens  when  any  two  simi- 
lar tubes  are  applied  to  the  two  eyes  in  a 
parallel  direction  ; for,  in  this  case,  we  see 
only  one  tube.  And  if  two  shillings  are 
placed  at  the  extremities  of  the  two  tubes, 
one  exactly  in  ti  e axis  of  one  eye,  and  the 
other  in  the  axis  of  the  other  eye,  we  shall 
see  hut  one  shilling.  If  two  pieces  of  coin, 
or  other  bodies,  of  different  colour,  and  of 
different  figure  be  properly  placed  in  tlio 
two  axes  of  the  eyes,  and  at  the  extremi- 
ties of  the  tubes,  we  shall  see  both  the 
bodies  in  one  and  the  same  place,  each  as 
it  were  spread  over  the  other,  without  hid- 
ing it ; and  the  colour  will  be  that  which  is 
compounded  of  the  two  colours." 

• This  last  statement  is  incorrect ; it  misrepresents* 
if  it  does  not  reverse,  the  observation  of  l)u  lour. 
Kut,  though  Rciil's  assertion  be  inaccurate,  there  is 
great  difference  (proha  ljr  (roro  the  different  co-  sti- 
tution  of  their  organs^  in  the  phsruotneno  , as  re- 
ported by  various  observers.  None,  seemingly, 
(the  reverse  of  what  Keid  says.)  in  looking,  e g., 
with  one  eye  through  a blue,  and  with  t e other 
through  a yellow  glass,  experience  a comple. 
mentary  sensation  of  green.  But  some  see  U)th 
colours  at  onre  ; some  only  one  colour— a colour, 
however,  wh  ch  cm  responds  ueithci  to  ydli  w nor  to 
b;ce.  and,  at  the  same  time,  is  nut  gum.  In  tr.f 
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y.  From  these  phenomena,  and  from  all 
the  trials  I have  been  able  to  make,  it  ap- 
pears evidently,  that,  in  perfect  human  eyes, 
the  centres  of  the  two  retina  correspond  an>l 
harmonize  wth  one  another,  and  that  every 
other  point  in  one  retina  doth  correspond 
and  harmonize  with  the  point  which  is 
similarly  situate  in  the  other ; in  such  man- 
ner, that  pictures  fulling  on  the  corre- 
sponding points  of  the  two  retina , shew 
only  one  object,  even  when  there  are  really 
two ; and  pictures  falling  upon  points  of 
the  retina  which  do  not  correspond,  shew 
us  two  visible  appearances,  although  there 
be  but  one  object : so  tliai  pictures,  upon 
corresponding  points  of  the  two  retina*  pre- 
sent the  same  appearance  to  the  mind  as 
if  they  had  both  fallen  upon  the  same  point 
of  one  retina  ; and  pictures  upon  points  of 
the  tw'o  retina , which  do  not  correspond, 
present  to  the  mind  the  same  apparent 
distance  and  position  of  two  objects,  as  if 
one  of  those  pictures  was  carried  to  the 
point  corresponding  to  it  in  the  other  retina. 
This  relation  and  sympathy  between  cor- 
responding points  of  the  two  retina , I do 
not  advance  as  an  hypothesis,  but  us  a 
general  fact  or  plucnomenon  of  vision.  All 
the  phenomena  before  mentioned,  of  single 
or  double  vision,  lead  to  it,  and  are  neces- 
sary consequences  of  it.  It  holds  true  in- 
variably in  all  perfect  human  eyes,  as  far 
us  I am  able  to  collect  from  innumerable 
trials  of  various  kinds  made  upon  my  own 
eyes,  and  many  made  by  others  at  my  de- 
sire. Most  of  the  hypotheses  that  have 
been  contrived  to  resolve  the  phwuomeiia 
of  single  and  double  vision,  suppose  this 
general  fact,  while  their  authors  were  not 
aware  of  it.  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  who  was 
too  judicious  a philosopher,  and  too  accu- 
rate an  observer,  to  have  offered  even  a 
conjecture  which  did  not  tally  with  the  facts 
i hat  had  fallen  under  his  oljscrvation,  pro- 
poses a query  with  respect  to  the  cause  of 
it — “Optics,**  Query,  15.  The  judicious 
Dr  Smith,  in  his  “Optics,”  Book  1,  § 137, 
hath  confirmed  the  truth  of  this  general 
phamomenon  from  his  own  experience,  not 
only  as  to  the  apparent  unity  of  objects 
whose  pictures  fail  upon  the  corresponding 
points  of  the  retina , but  also  os  to  the  aj>- 
parent  distance  of  the  tvro  appearances  of 
the  same  object  when  seen  double.* 

own  eye,  I can  *ee  either  of  thc»c  phenomena, 
under  certain  conditio"*,  at  will.  Johannes  Mueller, 
Weber,  Volkimun,  ami  lieermann,  arc  the  most 
recent  obaervert.  I may  also  notice,  that  the 
congruence  between  the  corresponding  po  nt»  fin 
K eui's  sense)  of  he  two  retina*,  s admitted  for  the 
perception  of  Ji^we,  but  not  for  the  sensation*  of 
(•rAt  and  co'imr  — H 

• It  might  he  proper  hen*  to  say  something  of  the 
stricture*  of  I)r  Wills  on  Reid’s  doctrine  of  sinttle 
vision  ; but,  as  the  matter  is,  after  all,  of  no  high 
psychological  im|>ortarice,  while  the  whole  theory  ol 
I he  form  of  the  Horopter  is,  in  consequence  of 
Mueller's  observations,  anew  under  discussion,  I shall 


This  general  phenomenon  appears,  there- 
| fore,  to  be  founded  upon  a very  full  induc- 
tion, which  is  all  the  evidence  we  can  have 
for  a fact  of  this  nature.  Before  we  make 
an  end  of  this  subject,  it  will  be  proper  to 
inquire,  First,  Whether  those  animals  whose 
eyes  have  an  adverse  position  in  their  heads, 
and  look  contrary  ways,  have  such  corre- 
sponding points  in  their  retina  $ Secondly, 
What  is  the  position  of  the  corresponding 
points  in  imperfect  human  eyes— I mean  in 
those  that  squint  ? And,  in  the  last  place. 
Whether  this  harmony  of  the  correspond- 
ing points  in  the  retina , be  natural  and 
origitial,  or  the  effect  of  custom  ? And,  if 
it  is  original,  Whether  it  can  be  accounted 
for  by  any  of  the  laws  of  nature  already 
discovered  ? or  whether  it  is  itself  to  be 
looked  upon  as  a law  of  nature,  aud  a part 
of  the  human  constitution  ? 


Section  XIV . 

OP  TH K LAWS  OP  VISION  IN  MRUTH  ANIMALS. 

It  is  the  intention  of  nature, in  giving  eyes 
to  animals,  that  they  may  perceive  the 
situation  of  visible  objects,  or  the  direction 
in  which  they  are  placed—  it  is  probable* 
therefore,  that,  in  ordinary  cases,  every 
animal,  whether  it  has  many  eyes  or  few’, 
whether  of  one  structure  or  of  another,  sees 
objects  single,  and  in  their  true  aud  proper 
direction.  And,  since  there  is  a prodigious 
variety  in  the  structure,  the  motions,  and 
the  number  of  eyes  in  different  animals  and 
insects,  it  is  probable  that  the  laws  by 
which  vision  is  regulated,  are  not  the  same 
in  all,  but  various,  adapted  to  the  eyes  which 
nature  hath  given  them. 

Mankind  naturally  turn  their  eyes  al- 
ways thn  same  way,  so  that  the  axes  of  the 
two  eyes  meet  in  one  point.  They  natur- 
ally attend  to.  or  look  at  that  object  only 
which  is  placed  in  the  point  where  the  axes 
meet.  And  whether  the  object  be  more  or 
less  distant,  the  configuration  of  the  eye  is 
adapted  to  the  distance  of  the  object,  so  as 
to  form  a distinct  picture  of  it. 

When  we  use  our  eyes  in  this  natural 
way,  the  two  pictures  of  the  object  we  look 
at  are  formed  upon  the  centres  of  the  two 
retina;  and  the  tw*o  pictures  of  any  con- 
tiguous object  are  formed  upon  the  points 
of  the  retina  which  are  similarly  situate 
with  regard  to  the  centres.  Therefore,  in 
order  to  our  seeing  objects  single,  and  in 
their  proper  direction,  with  two  eyes,  it  is 

only  r ter  the  reader  who  b curtotw  in  *uch  |oinu, 
to  the  following  recent  publication* : — J.  Mueller, 
••  Zur  Vergleiclientlen  Phymulogie  tie  ©eaichtiam- 
nro,"  , Ifchffi  — Vnlkmann,  ••  Ncue  Beytrargc  gut 
Phjsiologi  de«  <;e*tcht*nnne*."  18:1*.—  Hccrmann, 
••  Uebet  die  Hiktungdcr  Ge*ichUvor»tcUungcn,"a<  . 
I*ii—  H. 
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sufficient  that  we  be  so  constituted,  that 
objects  whose  pictures  are  formed  upon 
the  centres  of  the  two  retin*,  or  upon 
points  similarly  situate  with  regard  to  these 
centres,  shall  be  seen  in  the  same  visi- 
ble place.  And  this  is  the  constitution 
which  nature  hath  actually  given  to  human 
eyes. 

When  we  distort  our  eyes  from  their 
parallel  direction,  which  is  an  unnatural 
motion,  but  may  be  learned  by  practice ; or 
when  we  direct  the  axes  of  the  two  eyes  to 
one  point,  and  at  the  same  time  direct  our 
attention  to  some  visible  object  much  nearer 
or  much  more  distant  than  that  point,  which 
is  also  unnatural,  yet  may  be  learned : in 
these  cases,  and  in  these  only,  we  see  one 
object  double,  or  two  objects  confounded  in 
one.  In  these  cases,  the  two  pictures  of 
the  same  object  are  formed  upon  points  of 
the  retina  which  arc  not  similarly  situate, 
and  so  the  object  is  seen  double ; or  the 
two  pictures  of  different  objects  are  formed 
upon  points  of  the  retina  which  are  simi- 
larly situate,  and  so  the  two  objects  are 
seen  confounded  in  one  place. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  the  laws  of  vision 
in  the  human  constitution  arc  wisely  adapted 
to  the  natural  use  of  human  eyes,  but  not 
to  that  use  of  them  which  is  unnatural.  We 
see  objects  truly  when  we  use  our  eyes  in 
the  natural  way  ; but  have  false  appearances 
presented  to  us  when  we  use  them  in  a way 
tliat  is  unnatuml.  We  may  reasonably 
think  that  the  case  is  the  same  with  other 
animals.  But  is  it  not  unreasonable  to 
think,  that  those  animals  which  naturally 
turn  one  eye  towards  one  object,  and  another 
eye  towards  another  object,  must. thereby 
liave  such  false  appearances  presented  to 
them,  as  we  have  when  we  do  so  against 
nature  ? 

Many  animals  have  their  eyes  by  nature 
placed  adverse  and  immoveable,  the  axes 
of  the  two  eyes  being  always  directed  to 
opposite  points.  Do  objects  painted  on  the 
centres  of  the  two  retina  appear  to  such 
animals  as  they  do  to  human  eyes,  in  one 
and  the  same  visible  place  ? I think  it  is 
highly  proltable  that  they  do  not ; and  that 
they  appear,  os  they  really  are,  in  opposite 
places. 

If  we  judge  from  analogy  in  this  case, 
it  will  lead  us  to  think  that  there  is  a certain 
correspondence  between  points  of  the  two 
retina  in  such  animals,  but  of  a different 
kind  from  that  which  we  have  found  in 
human  eyes.  The  centre  of  one  retina  will 
correspond  with  the  centre  of  the  other, 
in  such  manner  that  the  objects  whose 
pictures  are  formed  upon  these  correspond- 
ing points,  shall  appear  not  to  be  in  the 
same  place,  as  in  human  eyes,  but  in  op- 
posite places.  And  in  the  same  manner 
will  the  superior  part  of  one  retina  corre- 


spond with  the  inferior  part  of  tlie  other, 
and  the  anterior  part  of  one  with  the  pos- 
terior part  of  the  other. 

Some  animals,  by  nature,  turn  their  eyes 
with  e<^ual  facility,  either  the  same  way  or 
different  ways,  as  we  turn  our  hands  and 
anus.  Have  such  animals  corresponding 
points  in  their  retina , and  points  which  do 
not  correspond,  as  the  human  kind  has  ? 
I think  it  is  probable  that  they  have  not ; 
because  such  a constitution  in  them  could 
serve  no  other  purpose  but  to  exhibit  false 
appearances. 

If  we  judge  from  analogy,  it  will  lead  us 
to  think,  that,  as  such  animals  move  their 
eyes  in  a manner  similar  to  that  in  which 
we  move  our  arms,  they  have  an  immediate 
and  natural  perception  of  the  direction  they 
give  to  their  eyes,  as  we  liave  of  the  direc- 
tion we  give  to  our  arms  ; and  perceive  the 
situation  of  visible  objects  by  their  eyes,  in 
a manner  similar  to  that  in  which  we  per- 
ceive the  situation  of  tangible  objects  with 
our  hands. 

We  cannot  teach  brute  animals  to  use 
their  eyes  in  any  other  way  than  in  that 
which  nature  hath  taught  them ; nor  can 
we  teach  them  to  communicate  to  us  the 
appearances  which  visible  objects  make  to 
them,  either  in  ordinary  or  in  extraordinary 
cases.  We  have  not,  therefore,  the  same 
means  of  discovering  the  laws  of  vision  in 
them,  as  in  our  own  kind,  hut  must  satisfy 
ourselves  with  probable  conjectures ; and 
what  we  have  said  upon  this  subject,  is 
chiefly  intended  to  shew,  that  animals  to 
which  nature  hath  given  eyes  differing  in 
their  number,  in  their  position,  and  in 
their  natural  motions,  may  very  probably 
be  subjected  to  different  laws  of  vision, 
adapted  to  the  peculiarities  of  their  organs 
of  vision. 


Section  XJ\ 

SQUINTING  CONSIDERED  HYPOTHETICALLY. 

Whether  there  be  corresponding  points 
in  the  retina  of  those  who  have  an  invo- 
luntary squint  ? and,  if  there  are,  Whether 
they  be  situate  in  the  same  manner  as  in 
those  who  have  no  Bquint  ? are  not  ques- 
tions of  mere  curiosity.  They  arc  of  real 
importance  to  the  physician  who  attempts 
the  cure  of  a squint,  and  to  the  patient  who 
submits  to  the  cure.  After  so  much  has 
been  said  of  the  strabismus , or  squint,  both 
by  medical  and  by  optical  writers,  one  might 
expect  to  find  abundance  of  facts  for  deter- 
mining these  questions.  Yet,  I confess,  I 
liave  been  disappointed  in  this  expectation, 
after  taking  some  pains  both  to  make  ob- 
servations, and  to  collect  those  which  have 
been  made  by  others. 
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Nor  will  this  api»ear  very  strange,  if  we 
consider,  that  to  make  the  observations 
which  arc  necessary  for  determining  these 
questions,  knowledge  of  the  principles  of 
optics,  and  of  the  laws  of  vision,  must 
concur  with  opportunities  rarely  to' be  met 
with. 

Of  those  who  squint,  the  far  greater 
part  have  no  distinct  vision  with  one  eye.* 
When  this  is  the  case,  it  is  impossible, 
and  indeed  of  no  importance,  to  determine 
tin;  situation  of  the  corresponding  points. 
When  both  eyes  arc  good,  they  commonly 
differ  so  much  in  their  direction,  that  the 
same  object  cannot  bo  seen  by  both  at  the 
same  time  ; and,  in  this  case,  it  will  be 
very  difficult  to  determine  the  situation 
of  the  corresponding  points ; for  such  per- 
sons will  probably  attend  only  to  the  ob- 
jects of  one  eye,  and  the  objects  of  the  other 
will  be  as  little  regarded  as  if  they  were  not 
seen. 

W e lutve  before  observed,  that,  when  we 
look  at  a near  object,  and  attend  to  it,  we 
do  not  perceive  the  double  appearances  of 
more  distant  objects,  even  when  they  are 
in  the  same  direction,  and  are  presented 
to  the  eye  at  the  same  time.  It  is  probable 
that  a squinting  person,  when  he  attends  to 
the  objects  of  one  eye,  will,  in  like  manner, 
have  his  attention  totally  diverted  from  the 
objects  of  the  other  ; and  that  he  will  per- 
ceive them  as  little  as  we  perceive  the 
double  appearances  of  objects  when  we  ust? 
our  ©yes  in  the  nutural  way.  Such  a per- 
son, therefore,  unless  he  is  so  much  a phi- 
losopher as  to  have  acquired  the  habit  of 
attending  very  accurately  to  the  visible  ap- 
pearances of  objects,  and  even  of  objects 
which  he  docs  not  look  at,  will  not  be  able 
to  give  any  light  to  the  questions  now  under 
consideration. 

It  is  very  probable  that  hares,  rabbits, 
birds,  and  fishes,  whose  eyes  are  fixed  in 
uu  adverse  position,  have  the  natural  fa- 
culty of  attending  at  the  same  time  to  vi- 
sible objects  placed  in  different,  and  even 
in  contrary  directions  ; because,  without 
this  faculty,  they  could  not  have  those  ad- 
vantages from  the  contrary  direction  of 
their  eyes,  which  nature  seems  to  have  in- 
tended. But  it  is  not  probable  that  those 
who  squint  have  any  such  nutural  faculty  ; 
1m -cause  we  find  no  such  faculty  in  the  rest 
of  the  species.  We  naturally  attend  to  ob- 
jects placed  in  the  point  whore  the  axes  of 
the  two  eyes  meet,  and  to  them  only.  To 
give  attention  to  an  object  in  a different  di- 
rection is  unnatural,  and  not  to  be  learned 
without  pains  and  practice. 

• On  tin*  imperfection  of  vition  i«  rnted  the 
theory  of  Squinting,  proposed  by  Hutton,  and  now 
generally  adopted.  'I  he  defective  eye  is  turned  aside, 
tweause,  if  it  were  directed  to  the  object,  together 
with  the  perfect  one,  a confuted  impression  would 
be  i roduced — H. 


A very  convincing  proof  of  this  may  be 
drawn  from  a fact  now  well  known  to  phi- 
losophers : when  one  eye  is  shut,  there  is 
a certain  space  within  the  field  of  vision, 
where  we  can  see  nothing  at  all  — the  space 
which  is  directly  opposed  to  that  part  of  the 
bottom  of  the  eye  where  the  optic  nerve 
enters.  This  defect  of  sight,  in  one  part 
of  the  eye,  is  common  to  all  human  eyes, 
and  hath  been  so  from  the  Ijcginning  of  the 
world  ; yet  it  was  never  known,  until  the 
sagacity  of  the  Abbl  Mariottc  discovered 
it  m the  last  century.  And  now  when  it  is 
known,  it  cannot  be  perceived,  but  by  means 
of  some  particular  experiments,  which  re- 
quire care  and  attention  to  make  them 
succeed. 

What  is  the  reason  that  so  remarkable 
a defect  of  sight,  common  to  all  mankind, 
was  so  long  unknown,  and  is  now  perceived 
with  so  much  difficulty  ? It  is  surely  this — 
That  the  defect  is  at  some  distance  from 
the  axis  of  the  eye,  and  consequently  in  a 
part  of  the  field  of  vision  to  which  we  never 
attend  naturally,  and  to  which  we  cannot 
attend  at  all,  without  the  aid  of  some  par- 
ticular circumstances. 

From  what  we  have  said,  it  appears, 
that,  to  determine  the  situation  of  the  cor- 
responding points  in  the  eyes  of  those  who 
squint,  is  impossible,  if  they  do  not  see  dis- 
tinctly with  both  eyes ; and  that  it  will  be 
very  difficult,  unless  the  two  eyes  differ  so 
little  in  their  direction,  that  the  same  object 
may  be  seen  with  both  at  the  same  time. 
Such  patients  I apprehend  are  rare;  at 
least  there  are  very  few  of  them  with  whom 
I have  had  the  fortune  to  meet : and  there- 
fore, for  the  assistance  of  those  who  may 
have  happier  opportunities,  and  inclination 
to  make  the  proper  use  of  them,wcsliall  con- 
sider the  case  of  squinting,  hypothetically, 
pointing  out  the  proper  articles  of  inquiry, 
the  observations  that  are  wanted,  and  the 
conclusions  that  may  be  drawn  from  them. 

1.  It  ought  to  be  inquired,  Whether  the 
squinting  person  sees  equally  well  with 
both  eyes  ? and,  if  there  be  a defect  in  one, 
the  nature  and  degree  of  that  defect  ought 
to  be  remarked.  The  experiments  by  which 
this  may  be  done,  arc  so  obvious,  that  I 
need  not  mention  them.  But  1 would  ad- 
vise the  observer  to  make  the  proper  ex- 
|teriinents,  and  not  to  rely  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  the  patient ; because  I have  found 
many  instances,  both  of  persons  that  squint- 
ed, and  others  who  were  found,  upon  trial, 
to  have  a great  defect  in  the  sight  of  one 
eye,  although  they  were  never  aware  of  it 
licfore.  In  all  the  following  articles,  it  is 
supposed  that  the  patient  sees  with  both 
eyes  so  well  as  to  be  able  to  read  with 
cither,  when  the  other  is  covered. 

2.  It  ought  to  be  inquired,  Whether, 
when  one  eye  is  covered,  the  other  is  turned 
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directly  to  tlio  object  ? This  ought  to  bo 
tried  in  both  eyes  successively.  By  this 
observation,  as  a touchstone,  we  may  try 
the  hypothesis  concerning  squinting,  in- 
vented by  M.  de  la  Hire,  and  adopted  by 
Boerhaave,  and  many  others  of  the  medical 
r.icnlty. 

The  hypothesis  is.  That,  in  one  eye  of 
a squinting  person,  the  greatest  sensibility 
and  the  most  distinct  vision  is  not,  as  in 
other  men,  in  the  centre  of  the  retina,  but 
upon  oue  side  of  the  centre ; and  that  he 
turns  the  axis  of  this  eye  aside  from  the 
object,  in  order  that  the  picture  of  the  object 
may  fall  upon  the  most  sensible  part  of  the 
retina , and  thereby  give  the  most  distinct 
vision.  If  this  is  the  cause  of  squinting, 
the  squinting  eye  will  be  turned  aside  from 
the  object,  when  the  other  eye  is  covered, 
as  well  as  when  it  is  not. 

A trial  so  easy  to  be  made,  never  was 
made  for  more  tlian  forty  years ; but  the 
hypothesis  was  very  generally  received — 
so  prone  are  men  to  invent  hypotheses, 
and  so  backward  to  examine  them  by  facts. 
At  last,  Dr  Jurin  having  made  the  trial, 
found  that  persons  who  squint  turn  the 
axis  of  the  squinting  eye  directly  to  the 
object,  when  the  other  eye  is  covered.  This 
fact  is  confirmed  by  Dr  Porterfield ; and  I 
have  found  it  verified  in  all  the  instances 
that  have  fallen  under  my  observation. 

•3.  It  ought  to  be  inquired,  Whether  the 
axes  of  the  two  eyes  follow  one  another,  so 
as  to  have  always  the  same  inclination,  or 
make  the  same  angle,  when  the  person 
looks  to  the  right  or  to  the  left,  upward  or 
downward,  or  straight  forward.  By  this 
observation  we  may  judge  whether  a squint 
is  owing  to  any  defect  in  the  muscles  which 
move  the  eye,  as  some  have  supposed.  In 
the  following  articles,  we  suppose  tliat  the 
inclination  of  the  axes  of  the  eyes  is  found 
to  be  always  the  same. 

4.  It  ought  to  be  inquired,  Whether  the 
person  that  squints  sees  an  object  single  or 
double  ? 

If  he  sees  the  object  double,  and  if  the 
two  appearances  have  an  angular  distance, 
equal  to  the  angle  which  the  axes  of  bis 
eyes  make  with  each  other,  it  may  be  con- 
cluded tliat  he  hath  corresponding  points  in 
the  retina  of  his  eyes,  and  that  they  have 
the  same  situation  as  in  those  who  have  no 
squint.  If  the  two  appearances  should 
have  an  angular  distance  which  is  always 
the  same,  but  manifestly  greater  or  less 
than  the  angle  contained  under  the  optic 
axes,  this  would  indicate  corresponding 
points  in  the  retina , whose  situation  is  not 
the  same  as  in  those  who  have  no  squint ; 
but  it  is  difficult  to  judge  accurately  of  the 
angle  which  the  optic  axes  make. 

A squint.too  small  to  be  perceived,  may 
occasion  double  vision  of  objects  : for,  if  we 


speak  strictly,  every  person  squints  more 
or  less,  whose  optic  axes  do  not  meet  ex- 
actly in  the  object  which  he  looks  at.  Thus, 
if  a man  can  only  bring  the  axes  of  his 
eyes  to  be  parallel,  but  cannot  make  them 
converge  in  the  least,  he  must  have  a small 
squint  in  looking  at  near  objects,  and  will 
see  them  double,  while  he  sees  very  distant 
objects  single.  A^ain,  if  the  optic  axes 
always  converge,  so  as  to  meet  eight  or  ten 
feet  before  the  face  at  farthest,  such  a per- 
son will  see  near  objects  single ; but  when 
he  looks  at  very  distant  objects,  he  will 
squint  a little,  and  see  them  double. 

An  instance  of  this  kind  is  related  by 
Aguilonius  in  his  “ Optics,”  who  says,  that 
lie  had  seen  a young  man  to  whom  near 
objects  appeared  single,  but  distant  objects 
appeared  double. 

Dr  Briggs,  in  his  u Nova  Visionis  Theo- 
ria,”  having  collected  from  authors  several 
instances  of  double  vision,  quotes  this  from 
Aguilonius,  as  the  most  wonderful  and  un- 
accountable of  all,  insomuch  that  lie  sus- 
pects some  imposition  on  the  part  of  the 
young  man  : but  to  those  who  understand 
the  laws  by  which  single  and  double  vision 
are  regulated,  it  appears  to  be  the  natural 
effect  of  a very  small  squint- • 

Double  vision  may  always  be  owing  to  a 
small  squint,  when  the  two  appearances 
are  seen  at  a small  angular  distance, 
although  no  squint  was  observed  : and  I do 
not  remember  any  instances  of  double 
vision  recorded  by  authors,  wherein  any 
account  is  given  of  the  angular  distance  of 
the  appearances. 

In  almost  all  the  instances  of  double 
vision,  there  is  reason  to  suspect  a squint 
or  distortion  of  the  eyes,  from  the  concomi- 
tant circumstances,  which  wc  find  to  be 
one  or  other  of  the  following — the  approach 
of  death  or  of  a deliquium , excessive  drink- 
ing or  other  intemperance,  violent  headache, 
blistering  the  head,  smoking  tobacco,  blows 
or  wouuds  in  the  head.  In  all  these  cases, 
it  is  reasonable  to  suspect  a distortion  of 
the  eyes,  either  from  spasm,  or  paralysis  in 
the  muscles  that  move  them.  But,  although 
it  be  probable  that  there  is  always  a squint 
greater  or  less  where  there  is  double  vision, 
yet  it  is  certain  that  there  is  not  double 
vision  always  where  there  is  a squint.  I 
know  no  instance  of  double  vision  that  con- 
tinued for  life,  or  even  for  a great  number  of 
years.  We  shall  therefore  suppose,  In  the 
fallowing  articles,  that  the  squinting  person 
sees  objects  single. 

5.  The  next  inquiry,  then,  ought  to  be. 
Whether  the  object  is  seen  with  both  eyes 
at  the  same  time,  or  only  with  the  eye 

• It  is  observed  by  Purkinje  and  VoUtmann,  that 
abort. lighted  perrons,  under  certain  conditions,  see 
distant  objects  double.  Is  the  case  of  Aguilonius 
. more  than  an  example  of  this  ? - II 


170 


OF  THE  HUMAN  MIND. 


whose  axis  is  directed  to  it  ? It  hath  been 
taken  for  granted,  by  the  writers  upon  the 
gtrabumux , before  I)r  Juriri,  that  those  who 
squint  commonly  see  objects  single  with 
both  eyes  at  the  same  time  ; but  I know 
not  one  fact  advanced  by  any  writer  which 
proves  it.  Dr  Jurin  is  of  a contrary  opi- 
nion ; and,  as  it  is  of  consequence,  so  it  is 
very  easy,  to  determine  this  point,  in  parti- 
cular instances,  by  this  obvious  experiment. 
While  the  |>er»on  that  squints  looks  steadily 
at  an  object,  let  the  ol^erver  carefully  re- 
mark the  direction  of  both  his  eyes,  and 
observe  their  motions;  and  let  an  opaque 
body  be  interposed  between  the  object  and 
the  two  eyes  successively.  If  the  patient, 
notwithstanding  this  interposition,  and  with- 
out changing  the  direction  of  his  eyes,  con- 
tinues to  see  the  object  all  the  time,  it  may 
be  concluded  that  he  saw  it  with  both  eyes 
at  once.  But,  if  the  interposition  of  the 
body  between  one  eye  and  the  object  makes 
it  disap[>car,  theu  we  may  be  certain  that  it 
was  seen  by  that  eye  only.  In  the  tw-o 
following  articles,  we  shall  suppose  the  first 
to  happen,  according  to  the  common  hypo- 
thesis. 

G.  Upon  this  supposition,  it  ought  to  bo 
inquired,  Whether  the  patient  sees  an  ob- 
ject double  in  those  circumstances  wherein 
it  appears  double  to  them  who  have  no 
squint  ? Let  him,  for  instance,  place  a 
candle  at  the  distance  of  teu  feet ; and 
holding  his  finger  at  arm’s-length  between 
him  and  tho  candle,  let  him  observe,  when 
he  looks  at  the  candle,  whether  he  sees  his 
finger  with  both  eyes,  and  whether  lie  sees 
it  single  or  double ; and  when  he  looks  at 
his  finger,  let  him  observe  whether  he  sees 
the  candle  with  both  eyes,  and  whether 
single  or  double. 

By  this  observation,  it  may  be  deter- 
mined, whether  to  this  patient,  the  pheno- 
mena of  double  as  well  as  of  single  vision 
are  the  same  os  to  them  who  have  no  squint. 
If  they  are  not  the  same — if  he  sees  objects 
single  with  two  eyes,  not  only  in  the  cases 
wherein  they  appear  single,  but  in  those 
also  wherein  they  appear  double  to  other 
men — the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this 
supposition  is,  that  his  single  vision  does  not 
arise  from  corresponding  points  in  the  re- 
tirnr  of  his  eyes  ; and  that  the  laws  of  vision 
arc  not  the  same  in  him  as  in  the  rest  of 
mankind. 

7.  If,  on  the  oilier  hand,  ho  secs  objects 
double  in  those  cases  wherein  they  appear 
double  to  others,  the  conclusion  must  be, 
that  he  hath  corresponding  points  in  the 
ret  nee  of  his  eyes,  but  unnaturally  situate. 
And  their  situation  may  be  thus  determined. 

When  he  looks  at  an  object,  having  the 
axis  of  one  eye  directed  to  it,  and  the  axis 
of  the  other  turned  aside  from  it,  let  us 
suppose  a right  line  to  pass  from  the  object  I 


through  the  centre  of  the  diverging  eye. 
We  shall,  for  the  sake  of  perspicuity,  call 
this  right  line,  the  natural  axis  of  the  eye; 
and  it  will  make  an  angle  with  the  real 
axis,  greater  or  less,  according  as  his  squint 
is  greater  or  less.  We  shall  also  call  that 
point  of  the  retina  in  which  the  natural 
axis  cuts  it,  the  natural  centre  of  the  retina  ; 
which  will  be  more  or  less  distant  from  tlie 
real  centre,  according  as  the  squiut  is 
greater  or  less. 

Having  premised  these  definitions,  it  will 
be  evident  to  those  who  understand  the 
principles  of  optics,  that  in  this  person  the 
natural  centre  of  one  retina  corresponds 
with  the  real  centre  of  the  other,  in  the 
very  same  manner  os  the  two  real  centres 
I correspond  in  perfect  eyes ; and  that  the 
points  similarly  situate  with  regard  to  the 
real  centre  in  one  retxrui . and  the  natural 
centre  in  the  other,  do  likewise  correspond, 
in  the  very  same  manner  as  the  points  si- 
milarly situate  with  regard  to  the  two  rea\ 
centres  correspond  in  perfect  eyes. 

If  it  is  true,  as  has  been  commonly  af- 
firmed, that  one  who  squints  sees  an  object 
with  both  eyes  at  the  same  time,  and  yet 
secs  it  single,  the  squint  will  most  probably 
lie  such  as  we  have  described  in  this  article. 
And  we  may  further  conclude,  that,  if  a 
person  affected  with  such  a squint  as  we 
have  supposed,  could  be  brought  to  the 
habit  of  looking  straight,  his  sight  would 
thereby  be  greatly  hurt : for  he  would 
theu  see  everything  double  which  he  saw 
with  both  eyes  at  the  same  time  ; and  ob- 
jects distant  from  one  another  would  appear 
to  be  confounded  together.  His  eves  are 
made  for  squinting,  as  much  as  t\iose  of 
other  men  are  made  for  looking  straight ; 
and  his  sight  would  be  no  less  injured  by 
looking  straight,  tlian  that  of  another  man 
by  squinting.  He  can  never  see  perfectly 
when  he  does  not  squint,  unless  the  corre- 
sponding points  of  his  eyes  should  by  custom 
change  their  place  ; but  how  small  the  pro- 
bability of  this  is  will  appear  in  the  17th 
section. 

Those  of  the  medical  faculty  who  attempt 
the  cure  of  a squint,  would  do  well  to  con- 
sider whether  it  is  attended  with  such  symp- 
toms as  are  above  described.  If  it  is,  the 
cure  would  be  worse  than  the  malady : for, 
every  one  will  readily  acknowledge  that  it 
is  better  to  put  up  with  the  deformity  of  a 
squint,  than  to  purchase  the  cure  by  the 
loss  of  perfect  and  distinct  vision. 

8.  We  shall  now  return  to  Dr  .Turin’s 
hypothesis,  and  suppose  that  our  patient, 
when  he  saw  objects  single  notwithstanding 
his  tquint,  was  found,  upon  trial,  to  have 
seen  them  only  with  one  eye. 

We  would  advise  such  a patient  to  en- 
deavour, by  repeated  efforts,  to  lessen  bis 
squint,  and  to  bring  the  axes  of  his  eyes 
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nearer  to  a parallel  direction.  We  havo 
naturally  the  power  of  making  email  varia- 
tions  in  the  inclination  of  the  optic  axes ; 
and  this  power  may  be  greatly  increased  by 
exercise. 

In  the  ordinary  and  natural  use  of  our 
eyes,  we  can  direct  their  axes  to  a fixed 
star ; in  this  case  they  must  be  parallel : 
we  can  direct  them  also  to  an  object  six 
inches  distant  from  the  eye ; and  in  this 
case  the  axes  must  make  an  angle  of  fif- 
teen or  twenty  degrees.  We  see  young 
people  in  their  frolics  learn  to  squint,  mak- 
iug  their  eyes  either  converge  or  diverge, 
when  they  will,  to  a very  considerable  de- 
gree. Why  should  it  be  more  difficult  for 
u squinting  person  to  learn  to  look  straight 
when  he  pleases  ? If  once,  by  an  effort  of 
his  will,  he  can  but  lessen  his  squint,  fre- 
quent practice  w ill  make  it  easy  to  lessen 
it,  and  will  daily  increase  his  power.  So 
that,  if  he  begins  this  practice  in  youth,  and 
perseveres  in  it,  he  may  probably,  alter 
•orae  time,  learn  to  direct  toth  his  eyes  to 
one  object. 

When  he  hath  acquired  this  power,  it 
will  be  no  difficult  matter  to  determine,  by 
proper  observations,  whether  the  centres  of 
the  retinas , and  other  points  similarly  situate 
with  regard  to  the  centres,  correspond,  as 
in  other  men. 

9.  Let  us  now  suppose  that  he  finds  this 
to  be  the  case  ; and  that  he  sees  an  object 
tongle  with  both  eyes,  when  the  axes  of 
both  are  directed  to  it.  It  will  then  concern 
him  to  acquire  the  habit  of  looking  straight, 
as  he  hath  got  the  |*ower,  because  he  will 
thereby  not  only  remove  a deformity,  but 
improve  his  sight ; and  I conceive  this  ha- 
bit, like  all  others,  may  be  got  by  frequent 
exercise,  lie  may  practise  before  a mirror 
when  alone,  and  in  company  lie  ought  to  have 
those  about  him  who  will  observe  and  ad- 
monish him  when  he  squints. 

10.  What  is  supposed  in  the  9th  article 
is  not  merely  imaginary ; it  is  really  the 
case  of  some  squinting  persons,  as  will 
appear  in  the  next  section.  Therefore,  it 
ought  further  to  be  inquired,  Ilow  it  comes 
to  pass  tliat  such  a person  sees  an  object 
which  he  looks  at,  only  with  one  eye,  when 
both  arc  open  ? In  order  to  answer  this 
question,  it  may  be  observed,  first,  Whether, 
when  ho  looks  at  au  object,  the  diverging 
eye  is  not  drawn  so  close  to  the  nose,  that  it 
can  have  no  distinct  images  ? Or,  secondly, 
whether  the  pupil  of  the  diverging  eye  is  not 
covered  w holly,  or  in  part,  by  the  upper  eye- 
lid ? Dr  Juriu  observed  instances  of  these 
cases  in  persons  that  squinted,  and  assigns 
them  as  causes  of  their  seeiug  the  object 
only  with  one  eye.  Thirdly,  it  may  l»e 
obt'erved,  whether  the  diverging  eye  is  not 
so  directed,  that  the  picture  of  the  object 
falls  upon  that  part  of  the  retina  where  the 


optic  nerve  enters,  and  where  there  is  no 
vision  ? This  will  probably  happen  in  a 
squint  wherein  the  axes  of  the  eyes  converge 
so  as  to  meet  about  six  inches  before  the 
nose. 

11.  In  the  last  place,  it  ought  to  be 
inquired,  Whether  such  a person  hath  any 
distinct  vision  at  all  with  the  diverging 
eye,  at  the  time  he  is  looking  at  an  object 
w ith  the  other  ? 

It  may  seem  very  improbable  that  he 
should  be  able  to  read  with  the  diverging 
eye  when  the  other  is  covered,  and  yet,  when 
both  are  open,  have  no  distinct  vision  with 
it  at  alb  But  this,  perhaps,  will  not  appear 
so  improbable  if  the  following  considerations 
are  duly  attended  to. 

Let  us  suppose  that  one  who  saw  per- 
fectly, gets,  by  a blow  on  the  bead,  or  some 
other  accident,  a permanent  and  involun- 
tary squint.  According  to  the  laws  of  vi- 
sion, he  will  see  objects  double,  and  will  see 
objects  distant  from  one  another  confounded 
together  j but,  such  vision  being  very  dis- 
agreeable, as  well  as  inconvenient,  he  will 
do  everything  in  his  power  to  remedy  it- 
For  alleviating  such  distresses,  nature  often 
teaches  men  wonderful  expedients,  which 
the  sagacity  of  a philosopher  would  be  un- 
able to  discover.  Every  accidental  motion, 
every  direction  or  conformation  of  his  eyes, 
which  lessens  the  evil,  will  be  agreeable ; 
it  will  be  repeated  until  it  be  learned  to 
perfection,  aud  become  habitual,  even  with- 
out thought  or  design.  Now,  in  this  case, 
what  disturbs  the  sight  of  one  eye  is  the 
sight  of  the  other ; aud  all  the  disagreeable 
appearances  in  vision  would  cease  if  the 
light  of  one  eye  was  extinct.  The  sight  of 
one  eye  will  become  more  distinct  and 
more  agreeable,  in  the  same  proportion  as 
that  of  the  other  becomes  faint  and  in- 
distinct. It  may,  therefore,  be  expected, 
that  every  habit  will,  by  degrees,  l>e  ac- 
quired which  tends  to  destroy  distinct  \i- 
siou  iu  one  eye  while  it  is  preserved  in  the 
other.  These  habits  will  be  greatly  facili- 
tated if  one  eye  was  at  first  better  than  the 
other;  for,  in  that  case,  the  best  eye  will 
always  be  directed  to  the  object  which  he 
intends  to  look  at,  aud  every  habit  will  bo 
acquired  which  tends  to  hinder  his  seeing 
it  at  all,  or  seeing  it  distinctly  by  the  other 
at  the  same  time. 

I shall  mention  one  or  two  habits  that 
may  probably  be  acquired  in  such  a case ; 
perhaps  there  are  others  which  we  cannot 
so  easily  conjecture.  First,  By  a small  in- 
crease or  diminution  of  his  squint,  he  may 
bring  it  to  correspond  w ith  one  or  other  oi 
the  cases  mentioned  in  the  last  article. 
Secondly,  The  diverging  eye  may  be  brought 
to  such  a conformation  as  to  be  ertremely 
short-sighted,  and  consequently  to  have  no 
distinct  visiou  of  objects  at  a distant  v.  I 
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knew  till*  to  be  the  case  of  one  person  that 
squinted ; but  cannot  say  whether  the 
short-sightedness  of  the  diverging  eye  was 
original,  or  acquired  by  habit. 

\Vre  see,  therefore,  that  one  who  squints, 
and  originally  saw  objects  double  by  reason 
of  that  squint  may  acquire  such  habits 
that,  when  he  looks  at  an  object,  he  shall 
see  it  only  with  one  eye ; nay,  he  may  ac- 
quire such  habits  that,  when  he  looks  at  an 
object  with  his  best  eye,  he  shall  have  uo 
distinct  vision  with  the  other  at  all.  Whether 
this  is  really  the  case— being  unable  to  de- 
termine in  the  instances  that  have  fallen 
under  my  observation — I shall  leave  to  fu- 
ture inquiry. 

I have  endeavoured,  in  the  foregoing 
articles,  to  delineate  such  a process  as  is 
proper  in  observing  the  pluenomcna  of 
squinting.  I know  well  by  experience,  that 
this  process  appears  more  easy  in  theory, 
than  it  will  lie  found  to  be  in  practice  ; 
and  that,  in  order  to  carry  it  on  with  success, 
some  qualifications  of  mind  are  necessary 
in  the  patient,  which  arc  not  always  to  be 
met  with.  But,  if  those  who  have  proper 
opportunities  nnd  inclination  to  observe 
such  pluenomcna,  attend  duly  to  this  pro- 
cess, they  may  be  able  to  furnish  facts  less 
vague  and  uninstructive  than  those  we  meet 
with,  even  in  authors  of  reputation.  By 
such  facts,  vain  theories  may  be  exploded, 
and  our  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  nature, 
which  regard  the  noblest  of  our  senses, 
enlarged. 

Section  J XVI. 

TACTS  RELATING  TO  SQUINTING. 

Having  considered  the  plucnoraena  of 
squinting,  hypothetically,  and  their  connec- 
tion with  corresponding  points  in  the  re- 
I'lut.  I shall  now  mention  the  facts  1 have 
had  occasion  to  observe  myself,  or  have 
met  with  in  authors,  that  can  give  any  light 
to  this  subject. 

Having  examined  al^vc  twenty  persons 
that  squinted,  I found  in  all  of  them  a de- 
fect in  th<*  sight  of  one  eye.  Four  only 
had  so  much  of  distinct  vision  in  the  weak 
eye,  as  to  be  able  to  read  with  it,  when  the 
other  was  covered.  The  rest  saw  nothing 
at  all  distinctly  with  one  eye. 

Dr  Porterfield  says,  that  this  is  generally 
the  case  of  people  that  squint : and  1 sus- 
pect it  is  so  more  generally  than  is  com- 
monly imagined.  Dr  Jurin,  In  a very 
judicious  dissertation  upon  squinting, 
printed  in  Dr  Smith's  “ Optics,”  observes, 
that  those  who  squint,  and  see  with  both 
eyes,  never  see  the  same  object  with  both 
at  the  same  time;  that,  when  one  eye  is  i 
directed  straight  forward  to  an  olucct.  the  j 


other  is  drawn  so  close  to  the  nose  that  the 
object  cannot  at  all  be  seen  by  it,  the 
images  being  too  oblique  and  too  indistinct 
to  affect  the  eye.  In  some  squinting  per- 
sons, he  observed  the  diverging  eye  drawn 
under  the  upper  eyelid,  while  the  other 
was  directed  to  the  object.  From  these 
observations,  he  concludes  that 11  the  eye  is 
thus  distorted,  not  for  the  sake  of  seeing 
better  with  it,  but  rather  to  avoid  seeing  at 
all  with  it  as  much  as  possible.**  From  all 
the  observations  he  had  made,  he  was  satin* 
fled  that  there  is  nothing  peculiar  in  the 
structure  of  a squinting  eye  ; that  the  fault 
is  only  in  its  wrong  direction  ; and  that 
this  wrong  direction  is  got  by  habit.  There- 
fore, ho  proposes  that  method  of  cure  which 
we  have  described  in  the  eighth  and  ninth 
articles  of  the  last  section.  He  tells  us, 
that  he  had  attempted  a cure,  after  this 
method,  upon  a young  gentleman,  with 
promising  hopes  of  success  ; but  was  in- 
terrupted by  his  falling  ill  of  the  small- 
pox, of  which  he  died. 

It  were  to  be  wished  that  Dr  Jurin  had 
acquainted  us  whether  he  ever  brought  the 
young  man  to  direct  the  axes  of  both  eyes 
to  the  same  object,  and  whether,  in  that 
case,  he  saw  the  object  single,  and  saw  it 
with  both  eyes ; and  that  he  hod  likewise 
acquainted  us,  whether  he  saw  objects 
double  when  his  squint  was  diminished. 
But  as  to  these  facts  he  is  silent. 

I wished  long  for  an  opportunity  of  trying 
Dr  Jurin's  method  of  curing  a squint,  with- 
out finding  one ; having  always,  upon  ex- 
amination, discovered  so  great  a defect  in 
the  sight  of  one  eye  of  the  patient  as  dis- 
couraged the  attempt. 

But  I have  lately  found  three  young 
gentlemen,  with  whom  I am  hopeful  this 
method  may  have  success,  if  they  have 
patience  and  perseverance  in  using  it.  Two 
of  them  are  brothers,  and,  before  I had 
access  to  examine  them,  had  been  practis- 
ing this  method  by  the  direction  of  their 
tutor,  with  such  success  that  the  elder  looks 
straight  when  he  is  upon  his  guard : the 
younger  cau  direct  both  his  eyes  to  one 
object ; but  they  boou  return  to  their  usual 
squint. 

A third  young  gcnthmian,  who  had  never 
heard  of  this  method  before,  by  a few  days 
practice,  was  able  to  direct  both  his  eyes  to 
one  object,  but  could  not  keep  them  long  in 
that  direction.  All  the  three  agree  in  this, 
that,  when  both  eyes  are  directed  to  one  ob- 
ject, they  see  it  and  the  adjacent  objects 
single ; but,  when  they  squint,  they  see 
objects  sometimes  single  and  sometimes 
double.  I observed  of  all  the  three,  that 
when  they  squinted  most — that  is,  in  the 
way  they  had  been  accustomed  to — the  axes 
of  their  eyes  converged  so  as  to  meet  five 
or  six  inches  before  the  nose.  It  is  pro- 
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table  that,  in  this  case,  the  picture  of  the 
object  in  the  diverging  eye,  must  fall  upon 
that  part  of  the  retina  where  the  optic 
nerve  enters;  and,  therefore,  the  object 
could  not  be  seen  by  that  eye. 

All  the  three  have  some  defect  in  the 
sight  of  one  eye,  which  none  of  them  knew 
until  I put  them  upon  making  trials ; and 
when  they  squint,  the  best  eye  is  always 
directed  to  the  object,  and  the  weak  eye  is 
that  which  diverges  from  it.  But  when  the 
best  eye  is  covered,  the  weak  eye  is  turned 
directly  to  the  object.  Whether  this  defect 
of  sight  in  one  eye,  be  the  effect  of  its  hav- 
ing been  long  disused,  as  it  must  have  been 
when  they  squinted  ; or  whether  some  ori- 
ginal defect  in  one  eye  might  be  the  occasion 
of  their  squinting,  time  may  discover.  The 
two  brothers  have  found  the  sight  of  the 
weak  eye  improved  by  using  to  read  with  it 
while  the  other  is  covered.  The  elder  can 
read  an  ordinary  print  with  the  weak  eye ; 
the  other,  as  well  as  the  third  gentleman, 
can  only  read  a large  print  with  the  weak 
eye.  I have  met  with  one  other  person 
only  who  squinted,  and  yet  could  read  a 
large  print  with  the  weak  eye.  He  is  a 
young  man,  whose  eyes  are  both  tender  and 
weak-sighted,  but  the  left  much  weaker  than 
the  right.  When  he  looks  at  any  object, 
be  always  directs  the  right  eye  to  it,  and 
then  the  left  is  turned  towards  the  nose  so 
much  that  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  see 
the  same  object  with  both  eyes  at  the  same 
time.  When  the  right  eye  is  covered,  he 
turns  the  left  directly  to  the  object ; but  he 
sees  it  indistinctly,  and  as  if  it  bad  a mist 
about  it. 

I made  several  experiments,  some  of  them 
in  the  company  and  with  the  assistance  of 
an  ingenious  physician,  in  order  to  discover 
whether  objects  that  were  in  the  axes  of  the 
two  eyes,  were  seen  in  one  place  confounded 
together,  as  in  those  who  have  no  involun- 
tary squint.  The  object  placed  in  the  axis 
of  the  weak  eve  was  a lighted  candle,  at  the 
distance  of  eight  or  ten  feet.  Before  the 
other  eye  was  placed  a printed  book,  at  such 
a distance  as  that  he  could  read  upon  it. 
He  said,  that  whilo  he  read  upon  the  book, 
ho  saw  the  candle  but  venr  faintly.  And 
from  what  we  could  learn,  these  two  objects 
did  not  appear  in  one  place,  but  bad  nil  that 
angular  distance  in  appearance  which  they 
had  in  reality.* 

If  this  was  really  the  case,  the  conclusion 
to  be  drawn  from  it  is,  that  the  correspond- 
ing points  iu  his  eyes  are  not  situate  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  other  men  ; and  that,  if 
he  could  be  brought  to  direct  both  eyes  to 
one  object,  he  would  see  it  double.  But, 
considering  that  the  young  man  had  never 
keen  accustomed  to  observations  of  this 


• See  Well*— ("  Tvo  Kway*,*  Ac. , p.  M.)— H. 


kind,  and  that  the  sight  of  one  eye  was  so 
imperfect,  I do  not  pretend  to  draw  this 
conclusion  with  certainty  from  this  single 
instance. 

All  that  can  he  inferred  from  these  facts 
is,  that,  of  four  persons  who  squint,  three 
appear  to  have  nothing  preternatural  in  the 
structure  of  their  eyes.  The  centres  of  their 
iet\nay  and  the  points  similarly  situate  with 
regard  to  the  centres,  do  certainly  corre- 
spond in  the  same  manner  as  in  other  men — 
so  that,  if  they  can  be  brought  to  the  habit 
of  directing  their  eyes  right  to  an  object, 
they  will  not  only  remove  a deformity,  but 
improve  their  sight.  With  regard  to  the 
fourth,  the  case  is  dubious,  with  somo  pro- 
bability of  a deviation  from  the  usual  course 
of  nature  in  the  situation  of  the  correspond- 
ing points  of  his  eyea. 


Section  X VII. 

OF  THB  XPFSCT  OF  CUSTOM  IN  SXBING  CbJECTS 
SING  LB. 

It  appears  from  the  pluenomena  of  single 
and  double  vision,  recited  in  § 13,  that 
our  seeing  an  object  single  with  two  eyes, 
depends  upon  these  two  things : — First, 
Upon  that  mutual  correspondence  of  certain 
points  of  the  retina  which  we  have  often 
described  ; Secondly,  Upon  the  two  eyes 
being  directed  to  the  object  so  accurately 
that  the  two  images  of  it  fall  upon  corre- 
sponding points.  These  two  things  must 
concur  m order  to  our  seeing  an  object 
single  with  two  eyes  ; and,  as  far  as  they 
depend  upon  custom,  so  far  only  can  single 
vision  depend  upon  custom 

With  regard  to  the  second — that  is,  the 
accurate  direction  of  both  eyes  to  the  ob- 
ject—I think  it  must  be  acknowledged 
that  this  is  only  learned  by  custom.  Na- 
ture hath  wisely  ordained  the  eyes  to  move 
in  such  manner  that  their  axes  shall 
always  be  nearly  parallel ; hut  hath  left  it 
in  our  power  to  vary  their  inclination  a 
little,  according  to  the  distance  of  the  ob- 
ject we  look  at.  Without  this  power, 
objects  would  appear  single  at  one  parti- 
cular distance  only ; and,  at  distances  much 
less  or  much  greater,  would  always  appear 
double.  The  wisdom  of  nature  is  conspi- 
cuous in  giving  us  this  power,  and  no  less 
conspicuous  in  making  the  extent  of  it  ex- 
actly adequate  to  the  end. 

The  parallelism  of  the  eyes,  in  general, 
is  therefore  the  work  of  nature  ; but  that 
precise  and  accurate  direction,  which  must 
be  varied  according  to  the  distance  of  the 
object,  is  the  effect  of  custom.  The  power 
which  nature  hath  left  us  of  varying  the 
inclination  of  the  optic  axes  a little,  is 
turned  into  a habit  of  giving  them  always 
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that  inclination  which  is  adapted  to  the 
distance  of  the  object. 

But  it  may  be  asked,  What  gives  rise  to 
this  habit  ? The  only  answer  that  cun  be 
given  to  this  question  is,  that  it  is  found 
necessary  to  perfect  and  distinct  vision.  A 
man  who  hath  lost  the  sight  of  one  eye, 
very  often  loses  the  habit  of  directing  it 
exactly  to  the  object  he  looks  at,  because 
that  habit  is  no  longer  of  use  to  him.  And 
if  he  should  recover  the  sight  of  his  eye, 
he  would  recover  this  habit,  by  finding  it 
useful.  No  part  of  the  human  constitution 
is  more  admirable  than  that  whereby  we 
acquire  habits  which  are  found  useful,  with- 
out any  design  or  intention.  Children 
must  see  imperfectly  at  first ; but,  by  using 
their  eyes,  they  learn  to  use  them  in  the 
best  manner,  and  acquire,  without  intend- 
ing it,  the  habits  necessary  for  that  pur- 
pose. Every  man  becomes  most  expert  in 
that  kind  of  vision  which  is  most  useful  to 
him  in  his  particular  profession  and  man- 
ner of  life.  A miniature  painter,  or  an 
engraver,  secs  very  near  objects  better  than 
a sailor ; but  the  sailor  sees  very  distant 
objects  much  better  than  they.  A person 
that  is  short-sighted,  in  looking  at  distant 
objects,  gets  the  habit  of  contracting  the 
aperture  of  his  eyes,  by  almost  closing  his 
eyelids.  Why  ? For  no  other  reason, 
but  because  this  makes  him  see  the  object 
more  distinct.  In  like  manner,  the  reason 
why  every  man  acquires  the  habit  of  direct- 
ing both  eyes  accurately  to  the  object,  must 
be,  because  thereby  he  sees  it  more  per- 
fectly and  distinctly. 

It  remains  to  be  considered,  whether  that 
correspondence  between  certain  points  of 
the  retinae,  which  is  likewise  necessary  to 
single  vision,  be  the  effect  of  custom,  or  an 
original  property  of  human  eyes. 

A strong  argument  for  its  being  an  ori- 
ginal property,  may  be  drawn  from  the 
habit,  just  now  mentioned,  of  directing  the 
eyes  accurately  to  an  object.  This  habit 
is  got  by  our  finding  it  necessary  to  perfect 
and  distinct  vision.  But  why  is  it  neces- 
sary ? For  no  other  reason  but  this,  be- 
cause thereby  the  two  images  of  the  object 
falling  upon  corresponding  points,  the  eyes 
assist  each  other  in  vision,  and  the  object 
is  seen  better  by  both  together,  than  it 
could  be  by  one  ; but  when  the  eyes  are  not 
accurately  directed,  the  two  images  of  an 
object  fall  upon  points  that  do  not  corre- 
spond, whereby  the  sight  of  one  eye  disturbs 
the  sight  of  the  other,  and  the  object  is 
seen  more  indistinctly  with  both  eyes  than 
it  would  be  with  one.  Whence  it  is  rea- 
sonable to  conclude,  that  this  correspond- 
ence of  certain  points  of  the  retinae,  is  prior  i 
to  the  habits  we  acquire  in  vision,  and  con-  | 
sequently  is  natural  nnd  original.  We  have 
all  acquired  the  habit  of  directing  our  eyes 


always  in  a particular  manner,  which  causes 
single  vision.  Now,  if  nature  hath  ordained 
that  we  should  have  single  vision  only,  when 
our  eyes  arc  thus  directed,  there  is  an  ob- 
vious reason  why  all  mankind  should  agre« 
in  the  habit  of  directing  them  in  this  manner. 
But,  if  single  vision  is  the  effect  of  custom, 
any  other  habit  of  directing  the  eyes  would 
have  answered  the  purpose  ; and  no  account 
can  be  given  why  this  particular  habit  should 
be  so  universal ; and  it  must  appear  very 
strange,  that  no  one  instance  bath  been 
found  of  a person  who  liad  acquired  tlio 
habit  of  seeing  objects  single  with  both  eyes, 
while  they  were  directed  in  any  other  man- 
ner.* 

The  judicious  Dr  Smith,  in  his  excellent 
system  of  optics,  maintains  the  contrary 
opinion,  and  offers  some  reasonings  and 
facts  in  proof  of  it.  He  agrees  with  Bishop 
Berkeley  t in  attributing  it  entirely  to  cus- 
tom, that  wo  see  objects  single  with  two  eyes, 
as  well  as  that  we  see  objects  erect  by  in- 
verted images.  Having  considered  Bishop 
Berkeley's  reasonings  in  the  1 1 tli  section, 
we  shall  now  beg  leave  to  luako  some 
remarks  on  what  Dr  Smith  hath  said  upon 
this  subject,  with  the  respect  due  to  an 
author  to  whom  the  world  owes,  not  only 
many  valuable  discoveries  of  his  own,  but 
those  of  the  brightest  mathematical  genius 
of  this  age,  which,  with  great  labour,  he 
generously  redeemed  from  oblivion. 

He  observes,  that  the  question,  Why  we 
see  objects  single  with  two  eyes  ? is  of  the 
same  sort  with  this,  Why  we  hear  sounds 
single  with  two  ears  ? — and  that  the  saino 
answer  must  serve  both.  The  inference 
intended  to  be  drawn  from  this  observation 
is,  that,  as  the  second  of  theso  pluenoraena 
is  tho  effect  of  custom,  so  likewise  is  the 
first- 

Now,  I humbly  conceive  that  the  ques- 
tions are  not  so  much  of  the  same  sort, 
that  the  same  answer  must  serve  for 
both  ; and,  moreover,  that  our  hearing 
Binglo  with  two  ears,  is  not  the  effect  ot 
custom. 


• ThW  objection  did  not  escape  Dr  Smith  himself ; 
but  R id  sec nit  to  hive  overlooked  hi*  answer. 
••  When  we  view,**  he  ►a?*,  “ an  object  steadily,  we 
have  acquired  a habit  of  directing  the  optic  axi-*  to 
the  point  in  view  ; because  it*  picture*,  falling  upon 
the  middle  point*  ot  the  retina*,  are  then  dirtinc  cr 
than  if  they  fell  upon  any  other  place* ; and,  *ince 
l he  ncture*  of  the  whole  object  are  equal  to  one 
•'•other,  and  are  both  Inverter!  with  re*poct  to  the 
op'ic  axe*,  it  follow*  that  the  picture*  of  any  col. 
lateral  point  are  painted  upon  corresponding  point* ot 
the  retina*.” 

’I  hi«  answer  l*  rendered  nmre  plan*  tile  from  the 
subsequent  ana'omlral  discovery  of  Soetmneijng 
He  found  that,  in  that  part  of  the  retina  * hich  tie* 
at  the  axisol  the  eve,  there  is,  in  man,  and  in  other 
animal*  of  acute  vision,  an  openin  g,  real  or  appar- 
ent, (Jfrramrn  cantrattr.)  the  dimension*  of  which 
are  such  that  the  linage*  of  did  meter  vision  would 
•eem  to  be  enclosed  within  it  — H. 

f Ttn*  i an  inadvertenry.  Berkeley  hatards  no 
such  opinion  in  any  of  his  uorks  — H. 
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Two  or  more  visible  objects,  although 
perfectly  similar,  and  seen  at  the  very  same 
time,  may  be  distinguished  by  their  visible 
places;  but  two  sounds  perfectly  similar, 
and  heard  at  the  same  time,  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished ; for,  from  the  nature  of  sound, 
the  sensations  they  occasion  must  coalesce 
into  one,  and  lose  all  distinction.  If,  there- 
fore, it  is  asked,  Why  we  hear  sounds  single 
with  two  ears  ? I answer,  Not  from  custom ; 
but  because  two  sounds  which  are  perfectly 
like  and  synchronous,  have  nothing  by 
which  they  can  be  distinguished.  But  will 
this  answer  fit  the  other  question  ? I think 
not. 

The  object  makes  an  appearance  to  each 
eye,  as  the  sound  makes  an  impression  upon 
each  ear  : so  far  the  two  senses  agree.  But 
the  visible  appearances  may  be  distin- 
guished by  place,  when  perfectly  like  in  other 
respects ; the  sounds  cannot  be  thus  dis- 
tinguished : and  herein  the  two  senses  dif- 
fer. Indeed,  if  the  two  appearances  have 
the  same  visible  place,  they  are,  in  that 
case,  as  incapable  of  distinction  os  the  sounds 
were,  and  we  see  the  object  single.  But 
when  they  have  not  the  same  visible  place, 
they  are  perfectly  distinguishable,  and  wo 
see  the  object  double.  We  see  the  object 
single  only,  when  the  eyes  are  directed  in 
one  particular  manner;  while  there  are  many 
other  ways  of  directing  them  within  the 
Sphere  of  our  power,  by  which  we  see  the 
object  double. 

Dr  Smith  justly  attributes  to  custom  that 
well-known  fallacy  in  feeling,  whereby  a 
button  pressed  with  two  opposite  sides  of 
two  contiguous  fingers  laid  across,  is  felt 
double.  I agree  with  him,  that  the  cause 
of  this  appearance  is,  that  those  opposite 
sides  of  the  fingers  have  never  been  used 
to  feel  the  same  object,  but  two  different 
objects,  at  the  same  time.  And  I beg  leave 
to  add,  that,  as  custom  produces  this  phe- 
nomenon, so  a contrary  custom  destroys  it ; 
for,  if  a man  frequently  accustoms  himself 
to  feel  the  button  with  his  fingers  across,  it 
will  at  lost  be  felt  single ; as  1 have  found 
by  experience. 

It  may  be  taken  for  a general  rule,  that 
things  which  are  produced  by  custom,  may 
he  undone  or  changed  by  disuse,  or  by  a 
contrary  custom.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  a strong  argument,  that  an  effect  is  not 
owing  to  custom,  but  to  the  constitution 
of  nature,  when  a contrary  custom,  long 
continued,  is  found  neither  to  change  nor 
weaken  it.  I take  this  to  be  the  best  rule 
by  which  we  can  determine  the  question 
presently*  under  consideration.  I shall, 
therefore,  mention  two  facts  brought  by 
Dr  Smith,  to  prove  that  the  corresponding 
points  of  the  relirut  have  been  changed  by 


custom  ; und  then  I shall  mention  soma 
facts  tending  to  prove,  tliat  there  are  cor- 
responding points  of  tlie  retina  of  the  eyes 
originally,  and  that  custom  produces  no 
change  in  them. 

“ One  fact  is  related  upon  the  authority 
of  Martin  Folkes,  Esq.,  who  was  informed 
by  Dr  Hepburn  of  Lynn,  that  the  Rev.  Mr 
Foster  of  Clinchwharton,  in  that  neighbour- 
hood, having  been  blind  for  some  years  of  a 
gut  la  terena , was  restored  to  sight  by  sali- 
vation ; and  that,  upon  his  first  beginning 
to  see,  all  objects  appeared  to  him  double  ; 
but  afterwards,  the  two  appearances  ap- 
proaching by  degrees,  he  came  at  hist  to 
see  single,  and  as  distinctly  as  he  did  before 
lie  was  blind.** 

Upon  this  case,  I observe,  First,  That  it 
does  not  prove  any  change  of  the  corre- 
sponding points  of  the  eyes,  unless  we  sup- 
pose, what  is  not  affirmed,  that  Mr  Foster 
directed  his  eyes  to  the  object  at  first,  when 
he  saw  double,  w ith  the  same  accuracy,  and 
in  the  sarno  manner,  that  he  did  afterw  ards, 
when  he  saw  single.  Secondly,  If  wc  should 
suppose  this,  no  account  can  he  given,  why 
at  first  the  two  appearances  should  be  seen 
at  one  certain  angular  distance  rather  than 
another ; or  why  this  angular  distance  should 
gradually  decrease,  until  at  last  the  appear- 
auces  coincided.  How  could  this  effect  he 
produced  by  custom  ? But,  Thirdly,  Every 
circumstance  of  this  case  may  be  nccountcd 
for  on  the  supposition  that  Mr  Foster  had 
corresponding  points  in  the  retina  of  Ins 
eyes  from  tho  time  he  began  to  see,  and  tlmt 
custom  made  no  change  with  regard  to  them. 
We  need  only  further  suppose,  what  is 
common  in  such  cases,  that,  by  some  years* 
blindness,  he  had  lost  the  habit  of  directing 
his  eyes  accurately  to  an  object,  and  that  he 
gradually  recovered  this  habit  when  he  came 
to  see. 

The  second  fact  mentioned  by  Dr  Smith, 
is  taken  from  Mr  Cheselden's  “ Anatomy,” 
and  is  this : — “ A gentleman  who,  from  a 
blow  on  the  head,  had  one  eye  distorted, 
found  every  object  appear  double;  but,  by  de- 
grees, the  most  familiar  ones  became  single ; 
aud,  in  time,  all  objects  became  so,  without 
any  amendment  of  the  distortion.** 

I observe  here,  that  it  is  not  said  that 
the  two  appearances  gradually  approached, 
and  at  last  united,  without  any  amendment 
of  the  distortion.  This  would  indeed  have 
been  a decisive  proof  of  a change  in  the 
corresponding  points  of  the  retina , and  yet 
of  such  a change  as  could  not  be  accounted 
for  from  custom.  But  this  is  not  said  ; and, 
if  it  had  been  observed,  a circumstance  so 
remarkable  would  have  been  mentioned  by 
Mr  Cheselden,  os  it  was  in  the  other  case 
by  Dr  Hepburn.  We  may,  therefore,  take 
it  for  granted,  that  one  of  the  appeu  ranees 
vanished  by  degrees,  without  approaching  to 


• See  note  * at  p Qrt,  H. 
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the  other.  And  this  I conceive  might  hap- 
pen several  ways.  First,  The  sight  of  the 
distorted  eye  might  gradually  decay  by  the 
hurt ; so  the  appearances  presented  by  that 
eye  would  gradually  vanish.  Secondly,  A 
small  and  unperceived  change  in  the  man- 
ner of  directing  the  eyes,  might  occasion 
his  not  seeing  the  object  with  the  dis- 
torted eye,  as  appears  from  § 15,  Art.  10. 
Thirdly,  By  acquiring  the  habit  of  direct- 
ing one  and  the  same  eye  always  to  the  ob- 
ject, the  faint  and  oblique  appearance  pre- 
sented by  the  other  eye,  might  be  so  little 
attended  to  w hen  it  became  familiar,  os  not 
to  be  perceived.  One  of  these  causes,  or 
more  of  them  concurring,  might  produce 
the  effect  mentioned,  without  any  change  of 
the  corresj tending  points  of  the  eyes. 

For  these  reasons,  the  facts  mentioned 
by  Dr  Smith,  although  curious,  seem  not 
to  be  decisive. 

The  following  facts  ought  to  be  put  in 
the  opposite  scale.  First,  in  the  famous 
case  of  the  young  gentleman  couched  by  Mr 
Chesclden,  after  having  had  cataracts  on 
lioth  eyes  until  he  was  [above  ] thirteen  years 
of  age,  it  appears  that  he  saw  objects  single 
from  the  time  he  began  to  see  with  both 
eyes.  Mr  Cheselden's  words  ore,  “And 
now,  being  lately  couched  of  his  other  eye, 
lie  says,  that  objects,  at  first,  ap|>eared 
large  to  this  eye,  hut  not  so  large  as  they 
did  nt  first  to  the  other  ; and,  looking  upon 
the  same  object  with  both  eyes,  he  thought 
it  looked  about  twice  as  large  as  with  the 
first  couehel  eye  only,  but  not  double,  that 
we  can  anywise  discover.” 

Secondly,  The  three  young  gentlemen 
mentioned  in  the  last  section,  who  had 
squinted,  as  far  as  I know,  from  infancy, 
as  soon  as  they  learned  to  direct  both  eyes  to 
an  object,  saw  it  single.  In  these  lour  coses, 
it  appears  evident  that  the  centres  of  the 
rrt'tia  corresponded  originally,  and  before 
custom  could  produce  any  such  effect  • for 
Mr  Cheselden’s  young  gentleman  had  never 
been  accustomed  to  see  at  all  before  he  was 
couched  ; and  the  other  three  had  never 
been  accustomed  to  direct  the  axes  of  both 
eyes  to  the  object. 

Thirdly,  from  the  facts  recited  in  § 13, 
it  appears,  that,  from  the  time  we  are 
capable  of  observing  the  phenomena  of 
single  and  double  vision,  custom  makes  no 
change  in  them. 

I have  amused  myself  with  such  observ- 
ations for  more  than  thirty  years ; and  in 
every  case  wherein  I saw  the  object  double 
at  first,  I see  it  so  to  this  day,  notwith- 
standing the  constant  experience  of  its  being 
single.  In  other  cases,  where  I know  there 
are  two  objects,  there  appears  only  one, 
after  thousands  of  experiments. 

Let  a man  look  at  a familiar  object 
through  a polyhedron,  or  multiplying-glass. 


every  hour  of  his  life,  the  number  of  visih’fc 
appearances  will  be  the  same  at  last  ns  at 
first ; nor  does  any  number  of  experiments, 
or  length  of  time,  make  the  least  change. 

Effects  produced  by  habit,  must  vary 
according  as  the  acts  by  which  the  habit  is 
acqu  ml  are  more  or  less  frequent ; but 
the  phenomena  of  single  and  double  vision 
are  so  invariable  and  uniform  in  all  men, 
are  so  exactly  regulated  by  mathematical 
rules,  that  I think  we  have  good  reason  to 
conclude  that  they  are  not  the  effect  of  cus- 
tom, but  of  fixed  and  immutable  laws  of 
nature. 


Seri  ion  XVI II. 

OP  DR  PORTRRPIKI.D’k  ACCOUNT  OF  SINGLE 
AND  DOUDLI  VISION. 

Bishop  Berkeley  and  Dr  Smith  seem  to 
attribute  too  much  to  custom  in  vision,  Dr 
Porterfield  too  little. 

This  ingenious  writer  thinks,  that,  by  an 
original  law  of  our  nature,  antecedent  to 
custom  and  experience,  we  perceive  visible 
objects  in  their  true  place,  not  only  as  to 
their  direction,  but  likewise  as  to  their  dis- 
tance from  the  eye  ; and,  therefore,  he 
accounts  for  our  seeing  objects  single,  with 
two  eyes,  in  this  manner.  Having  the 
faculty  of  perceiving  the  object  with  each 
eye  in  its  true  place,  wo  must  perceive  it 
with  both  eyes  in  the  same  place ; and, 
consequently,  must  perceive  it  siugle. 

He  is  aware  that  this  principle,  although 
it  accounts  for  our  seeing  objects  single 
with  two  eyes,  yet  does  not  at  all  account 
for  our  seeing  objects  double ; and,  whereas 
other  writers  on  this  subject  take  it  to  be  a 
sufficient  cause  for  double  vision  that  we 
have  two  eyes,  and  only  find  it  difficult  to 
assign  a cause  for  single  vision,  on  the 
contrary.  Dr  Porterfield's  principle  throws 
all  the  difficulty  on  the  other  side. 

Therefore,  in  order  to  account  for  the 
plucnoiiiena  of  double  vision,  he  advances 
another  principle,  without  signifying  whe- 
ther he  conceives  it  to  bo  an  original  law  of 
our  nature,  or  the  effect  of  custom.  It  is, 
That  our  natural  perception  of  the  distance 
of  objects  from  the  eye,  is  not  extended  to 
all  the  objects  that  fall  within  the  field  of 
vision,  hut  limited  to  that  which  wo  directly 
look  at ; and  that  the  circumjacent  objecta, 
whatever  he  their  real  distance,  are  seen  at 
the  same  distance  with  the  object  we  look 
at ; as  if  they  were  all  ill  the  surface  of  a 
sphere,  whereof  the  eye  is  the  centre. 

Thus,  single  vision  is  accounted  for  by 
our  seeing  the  true  distance  of  an  object 
which  we  look  at ; and  double  vision,  by  a 
false  appearance  of  distance  in  objects 
which  we  do  uot  directly  look  at. 
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Wc  agree  with  this  earned  and  inge- 
nious author,  that  it  is  by  a natural  and 
original  principle  that  we  see  visible  objects 
in  a certain  direction  from  the  eye,  and 
honour  him  as  the  author  of  this  discovery  :* 
but  we  cannot  assent  to  either  of  those 
principles  by  which  he  explains  single  and 
double  vision  - for  the  following  reasons  : — 

1.  Our  having  a natural  and  original 
perception  of  the  distance  of  objects  from 
the  eye,  appears  contrary  to  a weil-attestcd 
fact : for  the  young  gentleman  couched  by 
Mr  C'hesclden  imagined,  at  first,  that  what- 
ever he  saw  touched  his  eye,  as  what  he 
felt  touched  his  hand.*f* 

2.  The  perception  we  have  of  the  distance 
of  objects  from  the  eye,  whether  it  be  from 
nature  or  custom,  is  not  so  accurate  and 
determinate  as  is  necessary  to  produce  sin- 
gle vision.  A mistake  of  the  twentieth  or 
thirtieth  part  of  the  distance  of  a small 
object,  such  as  a pin,  ought,  according  to 
Dr  Porterfield’s  hypothesis,  to  make  it  np- 
pear  double.  Very  few  cun  judge  of  the 
distance  of  a visible  object  with  such 
accuracy.  Yet  we  never  find  double  vision 
produced  by  mistaking  the  distance  of  the 
object.  There  are  many  eases  in  vision, 
even  with  the  naked  eye,  wherein  we  mis- 
take the  distance  of  an  object  by  one  half 
or  more : why  do  we  see  such  objects  single  ? 
When  I move  my  spectacles  from  my  eyes 
toward  a small  object,  two  or  three  feet  dis- 
tant, the  object  seems  to  approach,  so  as  to 
be  seen  at  last  at  al>out  half  its  real  distance ; 
but  it  is  seen  single  at  that  apparent  distance, 


• To  thU  honour  Porterfie  d h.n  no  title.  The  Inw 
nf  the  tine  of  viable  direction.  w.u  a common  tl  eorjr 
long  lx  fore  the  nuhliratinn  of  hit  writing*  t tor  it  wat 
maintained  by  Kejiler,  Dai-rndi.  Schemer,  Kohaulr, 
Du  Hamel.  M.inotte,  De  Chalet.  Muwlicii- 
brock.  Motyneux,  AC  *c  , ami  many  of  throe  main, 
tani'd  tint  thia  law  win  ;.n  original  principle  or  in- 
itih.tion  of  ottr  nature  —II 

t VNe  mutt  be  caicfu  not,  like  Reid  and  i-hiln. 
■oyheit  in  geiirr.il,  lo  co>  found  he  |»ercet>ti<>n«  of 
mere  externality  or  outwit,  a ul  the  know!  di  e we 
haverf  nuance,  through  the  eye  The  former  may 
he,  and  probably  it,  natural;  v hi'e  Ihe  latt.r,  i-t  a 
gre.it  hut  tinappri  t table  mc;>»ure,  i«  acquired  In  the 
cate  of  l hctcldrn—  that  in  which  the  blindnet*  |«re-  | 
♦tout  to  the  roc-very  o*  tight  wu  most  perfect,  ami 
t lie  ref  ore,  the  mot  inctruc*ivc  upon  record— lie 
I rat  lent,  thougn  l-e  bad  little  or  rv*  perception  «»l 
uwiumt1,  i.  e ot  the  degree  qf  externality,  had  ttill 
a pcrciption  of  that  externality  alwolutely  Tin? 
object  *,  h»  t.iid,  trcmrtl  to  **  touch  hit  eye*,  a*  wh.ii 
he  felt  did  hit  »kin  ;**  but  they  rihi  not  appear  to  him 
at  if  in  htt  eyes,  for  let*  as  a mere  a flection  of  Ihe  ><r. 
an.  1 hi*,  howevir,  it  err oneou»ly  assumed  by  Mr 
'earn.  Thi*  natural  prnrption  of  Outnros,  which 
i<  the  fou nda* ion  of  our  acquired  know  beige  ot  dts. 
lance,  atsnia  given  u«  in  thc-natuml  terctption  wc 
nave  of  the  diirction  of  the  rayt  ot  light. 

In  like  manner,  we  tnu*t  i ot  confoumi,  a*  ii  com. 
monly  done,  the  fort  of  the  eie  «ftording  ur  a per. 
rvplion  of  extern  iron  and  plain  figure,  or  outline, 
in  the  perception  of  mb  ur*,  ami  the  t.  ct  of  it  a bring 
the  vehicle  of  intimation*  in  regard  to  the  com  pa- 
rafive  magnitude  and  cubical  form*  of  the  ohj*  cu 
from  which  lhf*e  rayt  pr«>c-  vd.  J he  one  i«  a know, 
kdge  by  ten'C — natural,  untnedi.de,  and  it  failible  ; 
the  other  like  that  of  dutance,  i*,  by  inference,  ac. 
t|inrtxi.  mediate,  and  at  beat  i Iwayt  maccure.— H 


as  well  as  when  we  see  it  with  the  naked 
eye  at  its  real  distance.  And  when  we  look 
at  an  object  with  a binocular  telescope,  pro- 
perly fitted  to  the  eyes,  we  sec  it  single, 
while  it  appears  fifteen  or  twenty  times 
nearer  than  it  is.  There  are  then  few  cases 
wherein  the  distance  of  an  object  from  the 
eye  is  seen  so  accurately  ns  is  necessary  for 
single  vision,  upon  this  hypothesis : this 
seems  to  Ik*  a conclusive  argument  against 
the  account  given  of  single  vision.  We  find, 
likewise,  that  false  judgments  or  fallacious 
appearances  of  the  distance  of  an  object,  do 
not  produce  double  vision  : this  teems  to 
be  a conclusive  argument  against  the  account 
given  of  double  vision. 

3.  The  perception  we  have  of  the  linear 
distance  of  objects  seems  to  be  wholly  the 
effect  of  experience.  This,  1 think,  hath 
been  proved  by  Bishop  Berkeley  and  bv 
I)r  Smith  ; and  when  we  come  to  point  out 
tho  means  of  judging  of  distance  bv  sight, 
it  will  np|>ear  that  they  are  all  furnished  In- 
experience. 

4.  Supposing  that,  by  a law  of  our  nature, 
l lie  distance  of  objects  from  the  eye  were 
perceived  moat  accurately,  as  well  as  their 
direction,  it  will  not  follow  that  we  must 
sec  the  object  single.  Let  us  consider  what 
means  such  a law  of  nature  would  furnish 
for  resolving  the  question,  Whether  the 
objects  of  the  two  eyes  are  in  one  and  the 
same  place,  and  consequently  an*  not  two, 

j hut  one  ? 

Suppose,  then,  two  right  lii.es,  one  drawn 
from  the  centre  of  one  eye  to  its  object,  the 
other  drawn,  in  like  manner,  from  the  centre 
of  the  other  eye  to  its  object.  This  law  of 
nature  gives  us  the  direction  or  position  of 
each  of  these  right  lines,  and  the  length  of 
each  ; ami  th  s is  all  thut  it  give's.  These 
are  geometrical  data,  and  we  may  learn  from 
geometry  what  is  determined  by  their  means. 
Is  it,  then,  determined  by  these  datay  Whe- 
ther the  two  right  lines  lenuinntc  in  one 
and  the  same  point,  or  not  ? No,  truly. 
Ill  order  to  determine  this,  we  must  have 
three  other  data.  Wo  must  know  wdiethcr 
the  two  right  lines  are  in  one  plane;  we 
must  know  what  angle  they  make ; and  wo 
must  know  the  distance  between  the  centres 
of  the  eyes.  And  when  these  things  arc 
known,  we  must  apply  the  rules  of  trigono- 
metry, before  we  can  resolve  the  question, 
Whether  the  objects  of  the  two  eyes  arc  in 
one  and  tho  same  place  ; and,  consequently, 
whether  they  are  two  or  one  ? 

5.  That  false  appearance  of  distance  into 
which  double  vision  is  resolved,  cannot  be 
the  etFect  of  custom,  for  constant  experience 
contradicts  it.  Neither  hath  it  the  features 
of  a law  of  nature,  because  it  does  not 
answer  any  good  purpose,  nor,  indeed,  sny 
purpose  at  all,  but  to  deceive  us.  But  why 
t^hould  we  seek  for  arguments,  in  a question 
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concerning  what  appear*  to  us,  or  doe*  not 
appear?  The  question  in,  At  wlmt  distance 
do  the  objects  now  in  mv  eye  appear  ? Do 
they  all  appear  at  one  distance,  as  if  placed 
in  the  concave  surface  of  a sphere,  the  eye 
being  in  the  centre  ? Every  man,  surely, 
may  know  this  with  certainty;  and,  if  he 
will  but  give  attention  to  the  testimony  of 
his  eyes,  needs  not  ask  a philosopher  how 
visible  objects  appear  to  him.  Now,  it  is 
very  true,  that,  if  I look  up  to  a star  in  the 
heavens,  the  other  stars  that  appear  at  the 
Raine  time,  do  appear  in  this  manner:  yet 
this  phenomenon  does  not  favour  I)r  Por- 
terfield’s hypothesis  ; for  the  stars  and 
heavenly  bodies  do  not  appear  at  their  true 
distances  when  we  look  directly  to  them, 
any  more  than  when  they  are  seen  obliquely : 
a d if  this  phenomenon  lie  an  argument  for 
Dr  Porterfield's  second  principle,  it  must 
destroy  the  first. 

The  true  cause  of  this  phenomenon  will 
be  given  afterwards  ; therefore,  setting  it 
aside  for  the  present,  let  us  put  another 
case.  I sit  in  my  room,  and  direct  my 
eyes  to  the  door,  which  appears  to  he 
about  sixteen  feet  distant  : at  the  same 
time,  I see  many  other  objects  faintly  and 
obliquely — the  floor,  Hoor-cloth,  the  table 
which  1 write  upon,  pajiers,  standish, 
candle,  See.  Now,  do  all  these  objects  ap- 
pear at  the  same  distance  of  sixteen  feet  ? 
Upon  the  closest  attention,  I find  they  do 
not. 


Section  XIX . 

op  dr  immus’s  theory,  and  sir  Isaac 
newton’s  CONJECTURE  ON  THI8  SUB- 
JECT. 

I am  afraid  the  reader,  as  well  as  the 
writer,  is  already  tired  of  the  subject  of 
single  and  double  vision.  The  multitude 
of  theories  advanced  by  authors  of  great 
name,  and  the  multitude  of  facts,  observed 
without  sufficient  skill  in  optics,  or  related 
without  attention  to  the  most  material  and 
decisive  circumstances,  have  equally  contri- 
buted to  perplex  it. 

In  order  to  bring  it  to  some  Issue,  I have, 
in  the  13th  section,  given  a more  full 
and  regular  deduction  than  had  been  given 
heretofore,  of  the  pluenoiuena  of  single  and 
double  vision,  in  those  whose  sight  is  per- 
fect ; and  have  traced  them  up  to  one  ge- 
neral principle,  which  appears  to  bo  a law 
of  vision  in  human  eyes  that  are  perfect  and 
in  their  natural  state. 

In  the  14th  section,  I have  made  it  ap- 
pear, that  this  law  of  vision,  although  ex- 
cellently adapted  to  the  fabric  of  human 
ryes,  cannot  answer  the  purj*oses  of  vision  i 
in  some  other  animals;  and  therefore,  very  | 


probably,  is  not  common  to  all  animals. 
The  purpose  of  the  15th  and  16th  sections 
is,  to  inquire,  Whether  there  be  any  de- 
viation from  this  law  of  vision  in  those 
who  squint  ? — a question  which  is  of  real 
importance  in  the  medical  art,  as  well  as 
in  the  philosophy  of  vision  ; hut  which, 
after  all  that  hath  been  observed  and 
written  on  the  subject,  seems  not  to  be 
rij»e  for  a determination,  for  want  of  pro- 
per observations.  Those  who  have  had 
skill  to  make  proper  observations,  have 
wanted  opportunities ; and  those  who  have 
had  opportunities,  have  wanted  skill  or 
attention.  1 have  therefore  thought  it 
worth  while  to  give  a distinct  account  of 
the  observations  necessary  for  the  deter- 
mination of  this  question,  and  what  con- 
clusions may  be  drawn  from  the  facts  ob- 
served. 1 have  likewise  collected,  and  set 
in  one  view,  the  most  conclusive  facts  that 
have  occurred  in  authors,  or  have  fallen 
under  my  own  observation. 

It  must  ho  confessed  that  these  facts, 
when  applied  to  the  question  in  hand,  make 
a very  poor  figure  ; and  the  gentlemen  of 
the  medical  faculty  are  called  upon,  for  the 
honour  of  their  profession,  and  for  the  bene- 
fit of  mankind,  to  add  to  them. 

All  the  medical,  and  all  the  optical  writers 
upon  the  sti  nbixmus  that  1 have  met  with, 
except  Dr  .Jurin,  either  affirm,  or  take  it 
for  granted,  that  squinting  persons  see  the 
object  with  both  eyes,  and  yet  see  it  single. 
Dr  Jurin  affirms  that  squinting  persons 
never  see  the  object  with  both  eyes  ; and 
that,  if  they  did,  they  would  see  it  double. 
If  the  common  opinion  be  true,  the  cure  of 
a squint  would  be  as  jK-rnicious  to  the  sight 
of  the  patient,  as  the  causing  of  a perma- 
nent squint  would  be  to  one  who  naturally 
had  no  squint ; and,  therefore,  no  physi- 
cian ought  to  attempt  such  a cure,  no 
{»atient  ought  to  submit  to  it.  But,  if  Dr 
.In riii's  opinion  be  true,  most  young  people 
(hat  squint  may  cure  themselves,  by  taking 
some  pains  ; and  may  not  only  remove  the 
deformity,  but,  at  the  same  time,  improve 
their  sight.  If  the  common  opinion  be 
true,  the  ceutres,  and  other  points  of  the  two 
retina,  in  squinting  persons,  do  not  corre- 
spond, as  in  other  men,  and  Nature,  in  them, 
deviates  from  her  common  rule.  But,  if 
Dr  Jurin’s  opinion  be  true,  there  is  reason 
to  think  that  the  same  general  law  of  vision 
which  we  have  found  in  perfect  human  eyes, 
exteuds  also  to  those  which  squint. 

It  is  impossible  to  determine,  by  reason- 
ing, which  of  these  opinions  is  true ; or 
whether  one  may  not  be  found  true  in  some 
patients,  and  the  other  in  others.  Here, 
experience  and  observation  are  our  only 
guides ; and  a deduction  of  instances  is  the 
only  rational  argument.  It  might,  there- 
fore, have  been  exoected,  that  the  patrons 
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of  the  contrary  opinions  should  have  given 
instances  in  support  of  them  that  arc  clear 
and  indisputable  ; hut  I have  not  found  one 
such  instance  on  either  side  of  the  question, 
in  all  the  authors  I have  met  with.  I have 
given  three  instances  from  my  own  observ- 
ation, in  confirmation  of  Dr  .Turin's  opinion, 
which  admit  of  no  doubt ; and  one  which 
leans  rather  to  the  other  opinion,  but  is 
dubious.  And  here  1 must  leave  the  matter 
to  further  observation. 

In  the  17th  section,  I have  endeavoured  to 
shew  that  the  correspondence  and  [or]  sym- 
pathy of  certain  points  of  the  two  re/itu t, 
into  which  we  have  resolved  all  the  phreno. 
mcna  of  single  and  double  vision,  is  not,  as 
Dr  Smith  conceived,  the  effect  of  custom, 
nor  can  [it]  be  changed  by  custom,  but  is  a 
natural  and  original  property  of  human 
eyes  ; and,  in  the  hist  section,  that  it  is  not 
owing  to  an  original  and  natural  perception 
of  the  true  distance  of  objects  from  the  eye, 
as  Dr  Porterfield  imagined.  After  this  re- 
capitulation, which  is  intended  to  relieve  the 
attention  of  the  reader,  shall  we  enter  into 
more  theories  upon  this  subject  ? 

That  of  Dr  Briggs — first  published  in 
English,  in  the  “ Philosophical  Transac- 
tions,” afterwards  in  Latin,  under  the  title 
of  •*  Nova  Vision  is  Theoria,”  with  a prefa- 
tory epistle  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton  to  the 
i uthor — amounts  to  this,  That  the  fibres  of 
the  optic  nerves,  ftassing  from  correspond- 
ing (Miints  of  the  retime  to  the  thnlami  ner- 
vorum optirorum,  having  the  same  length, 
the  same  tension,  and  a similar  situation, 
will  liave  the  same  tone ; and,  therefore, 
their  vibrations,  excited  by  the  impression 
of  the  rays  of  light,  will  lie  like  unisons  in 
music,  and  will  present  one  and  the  same 
image  to  the  mind  : but  the  fibres  passing 
from  parts  of  the  r time  which  do  not  cor- 
respond, having  different  tensions  and  tones, 
will  have  discordant  vibrations  ; and,  there- 
fore, present  different  images  to  the  mind. 

I shall  not  enter  upon  a particular  exam- 
ination of  this  theory.  It  is  enough  to  ob- 
serve, in  general,  that  it  is  a system  of  con- 
jectures concerning  things  of  which  we  are 
entirely  ignorant ; and  that  all  such  t'  eorics 
in  philosophy  deserve  rather  to  be  laughed 
at,  than  to  be  seriously  refuted. 

From  the  first  dawn  of  philosophy  to  this 
day,  it  hath  been  believed  that  the  optic 
nerves  are  intended  <0  carry  the  images  of 
visible  objects  from  the  bottom  of  the  eye  to 
the  mind  ; and  that  the  nerves  Ik-longing  to 
the  organs  of  tho  other  senses  have  a like 
office.*  But  how  do  we  know  this  ? We 
conjecture  it;  and,  taking  this  conjecture 
for  a truth,  we  consider  how  the  nerves  may 
best  answer  this  purpose.  The  system  of 
the  nerves,  for  many  ages,  was  taken  to  be  a 


* This  ititcmcut  it  far  loo  unqualified.— -H. 


hydraulic  engine,  consisting  of  a bundle  of 
pipes,  which  carried  to  and  fro  a liquorcallc  l 
animal  spirits.  About  the  time  of  Dr 
Briggs,  it  was  thought  rather  to  be  a stringed 
instrument,  composed  of  vibrating  chords, 
each  of  which  had  its  proper  tension  and 
tone.  But  some,  with  as  great  probability, 
conceived  it  to  be  a wind  instrument,  which 
played  its  part  by  the  vibrations  of  an  elastic 
se  ller  in  the  nervous  fibrils. 

These,  I think,  are  all  the  engines  into 
which  the  nervous  system  hath  been  moulded 
by  philosophers,  for  conveying  the  images 
of  sensible  things  from  the  organ  to  the 
x!  nsorium . Aud,  for  all  that  we  know  of 
the  matter,  every  man  may  freely  choose 
which  he  thinks  fittest  for  the  purpose  ; for, 
from  fact  and  experiment,  no  one  of  them 
can  claim  preference  to  another.  Indeed, 
they  all  seem  so  unhandy  engines  for  carry- 
ing images,  that  a man  would  be  tempted  to 
invent  u new  one. 

Since,  therefore,  a blind  man  may  guess 
as  well  in  the  dark  as  one  that  sees,  I beg 
leave  to  oiler  another  conjecture  touching 
the  nervous  system,  which,  I hope,  wi,J 
answer  the  purpose  as  well  as  those  we  have 
mentioned,  and  which  recommends  itself  by 
its  simplicity.  Why  may  not  the  optic 
nerves,  for  instance,  be  made  up  of  empty 
tubes,  opening  their  mouths  wide  enough  to 
receive  tho  rays  of  light  which  form  tho 
image  upon  the  retime,  and  gently  convey- 
ing them  safe,  and  in  their  proper  order,  to 
the  very  seat  of  the  soul,  until  they  Hash  in 
her  face?  It  is  easy  for  an  ingenious  phi- 
losopher to  fit  the  caliber  of  these  empty 
tubes  to  the  diameter  of  the  particles  of 
light,  so  ns  they  shall  receive  no  grosser 
kind  of  matter  ; and,  if  these  rays  should  bo 
in  danger  of  mistaking  their  way,  an  expe- 
dient may  also  bo  found  to  prevent  this  ; 
for  it  requires  no  more  than  to  bestow  upon 
the  tubes  of  the  nervous  system  a peristal* 
tie  motion,  like  that  of  tho  alimentary  tube. 

It  is  a peculiar  advantage  of  this  hypo- 
thesis, that,  although  all  philosophers  Ixv 
lieve  that  the  species  or  images  of  things 
are  conveyed  by  the  nerves  to  the  soul,  yet 
none  of  their  hypotheses  shew  how  this 
may  l>e  done.  For  how  can  the  images  of 
sound,  taste,  smell,  colour,  figure,  and  all 
sensible  qualities,  he  made  out  of  the  vibra- 
tions of  musical  chords,  or  the  undulations 
of  animal  spirits,  or  of  aether  ? We  ought 
not  to  suppose  means  inadequate  to  the 
end.  Is  it  not  ns  philosophical,  and  more 
intelligible,  to  conceive,  that,  as  the  stomach 
receives  its  food,  so  the  soul  receives  her 
images  by  a kind  of  nervous  deglutition  ? 
I might  ad  t,  that  we  need  only  continue 
this  peristaltic  motion  of  the  nervous  tulies 
from  the  tenrmum  to  the  extremities  of  tho 
nerves  that  serve  the  muscles,  in  order  to 
account  for  muscular  motion. 
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Tima  Nature  will  Is?  consonant  to  her- 
self ; and,  as  sensation  will  be  the  convey- 
ance of  the  ideal  aliment  to  the  mind,  so 
muscular  motion  will  be  the  expulsion  of 
the  recrement itious  part  of  it.  For  who 
can  deny,  that  the  images  of  things  con- 
veyed by  sensation,  may,  after  due  con- 
coction, become  fit  to  be  thrown  off  by 
muscular  motion  ? I only  give  hints  of 
these  things  to  the  ingenious,  hoping  that  in 
time  this  hypothesis  may  be  wrought  up  into 
a system  as  truly  philosophical  as  that  of  ani- 
mal spirits,  or  the  vibration  of  nervous  fibres. 

To  be  serious : In  the  operations  of  na- 

ture, I hold  the  theories  of  a philosopher, 
which  are  unsupported  by  fact,  in  the  same 
estimation  with  the  dreams  of  a man  asleep, 
or  the  ravings  of  a madman.  We  laugh  at 
the  Indian  philosopher,  who,  to  account 
for  the  support  of  the  earth,  contrived  the 
hypothesis  of  a huge  elephant,  and,  to 
support  the  elephant,  a huge  tortoise. 
If  we  will  candidly  confess  the  truth,  we 
know  as  little  of  the  operation  of  the  nerves, 
as  he  did  of  the  manuer  in  which  the  earth 
is  supported ; and  our  hypotheses  about 
animal  spirits,  or  about  the  tension  and 
vibrations  of  the  nerves,  are  as  like  to  be 
true,  as  his  about  the  support  of  the  earth. 
1 1 is  elephant  was  a hypothesis,  and  our 
hypotheses  are  elephants.  Every  theory 
iti  philosophy,  which  is  built  on  pure  con- 
jecture, is  un  elephant ; and  every  theory 
that  is  supported  partly  by  fact,  and  partly 
by  conjecture,  is  liko  Nebuchadnezzar’s 
image,  whose  feet  were  partly  of  iron  and 
partly  of  clay. 

The  great  Newton  first  gave  an  example 
to  philosophers,  which  always  ought  to  be, 
but  rarely  hath  been  followed,  by  distin- 
guishing his  conjectures  from  his  conclu- 
sions, and  putting  the  former  by  themselves, 
in  the  modest  form  of  queries.  This  is  fair 
nnd  legal ; but  all  other  philosophical  traf- 
fic in  conjecture  ought  to  be  held  contra- 
band and  illicit.  Indeed,  his  conjectures 
have  commonly  more  foundation  in  fact, 
nnd  more  verisimilitude,  than  the  dogma- 
tical theories  of  most  other  philosophers  ; 
and,  therefore,  we  ought  not  to  omit  that 
which  he  hath  offered  concerning  tho  cause 
of  our  seeing  objects  single  with  two  eyes, 
in  the  loth  query  annexed  to  his  “Optics.” 

“ Are  not  the  species  of  objects  seen 
with  both  eyes,  united  where  the  optic 
nerves  meet  before  they  come  into  the  brain, 
the  fibres  on  tho  right  Bide  of  both  nerves 
uniting  there,  and  after  union  going  thence 
into  the  brain  in  the  nerve  which  is  on  the 
right  side  of  the  head,  and  the  fibres  on  the 
left  side  of  both  uerves  uniting  in  the  same 
place,  and  after  union  going  into  the  brain 
in  the  nerve  which  is  on  the  left  side  of  the 
head,  and  these  two  nerves  meeting  in  the 
brain  in  such  a manner  that  their  fibres 


make  but  one  entire  species  or  picture,  half 
of  which  on  the  right  side  of  the  snutjrium 
comes  from  the  right  side  of  both  eyes 
through  the  right  side  of  both  optic  nerves, 
to  the  place  where  the  nerves  meet,  and 
from  thence  on  the  right  side  of  the  head 
into  the  brain,  and  the  other  half  on  the 
left  side  of  the  sensor turn  comes,  in  like 
manner,  from  the  left  side  of  both  eyes  ? 
For  the  optic  nerves  of  such  animals  as 
look  the  same  way  with  both  eyes  (as  men, 
dogs,  sheep,  oxen,  &c.)  meet  before  they 
come  into  the  brain  ; but  the  optic  nerves 
of  such  animals  as  do  not  look  the  same 
way  with  both  eyes  (as  of  fishes,  and  of  the 
chameleon)  do  not  meet,  if  I am  rightly  in- 
formed.” 

I beg  leave  to  distinguish  this  query  into 
two,  which  are  of  very  different  natures ; 
one  being  purely  anatomical,  the  other  re- 
lating to  the  carrying  species  or  pictures  of 
visible  objects  to  the  senaorium. 

The  first  question  is,  Whether  the  fibres 
coming  from  corresponding  points  of  the 
two  retint r do  not  unite  at  the  place  where 
the  optic  nerves  meet,  and  coutinue  united 
from  thence  to  the  brain  ; so  that  the  right 
optic  nerve,  after  the  meeting  of  the  two 
nerves,  is  composed  of  the  fibres  coming 
from  the  right  side  of  both  rr/in/r,  and  the 
left,  of  the  fibres  coming  from  the  left  side 
of  both  retime  9 

This  is  undoubtedly  a curious  and  rational 
question  ; because,  if  wo  could  find  ground 
from  anatomy  to  answer  it  in  the  affirm- 
ative, it  would  lead  us  a step  forward  in 
discovering  tho  cause  of  the  correspondence 
and  sympathy  which  there  is  between  cer- 
tain points  of  the  two  retime.  For,  although 
we  know  not  what  is  the  particular  function 
of  the  optic  nerves,  yet  it  is  probable  that 
some  impression  made  upon  them,  and 
communicated  along  their  fibres,  is  neces- 
sary to  vision  ; and,  whatever  be  the  nature 
of  this  impression,  if  two  fibres  are  united 
into  one,  an  impression  made  upon  one  of 
them,  or  Upon  both,  may  probably  produce 
the  same  effect.  Anatomists  think  it  a 
sufficient  account  of  a sympathy  between 
two  parts  of  the  body,  when  they  are  served 
by  branches  of  the  same  nerve ; we  should, 
therefore,  look  upon  it  as  an  important  dis- 
covery in  anatomy,  if  it  were  found  that  the 
same  nerve  sent  branches  to  the  corre- 
sponding points  of  the  retime. 

But  hath  any  such  discovery  been  maJe  ? 
No,  not  so  much  as  in  one  subject,  as  far  as 
I can  learn  ; but,  in  several  subjects,  the 
contrary  seems  to  have  been  discovered. 
Dr  Porterfield  hath  given  us  two  cases  at 
length  from  Vesalius,  and  one  from  Ctesal- 
piuus,  wherein  the  optic  nerves,  after  touch 
ing  one  another  as  usual,  appeared  to  be 
reflected  back  to  the  same  side  whence 
they  came,  without  any  mixture  of  tin  it 
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fibres.  Each  of  these  persons  had  lost  an 
e\o  sonic  time  before  his  death,  and  the 
optic  nerve  belonging  to  that  eye  was 
shrunk,  so  that  it  could  be  distinguished 
from  the  other  at  the  place  where  they  met. 
Auother  case,  which  the  same  author  gives 
from  Vesalius,  is  still  more  remarkable; 
for  in  it  the  optic  nerves  did  not  touch  at 
all ; and  yet,  upon  inquiry,  those  who  were 
most  familiar  with  the  person  in  his  life- 
time, declared  that  he  never  complained  of 
any  defect  of  sight,  or  of  his  seeing  objects 
double.  Diemerbroeck  tells  us,  that  Aqua- 
pendens  [ab  Aquapendcntc]  and  Valverda 
likewise  affirm,  that  they  have  met  with 
subjects  wherein  the  optic  nerves  did  not 
touch.* 

As  these  observations  were  made  before 
Sir  Isaac  Newton  put  this  query,  it  is  un- 
certain whether  lie  was  ignorant  of  them, 
or  whether  he  suspected  some  inaccu- 
racy in  them,  and  desired  that  the  matter 
might  l>e  more  carefully  examined.  But, 
f oni  the  following  passage  of  the  most 
accurate  Winslow,  it  does  not  appear  that 
later  observations  have  been  more  favour- 
able to  his  conjecture.  “ The  union  of 
these  (optic)  nerves,  by  the  small  curva- 
tures of  their  cornua,  is  very  difficult  to  be 
unfolded  in  human  bodies.  This  union  is 
commonly  found  to  be  very  close ; but,  in 
some  subjects,  it  scents  to  be  no  more  than 
a strong  udhesion — in  others,  to  be  partly 
made  by  an  intersection  or  crossing  of  fibres. 
They  have  been  found  quite  separate ; and, 
in  other  subject**,  one  of  them  has  been 
found  to  be  very  much  altered  both  in  size 
and  colour  through  its  whole  passage,  the 
other  remaining  in  its  natural  state.'* 

When  we  consider  this  conjecture  of  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  by  itself,  it  appears  more 
ingenious,  and  to  have  more  verisimilitude, 
than  anything  that  has  been  offered  upon 
the  subject ; and  we  admire  the  caution 
and  modesty  of  the  author,  in  proposing  it 
only  as  a subject  of  inquiry  : but  when  we 
compare  it  with  the  observations  of  anato- 
mists which  contradict  it,+  we  arc  naturally 


• See  Meckel’s  4 ratholngfcchc  Anatomic,”  L,  p. 
SO.— H. 

f Ann  rmiett  are  now  nearly  agreed,  that.  In  the 
normal  »tate,  there  i*  n partial  denudation  of  the 
human  optic  nerve.  Soemmet'ng.  Treviranus,  Ku- 
ilnlphi,  Johannes  Mueller,  l-anicnbeck,  Magendi**. 
Mayo,  Ac  , are  paramount  authority  for  the  fart.  1 
donut  know  whether  the  nlwcrva  on  hat  been  made, 
that  the  degree  of  di  cu-t.it  on  in  different  animals  it 
exactly  in  the  nver«e  ratio  nf  what  we  might  have 
been  led,  at  first  tight,  theoretical  y to  anticipate.  In 
pnpnr-inn  at  the  convergence  t«  complete—/,  r., 
where  the  axis  of  the  field  of  vision  of  the  teverafeyct 
coin  cute*  wlih  the  axis  of  the  fit  Id  of  with  n common 
to  both,  at  in  men  and  ape* — there  we  find  the  de- 
cussation most  partial  and  obscure;  where.it,  in  the 
lower  animal*.  In  proportion  we- find  the  fields  of 
i he  t wo  eye*  exclusive  of  each  nt  her,  and  w here.  con»e- 
quently,  the  necessity  of  bringing  the  two  organs  into 
unbon  might  teem  ahnlshcd,  there,  however,  we  find 
the  crowing  of  the  optic  fibre*  complete.  In  ftshet, 
accordingly,  it  it  distinct  amt  isolated ; in  birds,  it  take* 


led  to  this  reflection,  That,  if  we  trust  to 
the  conjectures  of  men  of  the  greatest 
genius  in  the  <>|>eraticn8  of  nature,  we  have 
only  the  chance  of  going  wrong  in  an  inge- 
nious maimer. 

The  second  part  of  the  query  is,  Whether 
the  two  species  erf  objects  from  the  two  eyes 
are  not,  at  the  place  where  tho  optic  nerves 
meet,  united  into  one  species  or  picture, 
half  of  which  is  carried  thence  to  the  sen- 
sorium  in  the  right  optic  nerve,  and  the 
other  half  in  the  left  ? and  whether  these 
two  halves  are  not  so  put  together  again  at 
the  senxnrtum,  as  to  make  one  species  or 
picture  ? 

Here  it  seems  natural  to  put  the  previous 
question,  What  reason  have  we  to  believe 
that  pictures  of  objects  are  at  all  carried  to 
the  tentorium,  either  by  the  optic  nerves, 
or  by  any  other  nerves  ? Is  it  not  possible 
that  this  great  philosopher,  as  well  as  many 
of  a lower  form,  having  been  led  into  this 
opinion  at  first  by  education,  may  have  con- 
tinued in  it,  because  he  never  thought  of 
calling  it  in  question  ? I confess  this  was 
my  own  case  for  a considerable  part  of  my 
life.  But  since  I was  led  by  accident  to 
think  seriously  what  reason  I had  to  believe 
it,  I could  find  none  at  all.  It  seems  to  be 
a mere  hypothesis,  as  much  as  the  Indian 
philosopher's  elephant:  1 am  not  conscious 

of  any  pictures  of  external  objects  in  my 
sen»r,rium , any  more  than  in  my  Btomach  : 
the  things  which  I perceive  by  my  senses, 
appear  to  be  external,  and  not  in  any  part 
of  the  brain ; and  my  sensations,  properly 
so  called,  have  no  resemblance  of  external 
objects. 

The  conclusion  from  all  that  hath  been 
said,  in  no  less  than  seven  sections,  upon 
our  seeing  objects  single  with  two  eyes, 
is  this— That,  by  an  original  property 
of  human  eyes,  objects  painted  upon  the 
centres  of  the  two  retina,  or  upon  points 
similarly  situate  with  regard  to  the  centres, 
appear  in  the  same  visible  place  ; that  the 
most  plausible  attempts  to  account  for  this 
property  of  the  eyes,  have  been  unsuccess- 
ful ; and,  therefore,  that  it  must  be  either 
a primary  law  of  our  constitution,  «*r  the 
consequence  of  some  more  general  law, 
which  is  not  yet  discovered. 

We  have  now  finished  what  wo  intended 
to  say,  both  of  the  visible  appearances  of 
things  to  the  eye,  and  of  the  laws  of  our 
constitution  by  which  those  appearances 

m retie  appearance  of  an  interlacement;  In  the 
mammalia,  that  of  a Alston  of  substance.  A second 
Consideration,  however,  reconciles  theory  and  olwenr. 
a' ion.  Some,  however,  as  Woolaston,  make  the 
parallel  motion  of  the  eyes  to  be  dependent  on  the 
connection  of  the  optic  nerve*  t and,  beside*  expert, 
ment*.  there  are  earn  us  pathological  case*  in  favoui 
of  M agenda’s  opinion,  that  the  fifth  pair  are  th* 
nerves  ont  which  the  energies  ot  tight,  hearing 
imi/t,  and  taste  are  proxitnatcly  and  principally  da 
pendent  — H. 
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arc  exhibited.  But  it  was  observed,  in  the  ' 
beginning  oi  this  chapter,  that  the  visible 
appearances  of  objects  serve  only  as  signs 
of  their  distance,  magnitude,  figure,  and 
other  tangible  qualities.  The  visible  ap- 
pearance is  that  which  is  presented  to  the 
mind  by  nature,  according  to  those  laws  of 
our  constitution  which  have  been  explained. 
But  tin?  thing  signified  by  that  appearance, 
is  that  which  is  presented  to  the  mind  by 
custom. 

When  one  speaks  to  us  in  a language 
that  is  familiar,  we  hear  certain  sounds, 
mid  this  is  all  the  eilect  that  his  discourse 
has  upon  us  by  nature ; but  by  custom  we 
understand  the  meaning  of  these  sounds  ; 
and,  therefore,  we  fix  our  attention,  not 
upon  the  souuds,  hut  upon  the  tliiugs  sig- 
nified l>y  them.  In  like  maimer,  we  see 
only  the  visible  appearance  of  objects  by 
nature ; but  we  learn  by  custom  lo  inter- 
pret these  appearances,  and  to  understand 
their  meaning.  And  when  this  visual 
language'  is  learned,  and  becomes  familiar, 
we  attend  only  to  the  things  signified  ; and 
cannot,  without  great  difficulty,  attend  to 
the  signs  by  which  they  ure  presented.  The 
min  i passes  from  one  to  the  other  so 
rapidly  and  so  familiarly,  that  no  trace  of 
the  sign  is  left  in  the  memory,  and  we  seem 
immediately,  and  without  the  intervention 
of  any  sign,  to  perceive  the  thing  sig- 
nified. 

When  I look  at  the  apple-tree  which 
stands  before  my  window,  I perceive,  at  the 
first  glance,  its  distance  and  magnitude,  the 
roughness  of  its  trunk,  the  disposition  of 
its  branches,  the  figure  of  its  leaves  and 
fruit.  I seem  to  perceive  all  these  things 
immediately.  The  visible  appearance  which 
presented  them  all  to  the  mind,  has  entirely 
csca|>ed  me ; I cannot,  without  great  diffi- 
culty, and  painful  abstraction,  attend  to  it, 
even  when  it  stands  before  me.  Yet  it  is 
certain  that  this  visible  appearance  only 
is  presented  to  my  eye  by  nature,  and  that 
I learned  by  custom  to  collect  all  the  rest 
from  it.  If  I bail  never  seen  before  now, 

I should  not  perceive  either  the  distance  or 
tangible  figure  of  the  tree;  and  it  would 
have  required  the  practice  of  seeing  for 
many  mouths,  to  change  that  original  per- 
ception which  nature  gave  me  by  my  eyes, 
into  that  which  I now  have  by  custom. 

The  objects  which  we  see  naturally  and 
originally,  as  hath  been  before  observed, 
have  length  and  breadth,  but  no  thickness 
nor  distance  from  the  eye.  Custom,  by  a 
kind  of  legerdemain,  withdraws  gradually 
these  original  and  proper  objects  of  sight, 
and  substitutes  in  their  place  objects  of 
touch,  which  have  length,  breadth,  and 
thickness,  and  a determinate  distance  from 
the  eye.  By  what  means  this  change  is 
brought  about,  and  what  principles  of  the 


1 human  mind  concur  in  it,  we  are  next  to 
inquire. 


Section  XX. 

OP  PERCEPTION  IN  GENERAL. 

Sensation,  and  the  perception*!*  of  exter- 
nal objects  by  the  senses,  though  very  dif- 
ferent in  their  nature,  have  commonly  been 
considered  as  one  and  the  same  tiling.* 
The  purposes  of  common  life  do  not  mdke 
it  necessary  to  distinguish  them,  and  the 
received  opinions  of  philosophers  tend  ra- 
ther to  confound  them ; but,  without  at- 
tending carefully  to  this  distinction,  it  is 
impossible  to  have  any  just  conception  of 
the  operations  of  our  senses.  The  most 
simple  ojK-rntions  of  the  mind,  admit  not  of 
a logical  definition  : all  we  can  do  is  to  de- 
scribe them,  so  as  to  lead  those  who  are 
conscious  of  them  in  themselves,  to  attend 
to  them,  and  reflect  upon  them  ; and  it  is 
often  very  difficult  to  describe  them  so  as  to 
answer  this  intention. 

The  same  mode  of  expression  is  used  to 
denote  sensation  and  perception ; and,  there- 
fore, we  are  apt  to  look  upon  them  as  things 
of  the  same  nature.  'Jims,  I feel  a pain  ; 
1 $fe  a tree : the  first  denoteth  a sensation, 
the  last  a perception.  The  grammatical 
analysis  of  both  expressions  is  the  same  : 

• Nothing  in  the  compass  of  inductive  reasoning 
appears  more  satisfactory  than  Berkeley's  demon, 
si  ration  of  the  necessity  and  manner  of  our  learn- 
ing, by  a slow  process  oi  observation  and  comparison 
alone,  the  connection  between  the  perceptions  of 
vision  and  touch,  and,  in  general,  all  that  relates  M 
the  distance  and  real  magnitude  of  external  things. 
But,  although  the  same  necessity  seems  in  theory 
equally  incumbent  on  the  low  er  atom  s Is  as  on  man, 
yet  this  theory  is  provoking!)*— and  that  bv  the  most 
manifest  experience— too  nri  totally  at  fault  with  re- 
gard to  them  ; for  wc  find  that  all  the  animals  whn 
posses*  at  birth  the  power  of  regulated  motion  (and 
these  are  those  only  through  whom  the  truth  ot  the 
theory  can  be  brought  to  the  test  of  a decisive  ex- 
periment) possess  also  from  birth  the  whole  appro, 
nemton  of  d1  stance,  &c  , which  they  are  ever  known 
to  exhibit.  *1  he  solution  of  this  difference,  by  a 
resort  to  instinct,  is  unsatisfactory  ; for  instinct  is, 
in  fact,  an  occult  principle- a kind  of  natural  rev  I. 
ation— and  the  hypothesisof  instinct,  therefore,  only 
a confession  of  our  ignorance  ; and,  at  the  same  time, 
if  instinct  be  allowed  in  the  lower  animals,  how 
can  we  detenntn  • whether  and  how  far  instinct 
may  not  in  like  manner  o(>cratc  to  the  same  rcult 
in  man  ? I have  discovered,  and,  by  a wide  Indue, 
non,  estalbshed,  that  the  power  ol  regulated  mo. 
lion  at  biith  U,  in  all  animals,  governed  by  thede. 
velooement,  at  that  period,  of  tlu- cerebellum,  in  pro. 
po* lion  to  the  brain  projier.  Is  this  low  to  be  rxte  ded 
to  the  faculty  ot  determining  distances,  Arc.,  by  sighr  ? 
— if. 

t On  the  distinction  of  actuation  proper , from 
"'Pet  ception  propr see  44  Essays  on  the  Intellectual 
Powers,"  Essay  II.,  chap.  16,  and  Note  I).*  Held 
himself,  especially  in  th  s work,  has  not  been  alwa>s 
rigid  in  observing  their  discrimination. — !!• 

| Not  only  are  t he v different,  but— what  has  escaped 
our  philof  phers— the  law  ol  their  man  tie- tat  ion 
i«,  that,  while  both  are  co-existent,  each  is  always  in 
the  inverse  ratio  of  the  other.  Perception  is  th*u«bjn*. 
live,  Sensation  the  subjective,  element.  Phi*  by  i fie 
way.  — 11. 
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for  both  consist  of  an  active  verb  anil  an 
object.  But,  if  we  attend  to  the  things  sig- 
nitted  by  these  expressions,  we  shall  find 
that,  in  the  first,  the  distinction  between  the 
act  and  the  object  is  not  real  but  gramma- 
tical ; in  the  second,  the  distinction  is  not 
only  grammatical  but  real. 

The  form  of  the  expression,  I feel  pain , 
might  seem  to  imply  that  tho  feeling  is 
something  distinct  from  the  pain  felt ; yet, 
in  reality,  there  is  no  distinction.  As 
thinking  a thought  is  an  expression  which 
Could  signify  no  more  than  thinking , so 
Jetting  a pain  signifies  no  more  than  being 
pained.  What  we  have  said  of  pain  is  ap- 
licnble  to  every  other  mere  sensation.  It 
is  difficult  to  give  instances,  very  few  of 
our  sensations  having  names ; and,  where 
they  have,  the  name  being  common  to  the 
sensation,  and  to  something  else  which  is 
associated  with  it.  But,  when  we  attend 
to  the  sensation  by  itself,  and  separate  it 
from  other  things  which  are  conjoined 
with  it  in  the  imagination,  it  appears  to 
be  something  which  can  have  no  existence 
hut  ill  a sentient  mind,  no  distinction 
from  the  act  of  the  mind  by  which  it  is 
felt. 

Perception,  as  we  here  understand  it, 
hath  always  an  object  distinct  from  the  act 
by  which  it  is  perceived;  an  object  which 
may  exist  whether  it  be  perceived  or  notj 
I perceive  a tree  that  grows  before  my  win- 
dow ; there  is  here  an  object  which  Ls  per- 
ceived, and  an  act  ol  the  mind  by  which  it 
is  perceived  ; and  these  two  are  not  only 
distinguishable,  but  they  arc  extremely  un- 
like in  their  natures-  The  object  is  made 
up  of  a trunk,  branches,  and  leaves ; but 
the  act  of  the  mind  by  which  it  is  per- 
ceived hath  neither  trunk,  branches,  nor 
leaves.  I am  conscious  of  this  act  of  my 
mind,  and  1 can  reflect  upon  it ; but  it  is 
too  simple  to  admit  of  an  analysis,  and  I 
cannot  find  proper  words  to  describe  it.  I 
find  nothing  that  resembles  it  so  much  as 
the  remembrance  of  the  tree,  or  the  ima- 
gination of  it.  Y et  both  these  differ  essen- 
tially from  perception  ; they  differ  likewise 
one  from  another.  It  is  in  vain  that  a 
philosopher  assures  me,  that  the  imagina- 
tion of  the  tree,  the  remembrance  of  it,  and 
the  perception  of  it,  are  all  one,  and  differ 
only  in  degree  of  vivacity.  1 know'  the 
contrary  ; for  1 am  as  well  acquainted  with 
all  the  three  as  I am  with  the  apartments 
of  my  own  house.  I know  this  also,  that 
the  perception  of  an  object  implies  both  a 
conception  of  its  form,  and  a belief  of  its 
pre-ent  existence.*  I know,  moreover,  that 

• It  i«  to  be  olwrvrd  that  Reid  lihntelf  doc*  not 
riiacriramac  prreeption  and  imagination  by  any 
<*«ential  difference.  According  to  him,  perception 

i*  only  the  conception  (imagination)  of  an  object,  ae- 
t oEOpamod  with  a belief  of  Ua  pre*ent  existence ; and 
mn  this  last  distinction,  a mere  **  (aith  without 


nw 

this  belief  is  not  the  effect  of  argumentation 
and  reasoning ; it  is  the  immediate  effect  of 
my  constitution. 

I am  aware  that  this  belief  which  I have 
in  perception  stands  exposed  to  the  strongest 
batteries  of  scepticism.  But  they  make  no 
great  impression  upon  it.  (The  sceptic  asks 
me,  Why  do  you  believe  the  existence  of 
the  external  object  which  you  perceive? 
This  belief,  sir,  Ls  none  of  my  manufacture ; 
it  came  from  the  mint  of  Nature ; it  hears 
her  image  and  superscription  ; and,  if  it  is 
not  right,  the  fault  is  not  mine  : I even  took 
it  upon  trust,  ai.d  without  suspicion.  Rea- 
son, says  the  sceptic,  is  the  only  judge  o! 
truth,  and  you  ought  to  throw  off  every  opi- 
nion and  every  belief  that  is  not  grounded 
on  reason.  Why,  sir,  should  1 believe  the 
faculty  of  reason  more  than  that  of  percep- 
tion ? — they  came  both  out  of  the  same  shop, 
and  were  made  by  the  same  artist ; and  if 
he  puts  one  piece  of  false  wan?  into  my 
hands,  what  should  hinder  him  from  put- 
ting another  ?*  \ 

Perhaps  the  sceptic  will  agree  to  distrust 
reason,  rather  than  give  any  credit  to  |»er- 
ccptiun.  For,  says  lie,  since,  by  your  own 
concession,  the  object  which  you  perceive, 
and  that  act  of  your  mind  by  which  you 
perceive  it,  are  quite  different  things,  the 
one  may  exist  without  the  other  ; and,  as 
the  object  may  exist  without  being  per- 
ceived, so  the  perception  may  exist  w ithout 
an  object.  There  is  nothing  so  shameful 
in  a philosopher  as  to  be  deceived  and  de- 
luded ; and,  therefore,  you  ought  to  resolve 
firmly  to  withhold  assent,  and  to  throw  off 
this  belief  of  external  objects,  which  may  be 
all  delusion.  For  my  part,  I will  never 
attempt  to  throw*  it  off;  and.  although  the 
sober  part  of  mankind  will  not  be  very 
anxious  to  know  my  reasons,  yet,  if  they 
enu  be  of  use  to  any  sceptic,  they  are 
these  ? — 

First,  because  it  is  not  in  my  power : why, 
then,  should  1 make  a vain  attempt  ? It 
would  be  agreeable  to  Hy  to  the  moon,  and 
to  make  a visit  to  Jupiter  and  Saturn;  but, 
when  1 know  that  Nature  has  bound  me 
down  by  the  law  of  gravitation  to  this  planet 
which  1 inhabit,  I rest  contented,  and  quietly 

knowledge,"  i«  •urrcndcred  by  Mr  Stewart.  Now, 
a*  conception  (imagination}  l*  only  immediately  cog. 
oiMint  of  the  ego,  ao  mint  perception  on  thi*  doctrine 
be  a knowledge  purely  mt>Ji ettve.  Perception  must 
be  Wholly  different  In  kind  irom  Conception,  if  we  are 
to  poftAcu  a faculty  informing  u*  of  the  exUtence  and 
qualities  of  an  external  wor’.d  ; anil,  unlm  we  arc 
|MM»c*'i'd  of  *uch  a faculty,  wc  »hall  never  be  corwv*. 
tent  to  vindicate  more  than  an  ideal  reality  to  the 
object*  of  our  cognition*  — M. 

• Thi*  argument  would  be  pood  in  favour  of  our 
belief,  that  we  an*  really  |«erc»|*leiit  of  a von-r^a : 
it  i«  not  pond  in  favour  of  i ur  belief  that  a non. 'go 
really  exi<t«,  our  perception  of  -it*  re  1 rxUtet  ce 
being  abandoned.  Mankind  have  the  latter  belief 
only  a*  they  have  the  former  ; and,  if  we  are  deceived 
by  our  Nature  touching  the  one.  it  i»  a’wurd  to  . p 
peal  to  her  veracity  iti  proof  of  the  other— H. 
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Buffer  myself  to  l>e  carried  along  in  its  orbit. 
My  belief  is  carried  along  by  perception,  as 
irresistibly  as  my  body  by  the  earth.  And 
the  greatest  sceptic  will  find  himself  to  be 
in  the  same  condition.  He  may  struggle 
hard  to  disbelieve  the  informations  of  his 
tenses,  ns  a man  does  to  swim  against  a tor- 
rent; but,  ah  ! it  is  in  vain-  It  is  ill  vain 
that  he  strains  every  nerve,  and  wrestles 
with  nature,  and  with  every  object  that 
strikes  upon  his  senses  For,  after  all, 
when  his  strength  is  spent  in  the  fruitless 
attempt,  he  will  be  carried  down  the  tor- 
rent with  the  common  herd  of  believers. 

Secondly,  1 think  it  would  not  be  pru- 
dent to  throw  off  this  belief,  if  it  were  in 
my  power.  If  Nature  intended  to  deceive 
me,  and  impose  upon  me  by  false  appear- 
ances, and  I,  by  my  great  cunning  and  pro- 
found logic,  have  discovered  the  imposture, 
prudence  would  dictate  to  me,  in  this  case, 
even  to  put  up  [with]  this  indignity  done 
me,  as  quietly  as  I could,  and  not  to  call 
her  an  impostor  to  her  face,  lest  she  should 
l»e  even  with  me  in  another  way.  For 
what  do  I gain  by  resenting  this  injury  ? 
You  ought  at  least  not  to  believe  what  she 
says.  This  indeed  booiiis  reasonable,  if 
►he  intends  to  impose  upon  me.  But  what 
is  the  consequence  ? I resolve  not  to  be- 
lieve my  senses.  / 1 break  my  nose  against 
a post  that  comes  in  my  way  ; I step  into 
a dirty  kennel  ; and,  after  twenty  such 
wise  and  rational  actions,  I am  taken  up 
and  clapped  into  a mad-house.  ■ Now,  I con- 
fess I would  rather  make  one  of  the  credu- 
lous fools  whom  Nature  inqxtsos  ujhui,  than 
of  those  wise  and  rational  philosophers 
who  resolve  to  withhold  assent  at  ali  this 
expense.  If  a man  pretends  to  be  a scep- 
tic with  regard  to  the  informations  of 
sense,  and  y et  prudently  keeps  out  of  harm’s 
way  ns  other  men  do,  he  must  excuse  my 
suspicion,  that  he  either  acts  the  h\f>ocrite, 
or  imposes  upon  himself.  For,  if  the  scale 
of  his  belief  were  so  evenly  poised  as  to 
lean  no  more  to  one  side  than  to  the  con- 
trary, it  is  impossible  that  his  act  ions  could  bo 
directed  by  any  rules  of  common  prudence.* 

Thirdly,  Although  the  two  reasons  al- 
ready mentioned  are  perhaps  two  more  than 
enough,  I shall  offer  a third.  I gave  im- 
plicit belief  to  tire  informations  of  Nature 
by  my  senses,  for  a considerable  part  of  my 
life,  before  1 bad  learned  so  much  logic  as 
to  l»e  nble  to  start  a doubt  concerning  them. 
And  now,  when  I reflect  upon  what  is  past, 
I do  not  find  that  I have  been  imposed  upon 
by  this  bel'ef.  I find  that  without  it  I must 
have  perished  by  a thousand  accidents.  I 
find  that  without  it  I should  have  been  no 
w iser  now'  than  when  I was  born.  I should 


not  even  have  been  able  to  acquire  that 
logic  wrhich  suggests  these  sceptical  doubts 
with  regard  to  my  senses.  Therefore,  I 
consider  this  instinctive  belief  as  one  of  the 
best  gifts  of  Nature.  I thank  the  Author  of 
my  being,  who  bestowed  it  upon  me  before 
the  eyes  of  my  reason  were  opened,  and 
still  bestows  it  upon  me,  to  be  my  guide 
where  reason  leaves  me  in  the  dark.  And 
now  I yield  to  the  direction  of  my  senses, 
not  from  instinct  only,  but  from  confidence 
and  trust  in  a faithful  and  beneficent  Moni- 
tor, grounded  ujkui  the  experience  of  his 
paternal  care  and  goodness. 

In  all  this,  1 deal  with  the  Author  of  my 
being,  no  otherwise  than  1 thought  it  reason- 
able to  deal  with  my  parents  and  tutors.  I 
believed  by  instinct  whatever  they  told  me, 
long  l>efore  I had  the  idea  of  a lie,  or  thought 
of  the  possibility  of  their  deceiving  me. 
Afterwards,  upon  reflection,  I found  they 
bad  acted  like  fair  and  honest  people,  who 
wished  me  well.  I found  that,  if  I had  no*, 
believed  what  they  told  me,  before  I could 
give  a reason  of  my  lx- lief,  I had  to  this  day 
been  little  better  than  a changeling.  Ami 
although  this  natural  credulity  hath  some- 
times occasioned  lit \ being  imposed  ti|;on 
by  deceivers,  yet  it  hath  been  of  infinite 
advantage  to  me  upon  the  w hole ; therefore, 

I consider  it  as  another  good  gift  of  Nature. 
And  I continue  to  give  that  credit,  from 
reflection,  to  those  of  whose  integrity  and 
veracity  I have  had  experience,  which  be- 
fore 1 gave  from  instinct. 

There  is  a much  greater  similitude  than 
is  commonly  imagined,  between  the  testi- 
•inony  of  nature  given  by  our  senses,  and 
the  testimony  of  men  given  by  language. 
The  credit  we  give  to  both  is  at  first  the 
effect  of  instinct*  only.  When  we  grow 
up,  and  begin  to  reason  about  them,  the 
credit  given  to  human  testimony  is  re- 
strained and  weakened,  by  the  experience 
we  have  of  deceit.  But  the  credit  given  to 
the  testimony  of  our  senses,  is  established 
and  confirmed  by  the  uniformity  and  con- 
stancy of  the  laws  of  nature. 

Our  perceptions  are  of  two  kinds  : some 
arc  natural  and  original ; others  acquired, 
and  the  fruit  of  experience.  When  I per- 
ceive that  this  is  the  taste  of  cyder,  that  of 
brandy  ; that  this  is  the  smell  of  an  apple, 
that  of  an  orange  ; that  this  is  the  noise  of 
thunder,  that  the  ringing  of  bells;  this  the 
sound  of  a conch  passing,  that  the  voice  of 
such  a friend  : these  perceptions,  and  others 
of  the  same  kind,  are  not  original — they  are 
acquired.  Hut  the  perception  whicbT  have, 
by  touch,  of  the  hardness  and  softness  of 
bodies,  of  their  extension,  figure,  and  mo- 
tion, is  not  acquired — it  is  original. 


• I hi*  u rot  n fair  ■ «>f  ldmli.m  , I heir.  » On  the  |»i  r>|*r«e»y  o!  the  term  “ matinct,**  are  m 

fore  . It  It  not  a > i duetto  ad  ii&iarr.  am.— II.  ] No'c  A — H. 
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In  all  our  senses,  the  acquired  percep- 
tions are  many  more  than  the  original, 
especially  in  sight.  By  this  sense  we  per- 
ceive originally  the  visible  figure  and  colour 
of  bodies  only,  and  their  visible  place  :* 
but  we  learn  to  perceive  by  the  eye,  almost 
everything  which  we  can  perceive  by 
touch.  The  original  perceptions  of  this 
sense  servo  only  as  signs  to  introduce  the 
acquired. 

The  signs  by  which  objects  are  presented 
to  us  in  perception,  arc  the  language  of 
Nature  to  man  ; and  as,  in  many  respects, 
it  hath  great  affinity  with  the  language  of 
man  to  man,  so  particularly  in  this,  that 
both  ore  partly  natural  and  original,  partly 
acquired  by  custom.  Our  uriginal  or 
natural  perceptions  are  analogous  to  the 
natural  language  of  man  to  man,  of  which 
we  took  notice  in  the  fourth  chapter ; and 
our  acquired  perceptions  are  analogous  to 
artificial  language,  which,  in  our  mother- 
tongue,  is  got  very  much  in  the  same  man- 
ner with  our  acquired  perceptions — as  we 
shall  afterwards  more  fully  explain. 

Not  only  men,  but  childreu,  idiots,  and 
brutes,  acquire  by  hnbit  many  perceptions 
which  they  had  not  originally.  Almost 
e\ery  employment  in  life  hath  perceptions 
of  this  kind  that  are  peculiar  to  it.  The 
.•diepherd  knows  every  sheep  of  his  flock,  as 
we  do  our  acquaintance,  and  can  pick  them 
out  of  another  Hock  one  by  one.  The 
butcher  knows  by  sight  the  weight  and 
quality  of  his  beeves  and  sheep  liefure  they 
are'  killed.  The  farmer  perceives  by  his 
eye,  very  nearly,  the  quantity  of  hay  in  a 
rick,  or  of  corn  in  a heap.  The  sailor  sees 
the  burthen,  the  built,  and  the  distance  of 
a ship  at  sea,  while  she  is  a great  way  off. 
Every  man  accustomed  to  writing,  distin- 
guishes bis  acquaintance  by  their  hand- 
writing, os  he  does  by  their  faces.  And 
the  painter  distinguishes,  in  the  works  of  his 
art,  the  Btyle  of  all  the  great  masters.  Iu 
a word,  acquired  perception  is  very  different 
in  different  persons,  according  to  the  divers- 
ity of  objects  about  which  they  are  em- 
ployed, and  the  application  they  bestow  in 
observing  them. 

Perception  ou^ht  not  only  to  be  distin- 
guished from  sensation,  but  likewise  from 
that  knowledge  of  the  objects  of  sense 
which  is  got  by  reasoning.  There  is  no 
reasoning  in  perception,  as  hath  been  ob- 
served. The  belief  which  is  implied  in  it, 
is  the  effect  of  instinct.  But  there  nre 
many  things,  with  regard  to  sensible  ob- 
jects, which  we  can  infer  from  what  we 
|»erceive  ; and  such  conclusions  of  reason 
ought  to  be  distinguished  from  what  is 
merely  perceived.  When  I look  at  the 


• In  fhl«  Hod  admits  Figure  and  Pinrv 
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moon,  I perceive  her  to  be  sometimes  cir- 
cular, sometimes  horned,  and  sometimes 
gibbous.  This  is  simple  perception,  and  is 
the  same  in  the  philosopher  and  in  the 
clown  : but  from  these  various  appearances 
of  her  enlightened  part,  I infer  that  she  is 
really  of  a spherical  figure.  This  conclu- 
sion is  not  obtained  by  simplo  perception, 
but  by  reasoning.  Simple  perception  has 
the  same  relation  to  the  conclusions  of  rea- 
son drawn  from  our  percept ion«,  as  the 
axioms  in  mathematics  have  to  the  pro- 
positions. I cannot  demonstrate  that  two 
quantities  which  are  equal  to  the  same 
quantity,  are  equal  to  each  other ; neither 
can  I demonstrate  that  the  tree  which 
I perceive,  exists.  But,  by  the  constitution 
of  my  nAture,  ray  belief  is  irresistibly  car- 
ried along  by  my  apprehension  of  the 
axiom ; and,  by  the  constitution  of  my 
nature,  my  belief  is  no  less  irresistibly  car- 
ried along  by  my  perception  of  the  tree. 
All  reasoning  is  from  principles.  The  first 
principles  of  mathematical  reasoning  are 
mathematical  axioms  and  definitions ; and 
the  first  principles  of  all  our  reasoning 
abbut  existences,  are  our  perceptions.  The 
first  principles  of  every  kind  of  reasoning 
are  given  us  by  Nature,  and  are  of  equal 
authority  with  the  faculty  of  reason  itself, 
which  is  also  the  gift  of  Nature.  The  con- 
clusions of  reason  are  all  built  upon  first 
principles,  and  can  have  no  other  founda- 
tion. Most  justly,  therefore,  do  such  prin- 
ciples disdain  to  be  tried  by  reason,  and 
laugh  at  all  the  artillery  of  the  logician, 
when  it  is  directed  against  them. 

When  a long  train  of  reasoning  is  neces- 
sary in  demonstrating  a mathematical  pro- 
position, it  is  easily  distinguished  from  an 
axiom  ; and  they  seem  to  be  things  of  a very 
different  nature.  But  there  are  some  pro- 
positions which  lie  so  near  to  axioms,  tliat 
it  is  difficult  to  say  whether  they  ought  to 
be  held  as  axioms,  or  demonstrated  as  pro- 
positions. The  same  thing  holds  with 
regard  to  perception,  and  the  conclusions 
drawn  from  it.  Some  of  these  conclusions 
follow  our  perceptions  so  easily,  and  are  so 
immediately  connected  with  them,  that  it 
is  difficult  to  fix  the  limit  which  divides  the 
one  from  the  other. 

Perception,  whether  original  or  acquired,  ^ 
implies  no  exercise  of  reason  ; and  is  com- 
mon to  men,  children,  idiots,  and  brutes. 
The  more  obvious  conclusions  drawn  from 
our  perceptions,  by  reason,  make  what  we 
call  common  understanding ; by  which  men  i 
conduct  themselves  in  the  common  affairs 
of  life,  and  by  which  they  are  distinguished 
from  idiots.  The  more  remote  conclusions 
which  are  drawn  from  our  perceptions,  by  , 
reason,  make  what  we  commonly  call  scienr* 
in  the  various  parts  of  nature,  whether  in 
agriculture,  medicine,  mechanics,  nr  in  any 
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part  of  natural  philosophy.  When  I see  a 
garden  in  good  order,  containing  a great 
variety  of  things  of  the  best  kinds,  and  in 
the  most  flourishing  condition,  1 immedi- 
ately conclude  from  these  signs  the  skill 
and  industry  of  the  gardener.  A farmer, 
when  he  rises  in  the  morning,  and  perceives 
that  the  neighbouring  brook  overflows  his 
field,  concludes  that  a great  deal  of  rain 
hath  fallen  in  the  night.  Perceiving  his 
fence  broken,  and  his  corn  trodden  down, 
he  concludes  that  some  of  his  own  or  his 
neighbours*  cattle  have  broke  loose.  Per- 
ceiving that  bis  stable-door  is  broke  open, 
and  some  of  .his  horses  gone,  he  concludes 
that  a thief  has  carried  them  off.  He  traces 
the  prints  of  his  horses*  feet  in  the  soft 
ground,  and  by  them  discovers  which  road 
the  thief  hath  taken.  These  are  instances 
of  common  understanding,  which  dwells  so 
near  to  perception  that  it  is  difficult  to  trace 
the  line  which  divides  the  one  from  the  other. 
In  like  manner,  the  science  of  nature  dwells 
so  near  to  common  understanding  that  we 
cannot  discern  where  the  latter  etuis  and  the 
former  begins.  I perceive  that  bodies  lighter 
titan  water  swim  in  water,  and  that  those 
which  are  heavier  sink.  Hence  1 conclude, 
that,  if  a body  remaius  wherever  it  is  put 
under  water,  whether  at  the  top  or  bottom, 
it  is  precisely  of  the  same  weight  with  water. 
If  it  will  rest  only  when  part  of  it  is  above 
water,  it  is  lighter  than  water.  And  the 
greater  the  part  above  water  is,  compared 
with  the  whole,  the  lighter  is  the  body.  If 
it  had  no  gravity  at  all,  it  would  make  no 
impression  upon  the  water,  but  stand  wholly 
above  it.  Thus,  every  man,  by  common 
understanding,  has  a rule  by  which  he 
judges  of  the  specific  gravity  of  bodies 
w hich  swim  in  water  : and  a step  or  two 
more  leads  him  into  the  science  of  hydro- 
statics. 

All  that  wc  know  of  nature,  or  of  exist- 
ences, may  be  compared  to  a tree,  which 
hath  its  root,  trunk,  and  branches.  In  this 
tree  of  knowledge,  perception  is  the  root, 
common  understanding  is  the  trunk,  and 
the  sciences  are  the  branches. 


Section  XXI. 

OP  TUB  PROCESS  OF  NATUBK  IN  PERCEPTION. 

Although  there  is  no  reasoning  in  per- 
ception, yet  there  are  certain  moans  and 
instruments,  which,  by  the  ap|>oiutmcnt  of 
nature,  must  intervene  between  the  object 
and  our  perception  of  it ; and,  by  these, 
our  perceptions  are  limited  and  regulated. 
First,  If  the  object  is  not  in  contact  with 
the  organ  of  sense,  there  must  be  some 
medium  which  passes  between  them.  Thus, 
in  vision,  the  rays  of  light ; in  hearing,  the 


vibrations  of  elastic  air;  in  smelling,  the 
efHuv  ia  of  the  body  smelled— must  pass  from 
the  object  to  the  organ  ; otherwise  we  have 
no  perception.*  Secondly,  There  must  be 
some  action  or  impression  upon  the  organ 
of  sense,  either  by  the  immediate  applica- 
tion of  the  object,  or  by  the  medium  that 
goes  between  them.  Thirdly,  The  nerves 
which  go  from-the  brain  to  the  organ  must 
receive  some  impression  by  means  of  that 
which  was  made  upon  the  organ  ; and,  pro- 
bably, by  means  of  the  nerves,  some  im- 
pression must  be  made  upon  the  brain. 
Fourthly/Tho  impression  made  ujhui  the 
organ,  nerves,  and  brain,  is  followed  by  a 
sensation.  And,  last  of  all,  This  sensation 
is  followed  by  the  perception  of  the  object. \/ 

Thus,  our  perception  of  objects  is  the  re- 
sult of  a train  of  operations  ; some  of  which 
a fleet  the  body  only,  others  affect  the  mind. 
Wc  know  very  little  of  the  nature  of  some 
of  these  operations  ; we  know  not  at  all  how 
they  are  connected  together,  or  in  what  way 
they  contribute  to  that  perception  which  is 
the  result  of  the  whole;  but,  by  the  laws  of 
our  constitution,  we  perceive  objects  in  this, 
and  in  no  other  way. 

There  may  be  other  beings  who  can  per- 
ceive external  objects  without  rays  of  light, 
or  vibrations  of  air,  or  effluvia  of  bodies — 
without  impressions  on  bodily  organs,  or 
even  without  sensutious ; but  we  are  so 
framed  by  the  Author  of  Nature,  that,  even 
when  we  are  surrounded  by  external  objects, 
we  may  perceive  none  of  them-  Our  faculty 
of  perceiving  an  object  lies  dormant,  until 
it  is  roused  and  stimulated  by  a certain 
corresponding  sensation.  Nor  is  this  sens- 
ation always  at  hand  to  perform  its  office; 
for  it  enters  into  the  mind  only  in  conse- 
quence of  a certain  corresponding  impres- 
sion made  on  the  orgau  of  sense  by  the  ob- 
ject. 

Let  us  traco  this  correspondence  of  im- 
pressions, sensations,  and  perceptions,  as 
far  as  we  can — beginning  with  that  which 
is  first  in  order,  the  impression  made  upon 
the  bodily  organ.  But,  alas  ! we  know  net 
of  what  nature  these  impressions  are,  far 
less  how  they  excite  sensations  in  the  mind. 

We  know  that  one  body  may  act  upon 
another  by  pressure,  by  percussion,  by  at- 
traction, by  repulsion,  and,  probably,  in 
many  other  ways  which  we  neither  know 
nor  have  names  to  express.  But  in  which 
of  these  ways  objects,  when  perceived  by 
us,  act  upon  the  organs  of  sense,  these 
organs  upon  the  nerves,  and  the  nerves 
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upon  the  brain,  wo  know  not.  Can  any 
man  tell  me  how,  in  vision,  the  rays  of  light 
act  upon  the  retina , how  the  retina  acts 
upon  the  optic  nerve,  and  how  the  optic 
r.erve  acts  upon  the  brain  ? No  man  can. 
When  I feel  the  pain  of  the  gout  in  my 
toe,  I know  that  there  is  some  unusual  im- 
pression made  upon  that  part  of  my  body. 
But  of  what  kind  is  it  ? Are  the  small 
vessels  distended  with  Bomo  redundant 
elastic,  or  unelastic  fluid?  Are  the  fibres 
unusually  stretched  ? Aro  they  torn 
asunder  by  force,  or  gnawed  and  corroded 
by  some  acrid  humour  ? I can  answer 
none  of  these  questions.  All  that  I feel  is 
pain,  which  is  not  an  impression  upon  the 
body,  but  upon  the  mind ; and  all  that  I 
perceive  by  this  sensation  is,  that  sonic  dis- 
temper in  my  toe  occasions  this  pain.  But, 
as  I know  not  the  natural  temper  and  tex- 
ture of  my  too  when  it  is  at  ease,  I know  as 
little  what  change  or  disorder  of  its  parts 
occasions  this  uneasy  sensation.  In  like 
manner,  in  every  other  sensatiou,  there  is, 
without  doubt,  some  impression  made  upon 
the  organ  of  sense ; but  an  impression  of 
which  we  know  not  the  nature.  It  is  too 
subtile  to  be  discovered  by  our  senses,  and 
we  may  make  a thousand  conjectures  with- 
out coming  near  the  truth.  If  we  under- 
stood the  structure  of  our  organs  of  sense 
so  minutely  as  to  discover  what  effects  are 
produced  upon  them  by  external  objects, 
this  knowledge  would  contribute  nothing  to 
our  perception  of  the  object ; for  they  per- 
ceive as  distinctly  who  know  least  about  the 
manner  of  perception,  as  the  greatest  adepts. 
It  is  necessary  that  the  impression  be  made 
U|Kin  our  organs,  hut  not  that  it  be  known. 
Nature  carries  on  this  part  of  the  process 
of  perception,  without  our  consciousness  or 
concurrence. 

But  wc  cannot  be  unconscious  of  the  next 
step  in  this  process— the  sensation  of  the 
mind,  which  always  immediately  follows  the 
impression  made  upon  the  body.  It  is 
essential  to  a sensation  to  be  felt,  and  it  can 
be  nothing  more  than  we  feci  it  to  be.  If 
we  can  only  acquire  the  habit  of  attending 
to  our  sensations,  we  may  know  them  per- 
fectly. But  how  arc  the  sensations  of  the 
mind  produced  by  impressions  upon  the 
body  ? Of  this  we  nrcabsolutely  ignorant, 
having  no  means  of  knowing  how  the  body 
nets  upon  the  mind,  or  the  mind  upon  the 
body.  When  we  consider  the  nature  and 
attributes  of  both,  they  seem  to  be  so  differ- 
ent, and  so  unlike,  that  we  can  find  no  handle 
by  which  the  one  may  lay  hold  of  the  other. 
There  is  a deep  and  a dark  gulf  between 
them,  which  our  understanding  cannot  pass ; 
and  the  manner  of  their  correspondence  and 
intercourse  is  absolutely  unknown. 

Experience  teaches  us,  that  certain  im- 
pressions upon  the  body  are  constantly  fol- 


lowed by  certain  sensations  of  the  mind  * 
and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  certain  deter- 
minations of  the  mind  are  constantly  fol- 
lowed by  certain  motions  in  the  body  ; but 
we  see  not  the  chain  that  ties  these  things 
together.  Who  knows  but  their  connection 
may  be  arbitrary,  and  owing  to  the  will  of 
our  Maker  ? Perhaps  the  same  sensations 
might  have  been  connected  with  other  im- 
pressions, or  other  bodily  organs.  Perhaps 
we  might  have  been  so  made  as  to  taste  w ith 
our  fiugers,  to  smell  with  our  ears,  and  to 
hear  by  the  nose.  Perhaps  we  might  have 
been  so  made  as  to  have  all  the  sensations 
and  perceptions  which  we  have,  w ithout  any 
impression  made  upon  our  bodily  organs  at 
all. 

However  these  things  may  be,  if  Nature 
had  given  us  nothing  more  than  impressions 
made  upon  the  body,  and  sensations  in  our 
minds  corresponding  to  them,  we  should,  in 
that  case,  have  been  merely  sentient,  but  not 
percipient  beings.  We  should  never  have 
been  able  to  form  a conception  of  any  ex- 
ternal object,  fur  h«s  a belief  of  its  exist- 
ence. Our  sensations  have  no  resemblance 
to  external  objects ; nor  can  we  discover, 
by  our  reason,  any  necessary  connection 
between  the  existence  of  the  former,  and 
that  of  the  latter. 

We  might,  perhaps,  have  been  made  of 
such  a constitution  us  to  have  our  present 
perceptions  connected  with  other  sensations. 
We  might,  perhaps,  have  had  the  percep- 
tion of  external  objects,  without  either  im- 
pressions upon  the  organs  of  sense,  or  sens- 
ations. Or,  lastly,  [The  perceptions  we  have, 
might  have  beem  immediately  connected 
with  the  impressions  upon  our  organs,  with- 
out any  intervention  of  sensations.  This 
last  seems  really  to  be  the  case  in  one  in- 
stance— to  wit,  in  our  perception  of  the 
visible  figure  of  bodies,  as  was  observed  in 
the  eighth  section  of  thys  chapter.] 

'J  he  process  of  Nature,  in  perception  by 
the  senses,  may,  therefore,  be  couceived  as  a 
kind  of  drama,  w herein  some  things  are  per- 
formed behind  the  scenes,  others  ore  repre- 
sented to  the  mind  in  different  scenes,  one 
succeeding  another.  The  impression  made 
by  the  object  upon  the  organ,  either  by  im- 
mediate contact  or  by  some  intervening 
medium,  as  well  as  the  impression  made 
upon  the  nerves  and  brain,  is  performed 
behind  the  scenes,  and  the  mind  sees  nothing 
of  it  But  every  such  impression,  by  the 
laws  of  the  drama,  is  followed  by  a sensa- 
tion, which  is  the  first  scene  exhibited  to 
the  mind  ; and  this  scene  is  quickly  suc- 
ceeded* by  another,  which  is  the  percep- 
tion of  the  object. 

In  this  drama,  Nature  is  the  actor,  we 
are  the  spectators.  We  know  nothing  of 
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the  machinery  by  means  of  which  every 
different  impression  upon  the  organ,  nerves, 
and  brain,  exhibits  its  corresponding  sens- 
ation ; or  of  the  machinery  by  means  of 
which  each  sensation  exhibits  its  corre- 
sponding perception.  W e are  inspired  with 
the  sensation,  and  we  are  inspired  with  the 
corresponding  perception,  by  means  un- 
known.* And,  because  the  mind  passes 
immediately  from  the  sensation  to  that  con- 
ception and  belief  of  the  object  which  we 
have  in  perception,  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  passes  from  signs  to  the  things  signified 
by  them,  we  have,  therefore,  called  our 
■sensations  signs  <f  external  objects  ; finding 
no  word  more  proper  to  express  the  func- 
tion which  Nature  hath  assigned  them  in 
perception,  and  the  relation  which  they 
bear  to  their  corresponding  objects. 

There  is  no  necessity  of  a resemblance 
between  the  sign  and  the  thing  signified  ; 
and  indeed  no  sensation  can  resemble  any 
external  object.  Hut  there  are  two  things 
necessary  to  our  knowing  things  by  means 
of  signs.  First,  That  a real  connection 
between  the  sign  and  thing  signified  be 
established,  either  by  the  course  of  nature, 
or  by  the  will  and  appointment  of  men. 
When  they  ace  connected  by  the  course  of 
nature,  it  is  a natural  sign  ; when  by  hu- 
man appointment,  it  is  an  artificial  sign. 
Thus,  smoke  is  a natural  sign  of  fire  ; cer- 
tain features  are  natural  signs  of  anger  : 
but  our  words,  whether  expressed  by  arti- 
culate sounds  or  by  writing,  are  artificial 
signs  of  our  thoughts  and  purposes. 

Another  requisite  to  our  knowing  things 
by  signs  is,  that  the  appearance  of  the  sign 
to  the  mind,  be  followed  by  the  conception 
and  belief  of  the  thing  signified.  Without 
this,  the  sign  is  not  understood  or  interpreted ; 
and,  therefore,  is  no  sign  to  us,  however 
fit  in  its  own  nature  for  that  purpose. 

Now,  there  are  three  ways  in  which  the 
mind  passes  from  the  appearance  of  a natu- 
ral sign  to  the  conception  and  belief  of  the 
thing  signified — by  original  principles  of 
our  constitution,  by  custom , and  by  reason- 
yiff. 

i Our  original  perceptions  are  got  in  the 
first  of  these  way-,  our  acquired  percep- 
tions in  the  second,  and  all  that  reason  dis- 
covers of  the  course  of  nature,  in  the  third. 
In  the  first  of  these  ways,  Nature,  by  means 
of  the  sensations  of  touch,  informs  us  of  the 
liardncss  and  softness  of  bodies ; of  their 
extension,  figure,  and  motion  ; and  of  that 
space  in  which  they  move  and  are  placed — 
as  hath  been  already  explained  in  the  fifth 
chapter  of  this  inquiry.  And,  in  the  second 
of  these  ways,  she  informs  us,  by  means  of 
our  eyes,  of  almost  all  the  same  things 
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which  originally  we  could  perceive  only  by 
touch. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  understand  mure 
particularly  how  we  learn  to  perceive  so 
many  things  by  the  eye,  which  originally 
could  be  perceived  only  by  touch,  it  will  be 
proper,  First,  To  point  out  the  signs  by 
which  those  things  are  exhibited  to  the  eye, 
and  their  connection  with  the  things  signi- 
fied by  them  ; and,  Secondly,  To  consider 
how  the  ex|>erience  of  this  connection  pro- 
duces that  habit  by  which  the  mind,  with- 
out any  reasoning  or  reflection,  passes  from 
the  sign  to  the  conception  and  belief  of  tho 
thing  signified. 

Of  all  the  acquired  perceptions  which  we 
have  by  sight,  the  most  remarkable  is  the 
perception  of  the  disiance  of  objects  from 
the  eye ; we  shall,  therefore,  particularly 
consider  the  signs  by  which  this  perception 
is  exhibited,  and  only  make  some  general 
remarks  with  regard  to  the  signs  which  are 
used  iu  other  acquired  perceptions. 


Section  XXII. 

OF  TUB  8IUN8  BY  WHICH  WR  LEARN  TO 
P&KCBIVK  DISTANCE  FROM  TUB  EYE. 

It  was  before  observed  in  general,  that 
the  original  perceptions  of  sigiit  are  signs 
which  serve  to  introduce  those  that  are 
acquired  ; but  this  is  not  to  be  understood 
as  if  no  other  signs  were  employed  for  that 
purpose.  There  are  several  motions  of  the 
eyes,  which,  in  order  to  distinct  vision, 
must  be  varied,  according  as  the  object  is 
more  or  less  distant ; and  such  motions  be- 
ing by  habit  connected  with  the  correspond- 
ing distances  of  the  object,  become  signs  of 
those  distances.*  These  motions  were  at 
first  voluntary  and  uncoufined  ; but,  as  the 
intention  of  nature  was  to  produce  perfect 
and  distinct  vision  by  their  means,  we  soon 
learn  by  experience  to  regulate  them  accord- 
ing to  that  intention  only,  without  the  least 
reflection. 

A ship  requires  a different  trim  for  every 
variation  of  the  direction  and  strength  of 
tho  wind  ; and,  if  wo  may  be  allowed  to 
borrow  that  word,  the  eyes  require  a differ- 
ent trim  for  every  degree  of  light,  and  for 
every  variation  of  the  distance  of  the  object, 
while  it  is  within  certain  limits.  The  eyes 
are  trimmed  for  a particular  object,  by  con- 
tracting certain  muscles  and  relaxing  others; 
as  the  ship  is  trimmed  for  a particular  wind 
hy  drawing  certain  ropes  and  slackening 
others.  The  sailor  learns  the  trim  of  his 
ship,  as  we  learn  the  trim  of  our  eyes,  by 
experience.  A ship,  although  the  noblest 
machine  that  human  art  can  boast,  is  far 
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inferior  to  the  eye  in  this  respect,  tliat  it 
requires  art  ami  ingenuity  to  navigate  her ; 
and  a sailor  mu-t  know  what  ropes  he  must 
pull,  and  what  he  must  slacken,  to  tit  her 
to  a particular  wind  ; but  with  such  superior 
wisdom  is  the  fabric  of  the  eye,  and  the 
principles  of  its  motion  contrived,  that  it 
requires  no  art  nor  ingenuity  to  see  by  it 
Even  that  part  of  vision  which  is  got  by 
experience,  is  attained  by  idiots.  We  need 
not  know  what  muscles  we  are  to  contract, 
and  w hat  we  are  to  relax,  in  order  to  fit 
the  eye  to  a particular  distance  of  the  object. 

But,  although  we  are  not  conscious  of  the 
motions  we  perform,  in  order  to  fit  the  eyes 
to  the  distance  of  the  object,  we  are  ,011- 
scions  of  the  effort  employed  in  producing 
these  motions ; and  probably  have  some 
sensation  which  accompanies  them,  to  which 
wo  give  as  little  attention  as  to  other  sensa- 
tions. And  thus,  an  effort  consciously  ex- 
erted, or  a sensation  consequent  upon  that 
effort,  cornea  to  be  conjoined  with  the  dis- 
tance of  the  object  which  gave  occasion  to 
it,  and  by  this  conjunction  becomes  a sign 
of  that  distance.  Some  instances  of  this 
will  appear  in  considering  the  means  or 
signs  by  which  we  learn  to  see  the  distance 
of  objects  from  the  eye.  In  the  enumera- 
tion of  these,  we  agree  with  Dr  Porterfield, 
notwithstanding  that  distance  from  the  eye, 
in  his  opinion,  is  perceived  originally,  but, 
in  our  opinion,  by  experience  only. 

In  general,  when  a near  object  affects  the 
eye  in  one  manner,  and  the  same  object, 
placed  at  a greater  distance,  affects  it  in  a 
different  manner,  these  various  affections 
of  the  eye  become  signs  of  the  correspond- 
ing distances.  The  means  of  perceiving 
distance  by  the  eye  will  tlierefoie  be  ex- 
plained by  shewing  in  what  various  ways 
objects  affect  the  eye  differently,  according 
to  their  proximity  or  distance. 

1.  It  is  well  known,  that,  to  see  objects 
distinctly  at  various  distances,  the  form  of 
the  eye  must  undergo  some  change  : and 
nature  hath  given  us  the  power  of  adapting 
it  to  near  objects,  by  the  contraction  of 
certain  muscles,  and  to  distant  objects  by 
the  contraction  of  other  muscles.  As  to 
the  manner  in  which  this  is  done,  and  the 
muscular  parts  employed,  anatomists  do  not 
altogether  agree.  The  ingenious  Dr  J urin, 
in  his  excellent  essay  on  distinct  and  indis- 
tinct vision,  seems  to  have  given  the  most 
probable  account  of  this  matter  ; and  to  him 
I refer  the  reader.  • 

But,  whatever  be  the  manner  in  which 
this  change  of  the  form  of  the  eye  is  ef- 
fected, it  is  certain  that  young  people  have 
commonly  the  power  of  adapting  their  eyes 
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to  all  distances  of  the  object,  from  six  or 
seven  inches,  to  fifteen  or  sixteen  feet ; so 
as  to  have  perfect  and  distinct  vision  at  any 
distance  within  these  limits.  From  this  it 
follows,  that  the  effort  w*e  consciously  em- 
ploy to  udapt  the  eye  to  any  particular  dis- 
tance of  objects  within  these  limits,  will  be 
connected  and  associated  with  that  dis- 
tance, and  will  become  a sign  of  it.  When 
the  object  is  removed  beyond  the  farthest 
limit  of  distinct  vision,  it  will  be  seen  in- 
distinctly ; but,  more  or  less  so,  according 
as  its  distance  is  greater  or  less  ; so  that 
the  degrees  of  indistinctness  of  the  object 
may  become  the  signs  of  distances  consi- 
derably beyond  the  farthest  limit  of  distinct 
vision. 

If  we  had  no  other  mean  but  this,  of  per- 
ceiving distance  of  visible  objects,  the  most 
distant  would  not  appear  to  be  above  twenty 
or  thirty  feet  from  the  eye,  and  the  tops  of 
houses  and  trees  would  seem  to  touch  the 
j clouds ; for,  in  that  case,  the  signs  of  all 
greater  distances  being  the  saute,  they  have 
the  same  signification,  and  give  the  same 
perception  of  distance. 

But  it  is  of  more  importance  to  observe, 
that,  because  the  nearest  limit  of  distinct 
vision  in  the  time  of  youth,  when  we  learn 
to  perceive  distance  by  the  eye,  is  about 
six  or  seven  inches,  no  object  seen  dis- 
tinctly ever  appears  to  be  nearer  than  six 
or  seven  inches  from  the  eye.  We  can, 
by  art,  muke  a small  object  appear  dis- 
tinct, when  it  is  in  reality  not  above  half 
an  inch  from  the  eye ; either  by  using  a 
single  microscope,  or  by  looking  through 
a small  pin-hole  in  a card.  When,  by 
either  of  these  means,  an  object  is  made 
to  appear  distinct,  however  small  its  dis- 
tance is  in  reality,  it  seems  to  be  removed 
at  least  to  the  distance  of  six  or  seven 
inches— that  is,  within  the  limits  of  distinct 
vision. 

This  observation  is  the  more  important, 
because  it  affords  the  only  reason  we  can 
give  why  an  object  is  magnified  either  by  a 
single  liticroscojie,  or  by  being  seen  through 
a pin-hole  ; and  the  only  mean  by  whieh 
we  can  ascertain  the  degree  in  which  the 
object  will  be  magnified  by  either.  Thus, 
if  the  object  is  really  half  an  inch  distant 
from  the  eye,  and  appears  to  be  seven  inches 
distant,  its  diameter  will  sceiu  to  be  enlarged 
in  the  same  proportion  us  its  distance — that 
is,  fourteen  times. 

2.  In  order  to  direct  both  eyes  to  an 
object,  the  optic  axes  must  have  a greater 
or  less  inclination,  according  as  the  object 
is  nearer  or  more  distant.  And,  although 
we  are  not  conscious  of  this  inclination, 
yet  we  are  conscious  of  the  effort  employed 
in  it.  By  this  mean  we  perceive  small 
distances  more  accurately  than  we  could 
do  by  the  conformation  of  the  eye  only 
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And,  therefore,  we  find,  that  those  who  have 
lost  the  sight  of  one  eye  are  apt,  even 
within  ariu's-length,  to  make  mistakes  in 
the  distance  of  objects,  which  aro  easily 
avoided  by  those  who  see  with  both  eyes. 
Such  mistakes  are  often  discovered  in  snuff- 
ing a candle,  in  threading  a needle,  or  in 
filling  a tea-cup.* 

When  a picture  is  seen  with  both  eyes, 
and  at  no  great  distance,  the  representation 
appears  not  so  natural  as  when  it  is  seen 
only  with  one.  The  intention  of  painting 
being  to  deceive  the  eye,  and  to  make  things 
appear  at  different  distances  which  in  reality 
are  upon  the  same  piece  of  canvass,  this 
deception  is  not  bo  easily  put  upon  both 
eyes  as  upon  one  ; because  we  perceive  the 
distance  of  visible  objects  more  exactly  and 
determinately  with  two  eyes  than  with  one. 
If  the  shading  and  relief  be  executed  in  the 
best  manner,  the  picture  may  have  almost 
the  same  appearance  to  one  eye  as  the 
objects  themselves  would  have ; but  it  cannot 
have  the  same  appearance  to  both-  This  is 
not  the  fault  of  the  artist,  but  an  unavoid- 
able imperfection  in  the  art.  And  it  is 
owing  to  what  we  just  now  observed,  tliat 
the  perception  we  have  of  the  distance  of 
objects  by  one  eye  is  more  uncertain,  and 
more  liable  to  deception,  than  that  which 
we  have  by  both. 

The  great  impediment,  and  I think  the 
only  invincible  impediment,  to  that  agree- 
able deception  of  the  eye  which  the  painter 
aims  at,  is  the  perception  which  we  have  of 
the  distance  of  visible  objects  from  the  eye, 
partly  by  means  of  the  conformation  of  the 
eye,  but  chiefly  by  means  of  the  inclination 
of  the  optic  axes.  If  this  perception  could 
be  removed,  I see  no  reason  why  a picture 
might  not  be  made  so  perfect  as  to  deceive 
the  eye  in  reality,  and  to  be  mistaken  for 
the  original  object.  Therefore,  in  order  to 
judge  of  the  merit  of  a picture,  we  ought, 
as  much  as  possible,  to  exclude  these  two 
means  of  perceiving  the  distance  of  the 
several  parts  of  it. 

In  order  to  remove  this  perception  of  dis- 
tance, the  connoisseurs  in  painting  use  n 
method  which  is  very  proper.  They  look 
at  the  picture  with  one  eye,  through  a tube 
which  excludes  the  view  of  all  other  objects. 
By  this  method,  the  principal  mean  whereby 
we  perceive  the  distance  of  the  object — to 
wit,  the  inclination  of  the  optic  axes  — is  en- 
tirely excluded.  I would  humbly  propose, 
as  au  improvement  of  this  method  of  view- 
ing pictures,  that  the  aperture  of  the  tube 
next  to  the  eye  should  be  very  small.  If  it  is 
as  small  as  a pin-hole,  so  much  the  better, 
providing  there  be  light  enough  to  see  the 
picture  clearly.  The  reason  of  this  proposal 
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is,  that,  when  we  look  at  an  object  through 
a small  aperture,  it  will  be  seen  distinctly, 
whether  the  conformation  of  the  eye  be 
adapted  to  its  distance  or  not ; and  we  have 
no  mean  left  to  judge  of  the  distance,  b.it 
the  light  and  colouring,  which  are  in  tho 
painter's  power.  If,  therefore,  the  artist 
performs  his  part  properly,  the  picture  will 
by  this  method  affect  the  eye  in  the  same 
manner  that  the  object  represented  would 
do  ; which  is  tho  perfection  of  this  art. 

Although  this  second  mean  of  perceiving 
the  distance  of  visible  objects  be  more  de- 
terminate and  exact  than  the  first,  yet  it 
hath  its  limits,  beyond  which  it  can  be  of 
no  use.  For  when  the  optic  axes  directed 
to  an  object  are  so  nearly  parallel  that,  in 
directing  them  to  an  object  yet  more  distant, 
we  are  not  conscious  of  any  new  effort,  nor 
have  any  different  sensation,  there  our  per- 
ception of  distance  stops ; and,  as  all  more 
distant  objects  affect  the  eye  in  the  same 
manner,  wo  perceive  them  to  be  at  the 
same  distance.  This  is  the  reason  why  tho 
sun,  moon,  planets,  and  fixed  stars,  when 
seen  not  near  the  horizon,  appear  to  be  all 
at  the  same  distance,  as  if  they  touched  the 
concave  surface  of  a great  sphere.  The 
surface  of  this  celestial  sphere  is  at  that 
distance  beyond  which  all  objects  affect 
the  eye  in  the  same  maimer.  Why  this 
celestial  vault  ap(>ears  more  distaut  towards 
the  horizon,  than  towards  the  zenith,  will 
afterwards  appear. 

3.  The  colours  of  objects,  according  ns 
they  are  more  distaut,  become  more  faint 
and  languid,  and  are  tinged  more  with  the 
azure  of  the  intervening  atmosphere : to 
this  we  may  add,  that  their  minute  parts 
become  more  indistinct,  and  their  outline 
less  accurately  defined  It  is  by  theso 
menus  chiefly,  that  painters  can  represent 
objects  at  very  different  distances,  upon  the 
same  canvass.  Aud  the  diminution  of  the 
magnitude  of  an  object  would  not  have  the 
effect  of  makiug  it  appear  to  be  at  a great 
distance,  without  this  degradation  of  colour, 
and  indistinctness  of  the  outline,  and  of  the 
minute  parts.  If  a painter  should  mukc  a 
human  figure  ten  times  less  than  other 
human  figures  that  are  in  the  same  piece, 
having  the  colours  as  bright,  and  the  out- 
line and  minute  parts  as  accurately  defined, 
it  would  not  have  the  appearance  of  a man 
at  a great  distance,  but  of  a pigmy  or  Lilli- 
putian. 

When  an  object  hath  a knowm  variety  of 
colours,  its  distance  is  more  clearly  indi- 
cated by  tho  gradual  dilution  of  the  colours 
into  one  another,  than  when  it  is  of  one 
uniform  colour.  In  the  steeple  which 
stands  before  me  at  a small  distance,  the 
joinings  of  the  stones  are  clearly  percepti- 
ble ; tho  grey  colour  of  the  stone,  and  the 
white  cement  are  distinctly  limited  : when 
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I see  it  at  a greater  distance,  the  joinings 
of  the  stones  are  less  distinct,  and  the  colours 
of  the  stone  and  of  the  cement  begin  to 
dilute  into  one  another : at  a distance  still 
greater,  the  joinings  disappear  altogether, 
and  the  variety  of  colour  vanishes. 

In  an  apple-tree  which  stands  at  the  dis- 
tance of  about  twelve  feet,  covered  with 
flowers,  I can  perceive  the  figuro  and  the 
colour  of  the  leaves  and  petals ; pieces  of 
branches,  some  larger,  others  smaller,  peep- 
ing through  the  intervals  of  the  leaves — 
some  of  them  enlightened  by  the  sun’s  rays, 
others  shaded  ; and  some  openings  of  the 
sky  are  perceived  through  tin;  whole-  Wheu 
I gradually  remove  from  this  tree,  the  ap- 
pearance, even  as  to  colour,  changes  every 
minute.  First,  the  smaller  parts,  then  the 
larger,  arc  gradually  confounded  And  mixed. 
The  colours  of  leaves,  petals,  branches, 
and  sky,  are  gradually  diluted  into  each 
other,  aud  the  colour  of  the  whole  becomes 
more  and  more  uniform.  This  change  of 
appearance,  corresponding  to  theseveral  dis- 
tances, marks  the  distance  more  exactly  than 
if  the  whole  object  had  been  of  one  colour- 

Dr  Smith,  in  his  “ Optics,”  gives  us  a very 
curious  observation  made  by  Bishop  Berke- 
ley, in  his  travels  through  Italy  and  Sicily. 
He  observed,  That,  in  those  countries, 
cities  and  palaces  seen  at  a great  distance 
appeared  nearer  to  him  by  several  miles 
than  they  really  were ; and  he  very  judi- 
ciously imputed  it  to  this  cause,  That  the 
purity  of  the  Italian  and  Sicilian  air,  gave 
to  very  distant  objects  that  degree  of 
brightness  and  distinctness  which,  in  the 
grosser  air  of  his  own  country,  was  to  be 
seen  only  in  those  that  are  near.  The 
purity  of  the  Italian  air  hath  been  assigned 
as  the  reason  why  the  Italian  painters 
commonly  give  a more  lively  colour  to  the 
sky  than  the  Flemish.  Ought  they  not, 
for  the  same  reason,  to  give  less  degrad- 
ation of  the  colours,  and  less  indistinct- 
ness of  the  minute  parts,  in  the  representa- 
tion of  very  distant  objects  ? 

It  is  very  certain  that,  as  in  air  uncom- 
monly pure,  wo  are  apt  to  think  visible 
objects  nearer  and  less  than  they  really 
are,  so,  in  air  uncommonly  foggy,  we  are 
apt  to  think  them  more  distant  and  larger 
than  the  truth.  Walking  by  the  sea-side 
in  a thick  fog,  I sec  an  object  which  seems 
to  me  to  be  a man  on  horseback,  aud  at 
the  distance  of  about  half  a mile.  My  com- 
panion, who  has  better  eyes,  or  is  more 
accustomed  to  see  sucli  objects  in  such  cir- 
cumstances, assures  me  that  it  is  a sea- 
gull, and  not  a man  on  horseback.  Upon 
a second  view,  I immediately  assent  to  his 
opinion  ; and  now  it  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
sea  -gull,  ami  at  the  distance  only  of  seventy 
or  eighty  yards.  The  mistake  made  on  this 
occasion,  and  the  correction  of  it,  arc  both 
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so  sudden,  that  we  are  at  a loss  whether 
to  call  them  by  the  name  of  judgment  or 
by  tliat  of  timjUe  perception. 

It  is  not  worth  while  to  dispute  about 
names  , but  it  is  evident  that  my  belief, 
both  first  and  last,  was  produced  rather  by 
signs  than  by  arguments,  and  that  the 
mind  proceeded  to  the  conclusion  in  both 
cases  by  habit,  and  not  by  ratiocination. 
And  the  process  of  the  mind  seems  to  luive 
been  this— First,  Not  knowing,  or  not 
minding,  the  effect  of  a foggy  air  on  the  vis- 
ible appearance  of  objects,  the  object  seems 
to  me  to  have  that  degradation  of  colour, 
and  that  indistinctness  of  the  outline,  which 
objects  luive  at  the  distance  of  half  a mile  ; 
therefore,  from  the  visible  appearance  as  a 
sign,  I immediately  proceed  to  the  belief 
that  the  object  is  half  a mile  distant. 
Then,  this  distance,  together  with  the  vis- 
ible magnitude,  signify  to  me  the  real 
magnitude,  which,  supposing  the  distance 
to  be  half  a mile,  must  be  equal  to  that 
of  a man  on  horseback  ; and  the  figure, 
considering  the  indistinctness  of  the  outline, 
agrees  with  that  of  a man  on  horseback. 
Thus  the  deception  is  brought  about.  But 
wheu  I am  assured  that  it  is  a sea-gull,  the 
real  magnitude  of  a sea-gull,  together  with 
the  visible  magnitude  presented  to  the  eye, 
immediately  suggest  the  distance,  which, 
in  this  case,  cannot  be  above  seventy  or 
eighty  yards : the  indistinctness  of  the 
figure  likewise  suggests  the  fogginess  of  the 
air  as  its  cause  ; and  now  the  whole  chain 
of  signs,  aud  tliiugs  signified,  seems  stronger 
and  better  connected  than  it  was  before  ; 
the  half  mile  vanishes  to  eighty  yards ; 
the  man  on  horseback  dwindles  to  a sea- 
gull ; 1 get  a new  perception,  and  wonder 
how  1 got  the  former,  or  what  is  become  of 
it ; for  it  is  now  so  entirely  gone,  that  1 
cannot  recover  it. 

It  ought  to  be  observed  tliat,  in  order  to 
produce  such  deceptions  from  the  clearness 
or  fogginess  of  the  air,  it  must  be  uncom- 
monly clear  or  uncommonly  foggy  ; for  we 
learn,  from  experience,  to  make  allowance 
for  that  variety  of  constitutions  of  the  air 
which  we  have  been  accustomed  to  observe, 
mid  of  which  wc  are  aware.  Bishop 
Berkeley  therefore  committed  a mistake, 
when  he  attributed  the  large  appearance  of 
the  horizontal  moon  to  the  faintness  of  her 
light,  occasioned  by  its  passing  tluoiigh  a 
larger  tract  of  atmosphere  :*  for  we  are  so 
much  accustomed  to  sec  the  moon  in  all 
degrees  of  faintness  and  brightness,  from 
the  greatest  to  the  least,  that  we  learn  to 
make  allowance  for  it ; and  do  not  imagine 
her  magnitude  increased  by  the  faintness  of 
her  appearance.  Besides,  it  is  certain  that 
the  horizontal  moon  seen  through  a tube 


* Thucxi-bn.it ion  was  i.ot  original  to  Perkelc>  —11. 
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which  cuts  off  the  view  of  the  interjacent 
ground,  and  of  all  terrestrial  objects,  loses 
nil  that  unusual  appearance  of  magnitude. 

4.  We  frequently  j>erceive  the  distance 
of  objects,  by  means  of  intervening  or  con- 
tiguous objects,  whose  distance  or  magni- 
tude is  otherwise  known.  Wheu  I perceive 
certain  fields  or  tracts  of  ground  to  lie  be- 
tween me  and  an  object,  it  is  evident  that 
these  may  become  Bigns  of  its  distance. 
And  nlthoiigh  we  have  no  particular  in- 
formation of  the  dimensions  of  such  fields 
or  tracts,  yet  their  similitude  toothers  which 
we  know,  suggests  their  dimensions. 

We  are  so  much  accustomed  to  measure 
with  our  eye  the  ground  which  we  travel, 
and  to  compare  the  judgments  of  distances 
formed  by  sight,  with  our  experience  or  in- 
formation, that  we  learn  by  degrees,  in  ibis 
way,  to  form  a more  accurate  judgment  of 
the  distance  of  terrestrial  objects,  than  we 
could  do  by  any  of  tbe  means  before  men- 
tioned. An  object  placed  upon  the  top  of 
a high  building,  appears  much  less  than 
when  placed  upon  the  ground,  at  the  same 
distance.  When  it  stands  upon  the  ground, 
the  intervening  tract  of  ground  serves  as  a 
sign  of  its  distance ; and  the  distance,  to- 
gether with  the  visible  magnitude,  serves 
as  a sign  of  its  real  magnitude.  But  when 
the  object  is  placed  on  high,  this  sign  of  its 
distance  is  taken  away : the  remaining 
signs  lead  us  to  place  it  at  a less  distance  ; 
and  this  less  distance,  together  with  the 
visible  magnitude,  becomes  a sign  of  a less 
real  magnitude. 

The  two  first  means  we  have  mentioned, 
would  never  of  them.* elves  make  a vis  hie 
object  appear  above  a hundred  and  fifty, 
or  two  hundred  feet,  distant  ; because,  be- 
yond that  there  s no  sensible  change,  either 
of  the  conformation  ol  the  eyes,  or  of  the 
inclination  of  their  axes.  The  third  mean 
is  but  a vague  and  undetcrmiiiate  sign, 
wheu  applied  to  distances  above  two  or  three 
hundred  feet,  unless  wo  know  the  real  colour 
and  figure  of  the  object  ; ami  the  fifth 
mean,  to  l»e  afterwards  mentioned,  can 
only  be  applied  to  objects  which  are  fami- 
liar, or  whose  real  magnitude  is  known. 
Hence  it  follows,  that,  when  unknown  ob- 
jects, upon  or  near  the  surface  of  the  earth, 
are  perceived  to  be  at  the  distance  of  some 
miles,  it  is  always  by  this  fourth  mean  that 
we  are  led  to  that  conclusion. 

Dr  Smith  hath  observed,  very  justly,  that 
the  known  distance  of  the  terrestrial  objects 
which  terminate  our  view,  makes  that  part 
of  the  sky  which  is  towards  the  horizon 
appear  more  distant  than  that  which  is  to- 
wards the  zenith.  Hence  it  comes  to  [mss, 
that  the  apparent  figure  of  the  aky  is  not 
that  of  a hemisphere,  but  rather  a less  seg- 
ment of  a sphere.  And,  hence,  likewise, 
it  comes  to  pass,  that  the  diameter  of  the 


sun  or  moon,  or  the  distance  between  two 
fixed  stars,  seen  contiguous  to  a lull,  or  to 
any  distant  terrestrial  object,  appears  much 
greater  than  wheu  no  such  object  strikes 
the  eye  at  the  same  time. 

These  observations  have  been  sufficiently 
explained  and  confirmed  by  Dr  Smith.  1 
beg  leave  to  odd,  that,  when  the  visible 
horizon  is  terminated  by  very  distant  ob- 
jects, the  celestial  vault  seems  to  be  en- 
larged in  all  its  dimensions.  When  1 view 
it  from  a confined  street  or  lane,  it  bears 
some  proportion  to  the  buildings  that  sur- 
round me  ; hut,  when  I view  it  from  a large 
plain,  termiiuited  on  all  hands  by  hills  w hich 
rise  one  above  another  to  the  distance  of 
twenty  miles  from  the  eye,  niethinks  1 see 
a new  heaven,  whose  magnificence  declares 
the  greatness  of  its  Author,  and  puts  every 
human  edifice  out  of  countenance ; for  now 
the  lofty  spires  and  the  gorgeous  palaces 
shrink  into  nothing  before  it,  and  bear  no 
more  proportion  to  the  celestial  dome  than 
their  makers  bear  to  its  Maker. 

6.  There  remains  another  mean  by  w hich 
we  perceive  the  distance  of  visible  objects — 
and  that  is,  the  diminution  of  their  visible 
or  apparent  magnitude.  By  experience,  I 
know  what  figure  a man,  or  any  other  known 
object,  makes  to  my  eye  at  the  distance  ol* 
ten  feet — 1 perceive  the  gradual  and  pro- 
portional diminution  of  this  visible  figure,  ai 
the  distance  of  twenty,  forty,  a hundred 
feet,  and  at  greater  distances,  until  it  vanish 
altogether.  Ileucc  a certain  visible  niagni- 
tude  of  a known  object  becomes  the  sign  of 
a certain  determinate  distance,  and  carries 
along  with  it  the  conception  and  belief  of 
that  distance. 

In  this  process  of  the  mind,  the  sign  is 
not  a sensation  ; it  is  an  original  percep- 
tion. We  perceive  the  visible  figure  and 
visible  magnitude  of  the  object,  by  the  ori- 
ginal (lowers  of  vision  ; but  the  visible  figure 
is  used  only  as  a sign  of  the  real  figure,  and 
the  visible  magnitude  is  used  only  us  u sign 
either  of  the  distance,  or  of  the  real  magni- 
tude, of  the  object ; and,  therefore,  these 
original  perceptions,  like  other  mere  signs, 
pass  through  the  mind  without  any  atten- 
tion or  reflection. 

This  last  mean  of  perceiving  the  dis- 
tance of  known  objects,  serves  to  explain 
some  very  remarkable  phenomena  in  op- 
tics, which  would  otherwise  appear  very 
mysterious.  When  we  view  objects  of 
known  dimensions  through  optical  glasses, 
there  is  no  other  mean  left  of  determining 
their  distance,  but  this  fifth.  Hence  it 
follows,  that  known  objects  seen  through 
gla-scs,  must  seem  to  be  brought  nearer,  in 
proportion  to  the  magnifying  power  of  the 
glass,  or  to  be  removed  to  a greater  distance, 
in  proportion  to  the  diminishing  power  of 
the  glass. 
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If  a man  who  had  never  before  seen  ob- 
jects through  a telescope,  were  told  that 
the  telescope,  which  he  is  about  to  use,  mag- 
nifies the  diameter  of  the  object  ten  times  ; 
when  he  looks  through  this  telescope  at  a 
man  six  feet  high,  what  would  he  expect 
to  see  ? Surely  he  would  very  naturally 
expect  to  see  a giant  sixty  feet  high.  But 
he  sees  no  such  thing.  The  man  appears 
no  more  than  six  feet  high,  and  conse- 
quently no  bigger  than  he  really  is ; but  he 
appears  ten  times  nearer  than  he  is.  The 
telescope  indeed  magnifies  tho  image  of 
this  man  upon  the  retina  ten  times  in  dia- 
meter, and  must,  therefore,  magnify  his 
visible  figure  in  the  same  proportion  ; and, 
as  we  have  been  accustomed  to  see  him  of 
this  visible  magnitude  when  he  was  ten 
times  nearer  than  he  is  presently,*  and  in 
no  other  case,  this  visible  magnitude,  there- 
fore, suggests  the  conception  and  belief  of 
that  distance  of  the  object  with  which  it 
hath  been  alwayR  connected.  We  have 
been  accustomed  to  conceive  this  amplifi- 
cation of  the  visible  figure  of  a known  ob- 
ject, only  as  the  effect  or  sign  of  its  being 
brought  nearer : and  we  have  annexed  a 
certain  determinate  distance  to  every  de- 
gree of  visible  magnitude  of  the  object ; 
and,  therefore,  any  particular  degree  of  vi- 
sible magnitude,  whether  seen  by  the  naked 
eye  or  by  glasses,  brings  along  with  it  the 
conception  and  belief  of  the  distance  which 
corresponds  to  it.  This  is  the  reason 
why  a telescope  seems  not  to  magnify  known 
objects,  but  to  bring  them  nearer  to  the 
eye. 

When  we  look  through  a pin-holtf,  or  a 
single  microscope,  at  an  object  which  is 
half  an  inch  from  the  eye,  the  picture  of 
the  object  upon  the  retina  is  not  enlarged, 
but  only  rendered  distinct ; neither  is  the 
visible  figure  enlarged  : yet  the  object  ap- 
pears to  the  eye  twelve  or  fourteen  times 
more  distant,  and  as  many  times  larger  in 
diameter,  than  it  really  is.  Such  a tele- 
scope as  we  have  mentioned  amplifies  the 
image  on  the  retina,  and  the  visible  figure 
of  the  object,  ten  times  in  diameter,  and  yet 
makes  it  seem  no  bigger,  but  only  ten  times 
nearer.  These  appearances  bad  been  long 
observed  by  the  writers  on  optics ; they  tor- 
tured their  invention  to  find  the  causes  of 
them  from  optical  principles  ; but  in  vain  : 
they  must  be  resolved  into  habits  of  percep- 
tion, which  are  acquired  by  custom,  but 
are  apt  to  lx*  mistaken  for  original  percep- 
tions. The  Bishop  of  Cloyue  first  furnished 
the  world  with  the  proper  key  for  opening 
up  these  mysterious  appearances  ; but  he 
made  considerable  mistakes  in  the  applica- 
tion of  it  Dr  Smith,  in  his  elaborate  and  ju- 
dicious treatise  of  ••Optics,’’  hath  applied  it 


• S*o  note  • p 9fl,  H. 


to  the  apparent  distance  of  objects  seen  with 
glasses,  and  to  the  apparent  figure  of  the 
heavens,  with  such  happy  success,  that  there 
can  be  no  more  doubt  about  the  causes  of 
these  phenomena. 


Section  XXIII. 

or  THE  8I0N8  USED  IN  OTHER  ACQUIRED  PER- 
CEPTIONS. 

The  distance  of  objects  from  the  eye  is 
the  most  important  lesson  iu  vision.  Many 
others  are  easily  learned  in  consequence  of 
it.  The  distance  of  the  object,  joined  with 
its  visible  magnitude,  is  a sign  of  its  real 
magnitude  : and  the  distance  of  the  several 
parts  of  an  object,  joined  with  its  visible 
figure,  becomes  a sign  of  its  real  figure. 
Thus,  when  I look  at  a globe  which  stands 
before  me,  by  the  original  powers  of  sight 
I perceive  only  something  of  a circular 
form,  variously  coloured.  The  visible  figure 
hath  no  distance  from  the  eye,  no  convexity, 
nor  bath  it  three  dimensions ; even  its  lengt  h 
and  breadth  are  incapable  of  being  mea- 
sured by  inches,  feet,  or  other  linear  mea- 
sures. But,  when  I have  learned  to  per- 
ceive the  distance  of  every  part  of  this 
object  from  the  eye,  this  perception  gives  it 
convexity,  and  a spherical  figure ; and  adds 
a third  dimension  to  that  which  had  hut 
two  before.  The  distance  of  the  whole 
object  makes  me  likewise  perceive  the  real 
magnitude ; for,  being  accustomed  to  ob- 
serve bow  an  inch  or  a foot  of  length  affects 
the  eye  at  that  distance,  I plainly  perceive 
by  my  eye  the  linear  dimensions  of  the 
globe,  and  can  affirm  with  certainty  that 
its  diameter  is  about  one  foot  and  three 
inches. 

It  was  shewn  in  the  7th  section  of 
this  chapter  that  the  visible  figure  of  a 
body  may,  by  mathematical  reasoning,  he 
inferred  from  its  real  figure,  distance,  and 
position,  with  regard  to  the  eye:  in  like 
maimer,  we  may,  by  mathematical  reason- 
ing, from  the  visible  figure,  together  with 
the  distance  of  the  several  parts  of  it  from 
the  eye,  infer  the  real  figure  and  position. 
But  this  last  inference  is  not  commonly 
made  by  mathematical  reasoning,  nor,  in- 
deed, by  reasoning  of  any  kind,  but  by  cus- 
tom. 

The  original  appearance  which  the  colour 
of  an  object  makes  to  the  eye,  is  a sensa- 
tion for  which  we  have  no  name,  because 
it  is  used  merely  as  a sign,  and  is  never  made 
an  object  of  attention  in  common  life  : but 
this  appearance,  according  to  the  different 
circumstances,  signifies  various  things.  If 
n piece  of  cloth,  of  one  uniform  colour,  is 
laid  so  that  part  of  it  is  in  the  sun,  and  part 
in  the  shade,  the  appearance  of  colour,  in 
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these  different  parts,  is  very  different : yet 
we  perceive  the  colour  to  be  the  same ; we 
interpret  tho  variety  of  appearance  as  a 
sign  of  light  and  shade,  and  not  as  a sign 
of  real  difference  in  colour.  But,  if  the 
eye  could  he  bo  far  deceived  ns  not  to  per- 
ceive the  difference  of  light  in  the  two 
parts  of  the  cloth,  we  should,  in  that  case, 
interpret  the  variety  of  appearance  to  signify 
a variety  of  colour  in  the  parts  of  the  cloth. 

Again,  if  we  suppose  a piece  of  cloth 
placed  as  before,  but  having  the  shaded  part 
so  much  brighter  in  the  colour  that  it  gives 
the  same  appearance  to  the  eye  as  the  more 
enlightened  part,  the  sameness  of  nppear- 
anco  will  here  be  interpreted  to  signify  a 
variety  of  colour,  because  we  shnll  make 
allowance  for  the  effect  of  light  and  shade. 

When  the  real  colour  of  an  object  is 
known,  the  appearance  of  it  indicates,  in 
some  circumstances,  the  degree  of  light 
or  shade;  in  others,  the  co  our  of  the  cir- 
cumambient bodies,  whose  rays  are  reflected 
by  it ; and,  in  other  circumstances,  it  indi- 
cates the  distance  or  proximity  of  the  ob- 
ject— as  was  observed  in  the  last  section  ; 
and  by  means  of  these,  many  other  things 
are  suggested  to  the  mind.  Thus,  an  un- 
usual npjwarance  in  the  colour  of  familiar 
objects  may  bo  the  diagnostic  of  a disease 
in  the  spectator.  The  appearance  of  things 
in  my  room  may  indicate  sunshine  or  cloudy 
weather,  the  earth  covered  with  snow  or 
blackened  with  rain.  It  hath  been  ob- 
served, that  the  colour  of  the  sky,  in  a 
piece  of  painting,  may  indicate  the  country 
of  the  painter,  because  the  Italian  sky  is 
really  of  a different  colour  from  the  Flemish. 

It  was  already  observed,  that  the  original 
and  acquired  perceptions  which  we  have 
by  our  senses,  are  the  language  of  nature 
to  man,  which,  in  many  respects,  hath  a 
great  affinity  to  human  languages.  The 
instances  which  we  have  given  of  acquired 
|>orception8,  suggest  this  affinity — thut,  ns, 
in  human  languages,  ambiguities  are  often 
found,  so  this  language  of  nature  in  our  ac- 
quired perceptions  is  not  exempted  from 
them.  We  have  seen,  in  vision  particu- 
larly, that  the  same  appearance  to  the  eye, 
may,  in  different  circumstances,  indicate 
different  things.  Therefore,  when  the  cir- 
cumstances are  unknown  uj>on  which  the 
interpretation  of  the  signs  depends,  their 
meaning  must  be  ambiguous ; and  when  the 
circumstances  are  mistaken,  the  meaning 
of  the  signs  must  also  be  mistaken. 

This  is  the  case  in  all  the  phenomena 
which  we  call  fallacies  of  the  senses  t and 
particularly  in  those  which  are  called 
fallacies  in  vision . The  appearance  of 

things  to  the  eye  always  corresponds  to  the 
fixed  laws  of  Nature  ; therefore,  if  we  speak 
properly,  there  is  no  fallacy  in  the  senses. 
Nature  always  speaketh  the  same  language, 


and  useth  the  same  signs  in  the  same  cir- 
cumstances ; hut  we  sometimes  mistake 
the  meaning  of  the  signs,  either  through 
ignorance  of  the  law’s  of  Nature,  or  through 
ignorance  of  the  circumstances  which  attend 
the  signs.* 

To  a man  unacquainted  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  optics,  almost  every  experiment 
that  is  made  with  the  prism,  with  the  magic 
lanthorn,  with  the  telescope,  with  the  mi- 
croscope, seems  to  produce  some  fallacy  in 
vision.  Even  the  appearance  of  a common 
mirror,  to  one  altogether  uuucquainted  with 
the  effects  of  it,  would  seem  most  remark- 
ably fallacious.  For  how  can  a man  he 
more  imposed  upon,  than  in  seeing  that 
before  him  which  is  really  behind  him  ? 
How  can  he  be  more  imposed  upon,  than 
in  l»eing  made  to  see  himself  several  yards 
removed  from  himself?  Yet  children, 
even  lieforc  they  can  speak  their  mother- 
tongue,  learn  not  to  be  deceived  by  tho«e 
apf»eamnces.  These,  as  well  as  all  the 
other  surprising  appearances  produced  by 
optical  glasses,  are  apart  of  the  visual  lan- 
guage, and,  to  those  who  understand  the 
laws  of  Nature  concerning  light  and  colours, 
are  in  nowise  fallacious,  but  have  a dis- 
tinct and  true  meaning. 


Seel  ion  XJi  I lr. 

OF  THR  ANAI.OGY  BKTWKKN  PERCEPTION 

AND  THE  CREDIT  WE  GIVE  TO  HUMAN 

TESTIMONY.^ 

The  objects  of  human  knowledge  are  in- 
numerable ; but  the  channels  by  which  it 
is  conveyed  to  the  mind  are  few.  Among 
these,  tho  perception  of  external  things  by 
our  senses,  and  the  informations  which  we 
receive  upon  human  testimony,  are  not  the 
least  considerable ; and  so  remarkable  is 
the  analogy  between  these  two,  anti  the 
analogy  between  the  prii  ciples  of  the  mind 
which  are  subservient  to  the  one  und  those 
which  are  subservient  to  the  other,  that, 
without  further  apology,  wrc  shall  consider 
them  together. 

In  the  testimony  of  Nature  given  by  the 
senses,  as  well  as  in  human  testimony  given 
by  language,  things  are  signified  to  us  by 
signs  : and  in  one  as  well  as  the  other,  the 
mind,  either  by  original  principles  or  by 
custom,  passes  from  the  sign  to  the  concep- 
tion and  belief  of  the  things  signified. 

We  have  distinguished  our  perceptions 

* II  it  U the  doctrine  of  Aii&totlo  ; who  hold# 
that  the  *cn«-#  never  deceive  u»  in  relation  to  their 
project  ©bj<-cU  — H. 

I Compare  Mr  Stewart’*  **  I lenient#,’’  vol  I. 
rh  it-,  t I.  p VI?.  Second  edition.  ('ampU'll 
‘•On  Miracle#.*' Part  I.,  t I.  Smith’s  'I  henry  of 
Moral  Sentiment,”  vol  II , p.  HBV.  Sixth  edition  — 
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Into  original  and  acquired ; and  language, 
into  natural  and  artificial.  Between 
acquired  perception  and  artificial  language, 
there  is  a great  analogy  ; but  still  a greater 
between  original  perception  and  natural 
language. 

The  signs  in  original  perception  are  sens* 
at  ions,  of  which  Nature  hath  given  us  a great 
variety,  suited  to  the  variety  of  the  things 
signified  by  them.  Nature  hath  established 
a real  connection  between  the  signs  and  the 
things  signified ; ondNaturc  hath  also  taught 
us  the  interpretation  of  the  signs — so  that, 
previous  to  experience,  the  sign  suggests 
the  thing  signified,  and  create  the  belief  of 
it. 

The  signs  in  natural  language  are  features 
of  the  face,  gestures  of  the  body,  and  modu- 
lations of  the  voice  ; the  variety  of  which  is 
suited  to  the  variety  of  the  things  signified 
by  them.  Nature  hath  established  a real 
connection  between  these  signs,  and  the 
thoughts  and  dispositions  of  the  mind  w hich 
are  signified  by  them  ; and  Nature  hath 
taught  us  the  interpretation  of  these  signs  ; 
so  that,  previous  to  experience,  the  signs 
suggest  the  thing  signified,  and  create  the 
belief  of  it. 

A man  in  company,  without  doing  good 
or  evil,  without  uttering  an  articulate  sound, 
may  behave  himself  gracefully,  civilly, 
politely ; or,  on  the  contrary,  meanly, 
rudely,  and  impertinently.  We  see  the 
dispositions  of  his  mind  by  their  natural 
signs  in  bis  countenance  aud  behaviour,  in 
the  same  manner  as  wo  perceive  the  figure 
and  other  qualities  of  bodies  by  the  sensa- 
tions which  nature  bath  connected  with 
them. 

The  signs  in  the  natural  language  of  the 
human  countenance  and  behaviour,  as  well 
as  the  signs  in  our  original  perceptions, 
have  the  same  signification  in  all  climates 
and  in  all  nations ; and  the  skill  of  inter- 
preting them  is  not  acquired,  but  innate. 

In  acquired  perception,  the  signs  are 
either  sensations,  or  things  which  we  per- 
ceive by  means  of  sensations.  The  con- 
nection between  the  sign  and  the  thing  sig- 
nified, is  established  by  nature ; and  we 
discover  this  connection  by  experience; 
but  not  without  the  aid  of  out  original  per- 
ceptions, or  of  those  which  we  have  already 
acquired.  After  this  connection  is  dis- 
covered, the  sign,  in  like  manner  as  in 
original  perception,  always  suggests  the 
things  signified,  and  creates  the  belief  of 
it. 

In  artificial  language,  the  signs  arc  arti- 
culate sounds,  whose  connection  with  the 
things  signified  by  them,  is  established  by 
the  will  of  men ; and,  in  learning  our 
mother  tongue,  we  discover  this  connection 
by  experience ; but  not  without  the  aid  of 
natural  language,  or  of  what  we  had  before 
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attained  of  artificial  language.  And,  after 
tills  connection  is  discovered,  the  sign,  as 
in  natural  language,  always  suggests  the 
thing  signified,  and  creates  the  belief  of  it. 

Our  original  perceptions  are  few,  com- 
pared with  the  acquired  ; but,  without  the 
former,  we  could  not  possibly  attain  the 
latter.  In  like  manner,  natural  language 
ib  scanty,  compared  with  artificial;  but, 
without  the  former,  we  could  not  possibly 
attain  the  latter. 

Our  original  perceptions,  as  well  as  the 
natural  language  of  human  features  and 
gestures,  must  bo  resolved  into  particular 
princip  es  of  the  human  constitution.  Thus, 
it  is  by  one  particular  principle  of  our  con- 
stitution that  certain  features  express  auger ; 
and,  by  another  particular  principle,  that 
certain  features  express  benevolence.  It  is, 
in  like  manner,  by  one  particular  principle 
of  our  constitution  that  a certain  sensation 
signifies  hardness  in  the  body  which  I 
handle;  and  it  is  by  another  particular 
principle  that  a certain  sensation  signifies 
motion  in  that  body. 

But  our  acquired  perceptions,  and  the 
information  we  receive  by  means  of  arti- 
ficial language,  must  be  resolved  into  gene- 
ral principles  of  the  human  constitution. 
When  a painter  perceives  that  this  picture 
is  the  work  of  Raphael,  that  the  work  of 
Titian ; a jeweller,  that  this  is  a true  dia- 
mond, that  a counterfeit ; a sailor,  that  this 
is  a ship  of  five  hundred  ton,  that  of  four 
hundred ; these  different  acquired  percep- 
tions are  produced  by  the  same  general 
principles  of  the  human  mind,  which  have 
a different  operation  in  the  same  person 
according  as  they  are  variously  applied,  and 
in  different  persons  according  to  the  divers- 
ity of  their  education  and  manner  of  life. 
In  like  manner,  when  certain  articulate 
sounds  convey  to  my  mind  the  knowledge  of 
the  battle  of  Pharsalia,  and  others,  the 
knowledge  of  the  battle  of  Poltowa — w hen  a 
Frenchman  and  an  Englishman  receive  the 
same  information  by  different  articulate 
sounds — the  signs  used  in  these  different 
cases,  produce  the  knowledge  and  belief  of 
the  things  signified,  by  means  of  the  same 
general  principles  of  the  human  constitu- 
tion. 

Now,  if  we  compare  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  our  constitution,  which  fit  us  for 
receiving  information  from  our  fellow-crea- 
tures by  language,  with  the  general  prin- 
ciples which  fit  us  for  acquiring  the  per- 
ception of  things  by  our  senses,  we  shall 
find  them  to  be  very  similar  in  their  nature 
and  manner  of  operation. 

When  we  begin  to  learn  our  mother- 
tongue,  we  perceive,  by  the  help  of  nutural 
language,  that  they  who  speak  to  us  use 
certain  sounds  to  express  certain  things  ; 
we  imitate  the  same  sounds  when  we  w ould 
u 2 
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express  the  name  things  ; and  find  that  we 
are  understood. 

But  here  a difficulty  occurs  which  merits 
our  attention,  because  the  solution  of  it 
«eads  to  some  original  principles  of  the  hu- 
man mind,  which  are  of  great  importance, 
and  of  very  extensive  influence.  Wc  know 
by  experience  that  men  have  used  such 
words  to  express  such  things ; but  all  ex- 
perienco  is  of  tho  pnsty  and  can,  of  itself, 
give  no  notion  or  belief  of  what  is  future. 
IIow  come  we,  then,  to  believe,  and  to  rely 
upon  it  with  assurance,  that  men,  who  have 
it  in  their  power  to  do  otherwise,  will  con- 
tinue to  use  the  same  words  when  they 
think  the  same  things?  Whence  coints 
this  knowledge  and  belief— this  foresight,  we 
ought  rather  to  call  it— of  the  future  and 
voluntary  actions  of  our  fellow-creatures  ? 
Have  they  promised  that  they  will  never 
impose  upon  us  by  equivocation  or  falsehood  ? 
No,  they  have  not.  And,  if  they  had,  this 
would  not  solve  the  difficulty ; for  such 
promise  must  be  expressed  by  words  or  by 
other  signs  ; and,  before  we  can  rely  upon 
it,  we  must  be  assured  that  they  put  the 
usual  meaning  upon  the  signs  which  express 
that  promise.  No  man  of  common  sense 
ever  thought  of  taking  a man’s  own  word 
for  his  honesty ; and  it  is  evident  that  we 
take  his  veracity  for  granted  when  we  lay 
any  stress  upon  his  won!  or  promise.  I 
might  add,  that  this  reliance  upon  the  de- 
clarations and  testimony  of  men  is  found 
in  children  long  liefore  they  know  what  a 
promise  is. 

There  is,  therefore,  in  the  human  mind 
an  early  anticipation,  neither  derived  from 
experience,  nor  from  reason,  nor  from  any 
compact  or  promise,  tliat  our  fellow-crea- 
tures will  use  the  same  signs  in  language, 
when  they  have  the  same  sentiments. 

This  is,  in  reality,  a kind  of  prescience 
of  human  actions ; and  it  seems  to  me  to 
lie  an  original  principle  of  the  human  con- 
stitution, without  which  we  should  be  in- 
capable of  language,  and  consequently  iu- 
capahlo  of  instruction. 

The  wise  and  beneficent  Author  of  Na- 
ture, who  intended  that  we  should  be  social 
creatures,  and  that  we  should  receive  the 
greatest  and  most  important  part  of  our 
knowledge  by  the  information  of  others, 
hath,  for  these  purposes,  implanted  in  our 
natures  two  principles  that  tally  with  each 
other. 

The  first  of  these  principles  is,  a pro- 
pensity to  speak  truth,  and  to  use  the  signs 
of  language  so  as  to  convey  our  real  sen- 
timents. This  principle  has  a powerful 
operation,  even  in  the  greatest  liars ; for 
where  they  lie  once,  they  speak  truth  a 
hundred  times.  Truth  is  always  uppermost, 
and  is  the  natural  issue  of  the  mind.  It 
requires  no  art  or  training,  no  inducement 


or  temptat  on,  but  only  that  we  yield  to  a 
natural  impulse.  Lying,  on  the  contrary, 
is  doing  violence  to  our  nature ; and  is 
never  practised,  even  by  the  worst  men, 
without  some  temptation.  Speaking  truth 
is  like  using  our  natural  food,  which  we 
would  do  from  appetite,  although  it  an- 
swered no  end  ; but  lying  is  like  taking 
physic,  which  is  nauseous  to  the  taste,  and 
which  no  man  takes  but  for  some  end  which 
he  cannot  otherwise  attain. 

If  it  should  be  objected,  That  men  may 
be  influenced  by  moral  or  political  consider- 
ations to  speak  truth,  and,  therefore,  that 
their  doing  so  is  no  proof  of  such  an  origi- 
nal principle  as  we  have  mentioned — I 
answer,  First,  That  moral  or  political  con- 
siderations can  have  no  influence  until  we 
arrive  at  years  of  understanding  and  reflec- 
tion ; and  it  is  certain,  from  experience, 
that  children  keep  to  truth  invariably,  be- 
fore they  are  capable  of  being  influenced  by 
such  considerations.  Secondly,  When  we 
are  influenced  by  moral  or  political  con- 
siderations, we  must  be  conscious  of  that 
influence,  and  capable  of  perceiving  it  upon 
reflection.  Now,  when  I reflect  upon  my 
actions  most  attentively,  I am  not  conscious 
that,  in  speaking  truth.  I am  influenced  on 
ordinary  occasions  by  any  motive,  moral  or 
political.  I And  that  truth  is  always  at  the 
door  of  mv  lips,  and  goes  forth  sponta- 
neously, if  not  held  hack.  It  requires 
neither  good  nor  bad  intention  to  bring  it 
forth,  but  only  that  I be  artless  and  unde- 
signing.  There  may  indeed  be  temptations 
to  falsehood,  which  would  be  too  strong  for 
the  natural  principle  of  veracity,  unaided 
by  principles  of  honour  or  virtue ; but 
where  there  is  no  such  temptation,  we  speak 
truth  by  instinct— and  this  instinct  is  the 
principle  I have  been  explaining. 

By  this  instinct,  a real  connection  is 
formed  between  our  words  and  our  thoughts, 
and  thereby  the  former  become  fit  to  be 
signs  of  the  latter,  which  they  could  not 
otherwise  be.  And  although  this  connec- 
tion is  broken  in  every  instance  of  lying 
and  equivocation,  yet  these  instances  being 
comparatively  few,  the  authority  of  human 
testimony  is  ouly  weakened  by  them,  but 
not  destroyed. 

Another  original  principle  implanted  in 
us  by  the  Supreme  Being,  is  a disposition 
to  confide  in  the  veracity  of  others,  aud  to 
believe  what  they  tell  us-  This  is  the 
counterpart  to  the  former ; and,  as  that 
may  be  called  the  principle  of  veracity , wc 
shall,  for  want  of  a more  proper  name,  call 
this  the  principle  of  credulity.  It  is  un- 
limited in  children,  until  they  meet  with 
instances  of  deceit  and  falsehood ; and  it 
retains  a very  considerable  degree  of  strength 
through  life. 

I f Nature  had  left  the  mind  of  the  speaker 
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in  « rynilibrio , without  any  inclination  to 
the  side  of  truth  more  than  to  that  of  false- 
hood, children  would  lie  as  often  as  they 
speak  truth,  until  reasou  was  so  far  ripened 
as  to  suggest  the  imprudence  of  lying,  or 
conscience,  as  to  suggest  its  immorality. 
And  if  Nature  had  left  the  mind  of  the 
hearer  in  *quilibrioy  without  any  inclina- 
tion to  the  side  of  belief  more  than  to  that 
of  disbelief,  we  should  take  no  man’s  word 
until  we  had  positive  evidence  that  he 
spoke  truth.  His  testimony  would,  in  this 
case,  have  no  more  authority  than  his 
dreams ; which  may  be  true  or  false,  but 
no  man  is  disposed  to  believe  them,  on  this 
account,  that  they  were  dreamed.  It  is 
evident  that,  in  the  matter  of  testimony, 
the  balance  of  human  judgmentis  by  nature 
inclined  to  the  side  of  belief ; and  turns  to 
that  side  of  itself,  when  there  is  nothing 
put  into  the  opj>oaite  scale.  If  it  was  not 
so,  no  proposition  that  is  uttered  in  dis- 
course would  be  believed,  until  it  was 
examined  and  tried  by  reason ; and  most 
men  would  bo  unable  to  find  reasons  for 
believing  the  thousandth  part  of  what  is 
told  them.  Such  distrust  and  incredulity 
would  deprive  us  of  the  greatest  benefits  of 
society,  and  place  us  in  a worse  condition 
than  that  of  savages. 

Children,  on  this  supposition,  would  be 
absolutely  incredulous,  and,  therefore,  ab- 
solutely incapable  of  instruction  : those  who 
had  little  knowledge  of  human  life,  and  of 
the  manners  and  characters  of  men,  would 
be  in  the  next  degree  incredulous : and  the 
most  credulous  men  would  be  those  of 
greatest  experience,  and  of  the  deepest 
penetration ; because,  in  many  cases,  they 
would  be  able  to  find  good  reasons  for 
believing  testimony,  which  the  weak  and 
the  ignorant  could  not  discover. 

In  a word,  if  credulity  were  the  effect  of 
reasoning  and  experience,  it  must  grow  up 
and  gather  strength,  in  the  same  proportion 
as  reason  and  experience  do.  But,  if  it  is 
the  gift  of  Nature,  it  will  be  strongest  in 
childhood,  and  limited  and  restrained  by 
experience ; and  the  most  superficial  view 
of  human  life  shews,  that  the  last  is  really 
the  case,  and  not  the  first.  • 

It  is  the  intention  of  Nature,  that  we 
should  be  carried  in  arms  before  we  are  able 
to  walk  upon  our  legs;  and  it  is  likewise 
the  intention  of  Nature,  that  our  belief 
should  be  guided  by  the  authority  and  rea- 
son of  others,  before  it  can  be  guided  by 
our  own  reason.  The  weakness  of  the  in- 
fant, and  the  natural  affection  of  the  mother, 
plainly  indicate  the  former ; and  the  natural 
credulity  of  youth,  and  authority  of  age,  as 
plainly  indicate  the  latter.  The  infant,  by 
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proper  nursing  and  care,  acquires  strength 
to  walk  without  supjrort.  Keasou  hath 
likewise  her  infancy,  when  she  must  bo 
carried  in  arms  : then  she  leans  entirely 
upon  authority,  by  natural  instinct,  as  if 
she  was  conscious  of  her  own  weakness  ; 
and,  without  this  support,  she  becomes  ver- 
tiginous. When  brought  to  maturity  by 
proper  culture,  she  begins  to  feel  her  own 
strength,  and  leans  less  upon  the  reason  of 
others ; she  learns  to  suspect  testimony  in 
some  cases,  and  to  disbelieve  it  in  others  ; 
and  sets  bounds  to  that  authority  to  which 
she  was  at  first  entirely  subject.  But  still 
to  the  end  of  life,  she  finds  a necessity  ot 
borrowing  light  from  testimony,  where  she 
lias  none  within  herself,  and  of  leaning, 
in  some  degree,  upon  the  reason  of  others, 
where  she  is  conscious  of  her  own  imbe- 
cility. 

And  as,  in  many  instances,  Reason,  even 
in  her  maturity,  borrows  aid  from  testi- 
mony, so  in  others  she  mutually  gives  aid 
to  it,  and  strengthens  its  authority.  For. 
as  we  find  good  reason  to  reject  testimony  in 
some  cases,  so  in  others  we  find  good  reason 
to  rely  upon  it  with  perfect  security,  in  out- 
most important  concerns.  The  character, 
the  number,  and  the  disinterestedness  of 
witnesses,  the  impossibility  of  collusion,  and 
the  incredibility  of  their  concurring  in  their 
testimony  without  collusion,  may  give  an 
irresistible  strength  to  testimony,  compared 
to  which  its  native  and  intrinsic  authority 
is  very  inconsiderable. 

Having  now  considered  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  the  human  mind  which  fit  us  for 
receiving  information  from  our  fellow-crea- 
tures, by  the  means  of  language,  let  us  next 
consider  the  general  principles  which  fit  us 
for  receiving  the  information  of  Nature  by 
our  acquired  perceptions. 

It  is  undeniable,  and  indeed  is  acknow- 
ledged by  all,  that  when  we  have  found  two 
things  to  have  been  constantly  conjoined  in 
the  course  of  nature,  the  appearance  of  one 
of  them  is  immediately  followed  by  the  con- 
ception and  belief  of  the  other.  The  for- 
mer becomes  a natural  sign  of  the  latter; 
and  the  knowledge  of  their  constant  conjunc- 
tion in  time  past,  whether  got  by  experience 
or  otherwise,  is  sufficient  to  make  us  rely 
with  assurance  upon  the  continuance  of  that 
conjunction. 

This  process  of  the  human  mind  is  so 
familiar  that  we  never  think  of  inquiring 
into  the  principles  upon  which  it  is  founded. 
We  are  apt  to  conceive  it  as  a self-evident 
truth,  that  what  is  to  come  must  be  similar 
to  what  is  past.  Thus,  if  a certain  degree 
of  cold  freezes  water  to-day,  and  has  been 
known  to  do  so  in  all  time  past,  we  have 
no  doubt  but  the  same  degree  of  cold  will 
freeze  water  to-morrow,  or  a year  henee. 

. That  this  is  a truth  which  all  men  believe  ns 
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noon  as  they  understand  it,  I readily  admit ; 
but  the  question  is,  Whence  docs  its  evi- 
dence arise  ? Not  from  comparing  the 
ideas,  surely.  For,  when  I compare  the 
i lea  of  cold  with  that  of  water  hardened 
into  a transparent  solid  body,  I can  per- 
ceive no  connection  between  them  : no  man 
can  shew  the  one  to  be  the  necessary  effect 
of  the  other  ; no  man  can  give  a shadow  of 
reason  why  Nature  hath  conjoined  them. 
But  do  we  not  learn  their  conjunction  from 
experience  ? True  ; experience  informs 
us  that  they  have  been  conjoined  in  time 
past ; but  no  nun  ever  had  any  experience 
of  what  is  future  : and  this  is  the  very 
question  to  be  resolved,  How  we  come  to 
Itelievc  that  the  future  will  be  like  the 
past  ? Hath  the  Author  of  nature  pro- 
mised this  ? Or  were  wo  admitted  to  his 
council,  when  he  established  the  present 
laws  of  nature,  and  determined  the  time 
of  their  continuance.  No,  surely.  In- 
deed, if  we  believe  that  there  is  a wise  and 
good  Author  of  nature,  we  may  see  a good 
reason  why  lie  should  continue  the  same  | 
laws  of  nature,  and  the  same  connections  | 
of  things,  for  a long  time  : because,  if  he 
did  otherwise,  we  could  learn  nothing  from 
what  is  past,  and  all  our  experience  would 
he  of  uo  use  to  us.  But,  though  this  con- 
sideration, when  we  come  to  the  use  of  rea- 
son, may  confirm  our  belief  of  the  contin- 
uance of  the  present  course  of  nature,  it 
is  certain  that  it  did  not  give  rise  to  this 
belief ; for  children  and  idiots  have  this  be- 
lief as  soon  as  they  know  that  fire  will  burn 
them.  It  must,  therefore,  he  the  effect  of 
instinct,  not  of  reason.* 

The  wise  Author  of  our  nature  intended, 
that  a great  and  necessary  part  of  our  know- 
ledge should  l>c  derived  from  experience, 
l»efore  we  are  capable  of  reasoning,  and  he 
hath  provided  means  perfectly  adequate  to 
this  intention.  For,  First,  He  governs  nature 
by  fixed  laws,  so  that  wo  find  innumerable 
connections  of  things  which  continue  from 
age  to  age.  Without  this  stability  of  the 
course  of  nature,  there  could  he  no  experi- 
ence ; or,  it  would  be  a false  guide,  and  lead 
us  into  error  and  mischief.  If  there  were 
not  a principle  of  veracity  in  the  human 
mind,  men’s  words  would  not  he  signs  of 
their  thoughts  : and  if  there  were  no  regu- 
larity in  the  course  of  nature,  no  one  thing 
could  be  a natural  sign  of  another.  Se- 
coudly,  He  hath  implanted  in  human  minds 
an  original  principle  by  which  wo  believe 
and  expect  the  continuance  of  the  course  of 
nature,  and  the  continuance  of  those  connec- 
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tions  which  we  have  observed  in  time  past, 

| It  is  by  this  general  principle  of  our  nature, 
that,  when  two  things  have  been  found  con- 
nected in  time  past,  the  appearance  of  the 
one  produces  the  belief  of  the  other. 

I think  the  ingenious  author  of  the  “ Trea- 
tise of  Human  Nature”  first  observed,  That 
our  belief  of  the  continuance  of  the  laws  of 
nature  cannot  he  founded  either  upon  know- 
ledge or  probability : hut,  far  from  conceiv- 
ing it  to  ho  an  original  principle  of  the 
mind,  he  endeavours  to  account  for  it  from 
his  favourite  hypothesis,  That  belief  is  no- 
thing but  a certain  degree  of  vivacity  in 
the  idea  of  the  tiling  lielieved.  1 made  a 
remark  upon  this  curious  hypothesis  in  the 
second  chapter,  and  shall  now  make  an- 
other. 

The  belief  which  we  havo  in  perception, 
is  a belief  of  the  present  existence  of  the 
object;  that  which  we  have  in  memory,  is 
a belief  of  its  past  existence  ; the  belief  of 
which  wc  arc  now  speaking  is  a belief  of  its 
future  existence  ; and  in  imagination  there 
is  no  belief  at  all.  Now,  1 would  gladly 
know  of  this  author,  how  one  degree  of 
vivacity  fixes  the  existence  of  the  object  to 
the  present  moment ; another  carries  it 
back  to  time  pnst ; a third,  taking  a con- 
trary direction,  carries  it  into  futurity  ; and 
a fourth  carries  it  out  of  existeuce  alto- 
gether. Suppose,  for  instance,  that  I sou 
the  sun  rising  out  of  the  sea  : I remember 
to  have  seen  him  rise  yesterday ; I believe 
he  w ill  rise  to-morrow  near  the  same  place  ; 
I can  likewise  imagine  him  rising  in  that 
place,  without  any  belief  at  all.  Now,  ac- 
cording to  this  sceptical  hypothesis,  this 
perception,  this  memory,  this  foreknow'- 
Icdge,  and  this  imagination,  are  all  the  same 
idea,  diversified  only  by  ditrcrcut  degrees  of 
vivacity.  The  perception  of  the  sun  rising 
is  the  most  lively  idea ; the  memory  of  his 
rising  yesterday  is  the  same  idea  a little 
more  faint ; the  belief  of  his  rising  to-mor- 
row is  the  same  idea  yet  fainter ; and  the 
imagination  of  his  rising  is  still  the  same 
idea,  hut  faintest  of  all.  One  is  apt  to 
think,  tkftt  this  idea  might  gradually  pass 
through  all  possible  degrees  of  vivacity  with- 
out stirring  out  of  its  place.  But,  if  wo 
think  so,  we  deceive  ourselves ; for  no  sooner 
does  it  begin  to  grow  languid  than  it  moves 
backward  into  time  past.  Supposing  this 
to  he  granted,  we  expect,  at  least,  that,  as 
it  moves  backward  by  the  decay  of  its 
vivacity,  the  more  that  vivacity  decays  it 
will  go  back  the  farther,  until  it  remove 
quite  out  of  sight.  But  here  we  are  de- 
ceived again  ; for  there  is  a certain  pe- 
riod of  this  declining  vivacity,  when,  as 
if  it  had  met  an  elastic  obstacle  in  its  mo- 
tion backward,  it  suddenly  rebounds  from 
the  post  to  the  future,  without  taking  the 
present  in  its  way.  And  now,  having  got 
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into  the  regions  of  futurity,  we  are  apt  to 
think  that  it  has  room  enough  to  spend  all 
its  remaining  vigour : but  still  we  are  de- 
ceived ; for,  by  another  sprightly  bound,  it 
mounts  up  into  the  airy  region  of  imagina- 
tion. So  that  ideas,  in  the  gradual  declen- 
sion of  their  vivacity,  seem  to  imitate  the 
inflection  of  verbs  in  grammar.  They  be- 
gin with  the  present,  and  proceed  in  order 
to  the  preterite,  the  future,  and  the  inde- 
finite. This  article  of  the  sceptical  creed  is 
indeed  so  full  of  mystery,  on  whatever  side 
we  view  it,  that  they  who  hold  that  creed 
are  very  injuriously  charged  with  incre- 
dulity ; for,  to  me,  it  appears  to  require  as 
much  faith  as  that  of  St  Athanasius. 

However,  we  agree  with  the  .author  of 
the  “ Treatise  of  Human  Nature,”  in  this, 
Thatfour  belief  of  the  continuance  of  nature's 
laws! is  not  derived  from  reason.  \ It  is 
an  instinctive  prescience  of  the  operations 
of  nature,  very  like  to  that  prescience  of 
human  actions  which  makes  us  rely  upon 
the  testimony  of  our  fellow-creatures  ; and 
as,  without  the  latter,  we  should  be  incapa- 
ble of  receiving  information  from  men  by 
language,  so,  without  the  former,  we  should 
be  incapable  of  receiving  the  information  of 
nature  by  means  of  experience. 

All  our  knowledge  of  nature  beyond  our 
original  perceptions,  is  got  by  experience, 
and  consists  in  the  interpretation  of  natural 
signs.  The  constancy  of  nature’s  laws 
connects  the  sign  w ith  the  thing  signified  ; 
and,  by  the  natural  principle  just  now  ex- 
plained, we  rely  upon  the  continuance  of 
the  connections  which  experience  hath  dis- 
covered; and  thus  the  appearance  of  the 
sign  is  followed  by  the  belief  of  the  thing 
signified. 

Upon  this  principle  of  our  constitution, 
not  only  acquired  perception,  but  all  induc- 
tive reasoning,  and  all  our  reasoning  from 
analogy,  is  grounded  ; and,  therefore,  for 
want  of  another  name,  we  shall  beg  leave 
to  call  it  the  inductive  principle.  It  is  from 
the  force  of  this  principle  that  we  imme- 
diately assent  to  that  axiom  upon  which  all 
our  knowledge  of  nature  is  built,  That 
effects  of  the  same  kind  must  have  the 
same  cause  ; for  effects  and  causes,  in  the 
operations  of  nature,  ipean  nothing  but 
signs  and  the  things  signified  by  them.  We 
perceive  no  proj>er  causality  or  efficiency  in 
any  natural  cause  ; but  only  a connection 
established  by  the  course  of  nature  between 
it  and  wlmt  is  called  its  effect.  Anteced- 
ently to  all  reasoning,  we  have,  by  our  con- 
stitution, an  anticipation  that  there  is  a 
fixed  and  steady  course  of  nature : and  we 
have  an  eager  desire  to  discover  this  course 
of  nature.  We  attend  to  every  conjunction 
of  things  which  presents  itself,  and  expect 
the  continuance  of  that  conjunction.  And, 
when  such  a conjunction  has  been  often 


observed,  we  conceive  the  things  to  be 
naturally  connected,  and  the  appearance  o t 
one,  without  any  reasoning  or  reflection, 
carries  along  with  it  the  belief  of  the  other. 

If  any  reader  should  imagine  that  th# 
inductive  principle  may  be  resolved  into 
wliat  philosophers  usually  call  the  <u«oci- 
ation  of  ideas.  let  him  observe,  tliat,  by 
this  principle,  natural  signs  are  not  asso- 
ciated with  the  idea  only,  but  with  the  be- 
lief of  the  things  signified.  Now,  this  can 
with  no  propriety  be  called  an  association 
of  ideas,  unless  ideas  and  belief  be  one  and 
the  same  thing.  A child  has  found  the 
rick  of  a pin  conjoined  with  pain  ; hence 
e believes,  and  knows,  that  these  things 
are  naturally  connected  ; he  knows  that  tho 
one  will  always  follow  the  other.  If  any 
man  will  call  this  only  an  association  of  ideas, 
I dispute  not  about  words,  but  I think  he 
speaks  very  improperly.  For,  if  we  express 
it  in  plain  English,  it  is  a prescience  that 
things  which  he  hath  found  conjoined  in 
time  past,  will  be  conjoined  in  time  to 
come.  And  this  prescience  is  not  the  effect 
of  reasoning,  but  of  an  original  principle  of 
human  nature,  which  I have  called  the 
inductive  principle. * 

This  principle,  like  that  of  credulity,  is 
unlimited  in  infancy,  and  gradually  re- 
strained and  regulated  as  we  grow  up.  It 
leads  us  often  into  mistakes  ; but  is  of  in- 
finite advantage  upon  the  whole.  By  it,  the 
child  once  burnt  shuns  the  fire  ; by  it,  he 
likewise  runs  away  from  the  surgeon  by 
whom  he  was  inoculated.  It  is  better  that 
he  should  do  the  last,  than  that  he  should 
not  do  the  first. 

But  the  mistakes  we  are  led  into  by  these 
two  natural  principles,  are  of  a different 
kind.  Men  sometimes  lead  us  into  mis- 
takes, when  we  perfectly  understand  their 
language,  by  speaking  lies.  But  Nature 
never  misleads  us  in  this  way  : her  lan- 
guage is  always  true ; and  it  is  only  by 
misinterpreting  it  that  we  fall  into  error. 
There  must  be  many  accidental  conjunc- 
tions of  things,  as  well  as  natural  connec- 
tions ; and  the  former  arc  apt  to  be  mis- 
taken for  the  latter.  Thus,  in  the  instance 
above  mentioned,  the  child  connected  the 
pain  of  inoculation  with  the  surgeon ; 
whereas  it  was  renlly  connected  with  the 
incision  only.  Philosophers,  and  men  of 
science,  are  not  exempted  from  such  mis- 
takes ; indeed,  all  false  reasoning  in  philo- 
sophy is  owing  to  them  ; it  is  drawn  from 
experience  and  analogy,  as  well  as  just  rea- 
soning, otherwise  it  could  have  no  verisimili- 
tude ; but  the  one  is  an  unskilful  and  rash, 
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the  other  a just  and  legitimate  interpreta- 
tion of  natural  signs.  If  a child,  or  a man 
of  common  understanding,  were  put  to 
interpret  a book  of  science,  written  in  his 
mother-tongue,  how  many  blunders  and 
mistakes  would  he  be  apt  to  fall  into  ? Yet 
he  knows  as  much  of  this  language  as  is 
necessary  for  his  manner  of  life. 

The  language  of  Nature  is  the  universal 
study ; and  the  students  are  of  different 
classes.  Brutes,  idiots,  and  children  em- 
ploy themselves  in  this  study,  and  owe  to  it 
all  their  acquired  perceptions.  Men  of  com- 
mon understanding  make  a greater  pro- 
gress, and  learn,  by  a small  degree  of 
reflection,  many  things  of  which  children 
are  ignorant. 

Philosophers  fill  up  the  highest  form  in 
this  school,  and  arc  critics  in  the  language 
of  nature.  All  these  different  classes  have 
one  teacher — Experience,  enlightened  by 
the  inductive  principle.  >Take  away  the 
light  of  this  inductive  principle,  and  Ex- 
perience is  as  blind  as  a mole  : she  may, 
indeed,  feel  what  is  present,  and  what  im- 
mediately touches  her  ; but  she  sees  nothing 
tliat  is  either  before  or  behind,  upon  the 
right  hand  or  upon  the  left,  future  or  past./ 

The  rules  of  inductive  reasoning,  or  of  a 
just  interpretation  of  Nature,  as  well  as  the 
fallacies  by  which  wo  arc  apt  to  misinter- 
pret her  language,  have  been,  with  wonder- 
ful sagacity,  delineated  by  the  great  genius 
of  Lord  Bacon : so  that  his  “ Novum 
Organum"  may  justly  be  called  “ A Gram- 
mar of  the  Language  of  Nature/’  It  adds 
greatly  to  the  merit  of  this  work,  and  atones 
for  its  defects,  that,  at  the  time  it  was 
written,  the  world  had  not  seen  any  tole- 
rable model  of  inductive  reasoning,*  from 
which  the  rules  of  it  might  be  copied.  The 
arts  of  poetry  and  eloquence  were  grown  up 
to  perfection  when  Aristotle  described  them  ; 
hut  the  art  of  interpreting  Nature  was 
yet  in  eml/ryo  when  Bacon  delineated  its 
manly  feature*  and  proportions.  Aristotle 
drew  his  rule*  from  the  best  models  of 
those  arts  that  have  yet  appeared  ; but  the 
best  models  of  inductive  reasoning  that 
have  yet  appeared,  which  I take  to  be  the 
third  book  of  the  “ Principia,**  and  the 
“Optics,’*  of  Newton,  were  drawn  from 
Bacon’s  rules.  The  purpose  of  all  those 
rules,  is  to  teach  us  to  distinguish  seeming 
or  apparent  connections  of  things,  in  the 
course  of  nature,  from  such  as  are  real. 

They  that  are  unskilful  in  inductive 
reasoning,  are  more  apt  to  fall  into  error 
in  their  reasonings  from  the  pluenomeua  of 
nature  than  in  their  acquired  perceptions  ; 
because  wc  often  rcasou  from  a few  in- 
stances, and  thereby  are  apt  to  mistake  acci- 
dental conjunctions  of  tilings  for  natural 


connections : but  tliat  habit  of  passing, 
without  reasoning,  from  the  sign  to  the 
thing  signified,  which  constitutes  acquired 
perception,  must  be  learned  by  many  in- 
stances or  experiments  ; aud  the  number  of 
experiments  serves  to  disjoin  those  things 
which  have  been  accidentally  conjoined, 
os  well  as  to  confirm  our  belief  of  natural 
connections. 

From  the  time  that  children  begin  to  use 
their  hands,  Nature  directs  them  to  liandle 
everything  over  and  over,  to  look  at  it 
while  they  handle  it,  and  to  put  it  in  va- 
rious positions,  and  at  various  distances 
from  the  eye.  We  are  apt  to  excuse  this 
as  a childish  diversion,  because  they  must 
be  doing  something,  and  have  not  reason 
to  entertain  themselves  in  a more  manly 
way.  But,  if  we  think  more  justly,  we 
shall  fiud,  that  they  are  engaged  in  the 
most  serious  and  im[>ortant  study  ; and,  if 
they  had  all  the  reason  of  a philosopher, 
they  could  not  be  more  properly  employed. 
For  it  is  this  childish  employment  that 
enables  them  to  make  the  proper  use  of 
their  eyes.  They  are  thereby  every  day 
acquiring  habits  of  perception,  which  are 
of  greater  importance  than  anything  wc 
can  teach  them.  The  original  perceptions 
which  Nature  gave  them  are  few,  and  in- 
sufficient for  the  purposes  of  life  ; and, 
therefore,  she  ninde  them  capable  of  ac- 
quiring many  more  perceptions  by  hubit. 
And,  to  complete  her  work,  she  lmtli  given 
them  an  unwearied  assiduity  in  applying  t«» 
the  exercises  by  which  those  perceptions  are 
acquired. 

This  is  the  education  which  Nature  gives 
to  her  children.  And,  since  we  have  fallen 
upon  this  subject,  we  may  add,  that  another 
part  of  Nature’s  education  is,  That,  by  the 
course  of  tilings,  children  must  often  exert 
all  their  muscular  force,  and  employ  all 
their  ingenuity,  in  order  to  gratify  their 
curiosity,  and  satisfy  their  little  appetites. 
What  they  desire  is  only  to  be  obtained 
at  the  expense  of  lalsiur  and  patience,  and 
many  disappointments.  By  the  exercise 
of  body  and  mind  necessary  for  satisfying 
their  desires,  they  acquire  ugility,  strength, 
and  dexterity  in  their  motions,  os  well  as 
health  and  vigour  to  their  constitutions ; 
they  learn  patience  and  perseverance ; 
they  learn  to  bear  pain  without  dejection, 
aud  disappointment  without  despondence. 
The  education  of  Nature  is  most  perfect  in 
savages,  who  have  no  other  tutor ; and  we 
see  tliat,  in  the  quickness  of  all  their  senses, 
in  the  agility  of  their  motions,  in  the  liardi- 
ness  of  their  constitutions,  and  ill  the 
strength  of  their  minds  to  bear  hunger, 
thirst,  pain,  and  disappointment,  they  com- 
monly far  exceed  the  civilized.  A most 
ingenious  writer,  on  this  account,  seems  to 
[•refer  the  savage  life  to  that  of  society. 
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But  the  education  of  Nature  could  never 
of  itself  produce  a Rousseau.  It  is  the 
intention  of  Nature  that  human  educa- 
tion should  be  joined  to  her  institution,  in 
order  to  form  the  man.  And  she  hath 
fitted  us  for  human  education,  by  the  natural 
principles  of  imitation  and  credulity,  which 
discover  themselves  almost  in  infancy,  as 
well  as  by  others  which  are  of  later  grow  th. 

When  the  education  which  we  receive 
from  men,  does  not  give  scope  to  the  educa- 
tion of  Nature,  it  is  wrong  directed  ; it  tends 
to  hurt  our  faculties  of  perception,  and  to 
enervate  both  the  body  and  mind.  Nature 
bath  her  way  of  rearing  men,  as  she  hath 
of  curing  their  diseases.  The  art  of  medi- 
cine is  to  follow  Nature,  to  imitate  and  to 
assist  her  in  the  cure  of  diseases ; and  the 
art  of  education  is  to  follow  Nature,  to 
assist  and  to  imitate  her  in  her  way  of 
rearing  men.  The  ancient  inhabitants  of 
the  Balearcs  followed  Nature  in  the  man- 
ner of  teaching  their  children  to  be  good 
archers,  when  they  hung  their  dinner  aloft 
by  a thread,  and  left  the  youukers  to  bring 
it  down  by  their  skill  in  archery. 

The  education  of  Nature,  without  any 
more  human  care  than  is  necessary  to  pre- 
serve life,  makes  a perfect  savage.  Human 
education,  joined  to  that  of  Nature,  may 
make  a good  citizen,  a skilful  artisan,  or  a 
well-bred  man ; but  reason  and  reflection 
must  supermdd  their  tutory,  in  order  to 
produce  a Rousseau,  a Bacon,  or  a Newton. 

Notwithstanding  the  innumerable  errors 
committed  in  human  education,  there  is 
hardly  any  education  so  bad  as  to  be  worse 
than  none.  And  I apprehend  that,  if  even 
Rousseau  were  to  choose  whether  to  educate 
a son  among  the  French,  the  Italians,  the 
Chinese,  or  among  the  Kskimaux,  he  would 
not  give  the  preference  to  the  last. 

When  Reason  is  properly  employed,  she 
will  confirm  the  documents  of  Nature,  which 
arc  always  true  and  wholesome ; she  will 
distinguish,  in  the  documents  of  human 
education,  the  good  from  the  bad,  rejecting 
the  last  with  modesty,  and  adhering  to  the 
first  with  reverence. 

Most  men  continue  all  their  days  to  be 
just  what  Nature  and  human  education 
made  them.  Their  manners,  their  opinions, 
their  virtues,  and  their  vices,  are  all  got  by 
habit,  imitation,  and  instruction  ; anu  rea- 
son has  little  or  no  share  in  forming  them. 

CHAPTER  VII. 

Conclusion. 

CONTAINING  REFLECTIONS  UPON  THE  OPINIONS 
OP  PHILOSOPHERS  ON  THIS  SUBJECT. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  men  may 


form  their  notions  and  opinions  concerning 
the  mind,  and  concerning  its  powers  and  oper- 
ations. The  first  is  tho  only  way  that  leads 
to  truth  ; but  it  is  narrow  and  rugged,  and 
few  liave  eutered  u|>ou  it.  The  second  is 
broad  and  smooth,  and  hath  been  much 
beaten,  not  only  by  the  vulgar,  but  even  by 
philosophers;  it  is  sufficient  for  common 
life,  and  is  well  adapted  to  the  purposes  of  the 
poet  and  orator : but,  in  philosophical  dis- 
quisitions concerning  the  mind,  it  leads  to 
error  and  delusion. 

We  may  call  the  first  of  these  ways,  the 
way  of  reflection.  When  the  operations  of 
the  mind  are  exerted,  we  are  conscious  of 
them ; and  it  is  in  our  power  to  attend  to 
them,  aud  to  reflect  upon  them,  until  they 
become  familiar  objects  of  thought.  This 
is  the  only  way  in  which  we  can  form  just 
and  accurate  notions  of  those  operations. 
But  this  attention  and  reflection  is  so  diffi- 
cult to  man,  surrounded  on  all  hands  by 
external  objects  which  constantly  solicit  his 
attention,  that  it  lias  been  very  little  prac- 
tised, even  by  philosophers.  In  the  course 
of  this  inquiry,  we  have  had  many  occa- 
sions to  shew  how  little  attention  hath  beeu 
given  to  the  most  familiar  operations  of  the 
senses. 

The  second,  and  the  most  common  way, 
in  which  men  form  their  opinions  concern- 
ing the  mind  and  its  operations,  we  may 
call  the  way  of  analogy . There  is  nothing 
in  the  course  of  nature  so  singular,  but  we 
can  find  some  resemblance,  or  at  least  some 
analogy,  between  it  and  other  things  with 
which  we  arc  acquainted.  The  mind  na- 
turally delights  in  hunting  after  such  analo- 
gies, and  attends  to  them  with  pleasure. 
From  them,  poetry  and  wit  derive  a great 
part  of  their  charms ; and  eloquence,  not  a 
little  of  its  persuasive  force. 

Besides  the  pleasure  we  receive  from 
analogies,  they  are  of  very  considerable  use, 
both  to  facilitate  the  conception  of  things, 
when  they  are  not  easily  apprehended  with- 
out such  a handle,  and  to  lead  us  to  probable 
conjectures  about  their  nature  and  qualities, 
when  we  want  the  means  of  more  direct 
and  immediate  knowledge.  When  I con- 
sider that  the  planet  J upiter,  in  like  manner 
as  the  earth,  rolls  round  his  own  axis,  and 
revolves  round  the  sun,  and  that  he  is  en- 
lightened by  several  secondary  plunets,  as 
the  earth  is  enlightened  by  the  moon,  I am 
apt  to  conjecture,  from  analogy,  that,  as  the 
earth  by  these  means  is  fitted  to  be  the 
habitation  of  various  orders  of  animals,  s« 
the  planet  Jupiter  is,  by  the  like  means, 
fitted  for  the  same  purpose  : and,  having  no 
argument  more  direct  and  conclusive  to  de- 
termine me  in  this  point,  I yield,  to  this 
analogical  reasoning,  a degree  of  assent 
proportioned  to  its  strength.  When  I 
observe  that  the  potato  plant  very  much 
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resembles  the  solatium  in  its  flower  and 
fructification,  and  am  informed  that  the 
last  is  poisonous,  I am  apt  from  analogy 
to  have  some  suspicion  of  the  former  : but, 
in  this  case,  I have  access  to  more  direct 
and  certain  evidence ; and,  therefore,  ought 
not  to  trust  to  analogy,  which  would  lead 
me  into  an  error. 

Arguments  from  analogy  are  always  at 
hand,  and  grow  up  spontaneously  in  a 
fruitful  imagination  { while  arguments  that 
are  more  direct  and  more  conclusive 
often  require  painful  attention  and  appli- 
cation : and  therefore  mankind  in  gene- 
ral have  been  very  much  disposed  to  trust 
to  the  former.  If  one  attentively  examines 
the  systems  of  the  ancient  philosophers, 
either  concerning  the  material  world,  or 
concerning  the  mind,  he  will  find  them  to 
be  built  solely  upon  the  foundation  of  ana- 
logy. Lord  Bacon  first  delineated  the 
strict  and  severe  method  of  induction  ; since 
his  time,  it  has  been  applied  with  very  happy 
success  in  some  parts  of  natural  philosophy — 
and  hardly  in  anything  else.  But  there  is 
no  subject  in  which  mankind  are  so  much 
disposed  to  trust  to  tho  analogical  way  of 
thinking  and  reasoning,  os  in  what  concerns 
the  mind  and  its  operations ; because,  to 
form  clear  and  distinct  notions  of  those 
operations  in  the  direct  and  proper  way, 
and  to  reason  about  them,  requires  a habit 
of  attentive  reflection,  of  which  few  are 
capable,  and  which,  even  by  those  few, 
cannot  be  attained  without  much  pains  ami 
labour. 

Kvery  man  is  apt  to  form  his  notions  of 
tilings  difficult  to  be  apprehended,  or  less 
familiar,  from  their  analogy  to  things  which 
are  more  familiar.  Thus,  if  a man  bred  to 
the  seafaring  life,  and  accustomed  to  think 
and  talk  only  of  matters  relating  to  naviga- 
tion, enters  into  discourse  upon  any  other 
subject,  it  i9  well  known  that  the  language 
and  the  notions  proper  to  his  own  profes- 
sion are  infused  into  every  subject,  and  all 
things  are  measured  by  the  rules  of  naviga- 
tion ; and,  if  he  should  take  it  into  his  head 
to  philosophize  concerning  the  faculties  of 
the  mind,  it  cannot  be  doubted  but  he  would 
draw  his  notions  from  the  fabric  of  his  ship, 
and  would  find  in  the  mind,  sails,  masts, 
rudder,  and  compass." 

Sensible  objects,  of  one  kind  or  other,  do 
no  less  occupy  and  engross  the  rest  of  man- 
kind, than  things  relating  to  navigation  the 
seafaring  man.  For  a considerable  part  of 
life,  we  can  think  of  nothing  but  the  objects 
of  sense ; and,  to  attend  to  objects  of  an- 
other nature,  so  as  to  form  clear  and  dis- 
tinct notions  of  them,  is  no  easy  matter, 
even  after  we  come  to  years  of  reflection. 


• See  **  Fjwnyi  on  the  Intellectual  Powers,’*  Em. 

V I., eh.  viii.,  Nos.  2 and  ft.—  H. 


The  condition  of  mankind,  therefore,  affords 
good  reason  to  apprehend  that  their  lan- 
guage, and  their  common  notions  concern- 
ing the  mind  and  its  operations,  will  be  ana- 
logical, and  derived  from  the  objects  ol 
sense  ; and  that  these  analogies  will  be  apt 
to  impose  upon  philosophers,  as  well  as 
upon  the  vulgar,  and  to  lead  them  to  ma- 
terialize the  mind  and  its  faculties : and 
experience  abundantly  confirms  the  truth 
of  this. 

How  generally  men  of  all  nations,  and  in 
all  ages  of  the  world,  have  conceived  the 
soul,  or  thinking  principle  in  man,  to  be 
some  subtile  matter,  like  breath  or  wind, 
the  names  given  to  it  almost  in  all  languages 
sufficiently  testify."  We  have  words  which 
are  proper,  and  not  analogical,  to  express 
tho  various  ways  in  which  we  perceive  ex- 
ternal objects  by  the  senses— such  as  ft  cl- 
ing, sight,  taste  ; but  we  are  often  obliged 
to  use  these  words  analogically,  to  express 
other  powers  of  the  mind  which  are  of  a 
very  different  nature.  And  the  powers 
which  imply  some  degree  of  reflection,  have 
generally  no  names  but  such  as  are  analo- 
gical. The  objects  of  thought  arc  said  to 
be  in  the  mintl — to  be  appt  e fu  nded,  com- 
prehended, conceived , imagined,  retained , 
weighed , r u at  i na  ted.  • 

It  does  uot  appear  that  the  notions  of 
the  ancient  philosophers,  with  regard  to  tho 
nature  of  the  soul,  were  much  more  re- 
fined than  those  of  the  vulgar,  or  that  they 
w ere  formed  in  any  other  way.  We  shall 
distinguish  the  philosophy  that  regards  our 
subject  into  the  oil  and  the  new.  The  old 
reached  down  to  Des  Cartes,  who  gave  it  a 
fatal  blow,  of  which  it  has  been  gradually 
expiring  ever  since,  and  is  now  almost  ex- 
tinct. Dcs  Cartes  is  the  father  of  the  new 
philosophy  that  relates  to  this  subject ; but 
it  hath  been  gradually  improving  since  his 
time,  upon  the  principles  laid  down  by  him. 
The  old  philosophy  seems  to  have  been 
purely  analogical ; the  new  is  more  derived 
from  reflection,  but  still  with  a very  con- 
siderable mixture  of  the  old  analogical  no- 
tions. 

Because  the  objects  of  sense  consist  of 
matter  and  form , tho  ancient  philosophers 
conceived  everything  to  belong  to  one  of 
these,  or  to  be  made  up  of  both.  Some, 
therefore,  thought  that  the  soul  is  a parti- 
cular kind  of  subtile  matter,  separable  from 
our  gross  bodies ; others  thought  that  it  is 
only  a particular  form  of  the  body,  and  in- 
separable from  it.*f*  For  there  seem  to  have 


• The  examples  that  might  be  given  of  the«e, 
would,  I find,  exceed  the  limits  of  a loot. note.  — H. 

t It  would,  however,  be  a very  erroneous  as»uu>p 
tion  to  hold,  that  those  who  viewed  the  «>«/  as  a form 
inseparable  from  the  body,  denied  the  existence,  a d 
the  independent  existence,  of  any  mental  principle 
after  the  dissolution  of  hi*  material  nigantSin.  Thus. 
Aristotle  defines  the  soul,  the  Form  or  Entelechy  of  ac 
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been  some  among  the  ancient*,  as  well  as 
among  the  moderns,  who  conceived  that  a 
certain  structure  or  organization  of  the 
body,  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  render 
it  sensible  and  intelligent."  The  different 
powers  of  the  mind  were,  accordingly,  by 
the  last  sect  of  philosophers,  conceived  to 
belong  to  different  parts  of  the  body — sis  the 
heart,  the  brain,  the  liver,  the  stomach,  the 
blood.  + 

They  who  thought  that  the  soul  is  a sub- 
tile matter,  separable  from  the  body,  dis- 
puted to  which  of  the  four  elements  it  be- 
longs— whether  to  earth,  water,  air,  or  fire. 
Of  the  three  last,  each  had  its  particular 
advocates.^  But  some  were  of  opinion, 
that  it  partakes  of  all  the  elements ; that  it 
must  have  something  in  its  composition 
similar  to  everything  we  perceive ; and 
that  we  perceive  earth  by  the  earthly  part ; 
water,  by  the  watery  part ; and  fire,  by 
the  fiery  part  of  the  soul.§  Some  philoso- 
phers, not  satisfied  with  determining  of 
what  kind  of  matter  the  soul  is  made,  in- 
quired likewise  into  its  figure,  which  they 
determined  to  be  spherical,  that  it  might 
l»c  the  more  fit  for  motion.  ||  The  most 
spiritual  and  sublime  notion  concerning  the 
nature  of  the  soul,  to  be  met  with  among 
the  ancient  philosophers,  I conceive  to  be 
that  of  the  Platon  ints,  who  held  that  it  is 
made  of  that  celestial  and  incorruptible 
matter  of  which  the  fixed  stars  were  made, 
and,  therefore,  has  a natural  tendency  to 
rejoin  its  proper  element. I am  at  a loss 


organized  body;  and  yet  he,  hypothetically  at  least, 
admit*  that  N*r,  or  Intelligence,  i»  adventitious  to  this 
animated  organi*mfcand,  therefore,  possibly,  and  even 
probably,  separable  from  it.  and  immortal.  The  term 
soul  in  this  Instance  is  not  adequate  to  the  Intellec- 
tual Ego.— H. 

a Thus  Parmenides 

'ft;  yx(  l/tmr * hu  xtint  yuXisn  tsAvt Xmyx- 

TM, 

Tm  »m- t ri  yi(  «vrs 

'Eflt  m>i*.  Ci/eir  miSgurs tei. 

So  likewise  Dica?arrhus,  Galen,  and  other* — H. 

f This  is  altogether  erroneous.  Those  philoso- 
phers who  assigned  different  -seats  or  organs  for  dif- 
ferent part*  or  functions  of  the  soul,  did  not  therefore 
admit  the  absolute  dependence  of  the  soul  upon  the 
body  For  instance,  the  Py  hagoreans  and  the  Pla- 
tonisms — H. 

{ Aristotle  observes  that  earth  was  the  only  ele- 
ment which  had  found  no  advocate.  This  he  means 
only  of  earth  by  itself—  lor,  in  combination  with  one 
or  more  of  the  others,  it  was  by  many  philosophers 
allowed  to  be  at  constituent  of  soul.  Of  these  last, 
i rater  had  it*  champion  m Hippo  ; air,  in  Anaxi- 
tnenes  and  Diogenes,  with  whom  are  sometimes 
enumerated  Anaxim  •inter,  Anaxagoras,  A rebels  us, 
.CnesKlrmus.  Ac.  ; fire,  in  Dcmocriui*  and  Leucip. 
pus,  perhaps  in  ||ip|>arrhuslBnd  Heraclitus  — H. 

4 Empedocles,  and  Plato,  a*  interpreted  by  Aris- 
totle—H. 

|J  Democritus  and  Leucippus  held  the  soul,  as 
an  igneous  principle,  to  consist  of  spherical  atoms. 

— H. 

t See  the  " Ti mams’*  of  Plato.  Plotinus,  and 
the  lower  Platonists  in  general,  held  thehunun  soul 
to  be  an  emanation  from  the  Anima  Mundi.  Aristo- 
tie  seem«  to  have  favoured  an  opinion  correspondent 
io  Plato’s  Even  the  sentient  or  animal  soul,  in. 
separable  as  it  is  from  body  hr  maintained  to  lx 


to  say,  in  which  of  these  classes  of  philoao-^ 
pliers  Aristotle  ought  to  be  placed."  Ho 
defines  the  soul  to  be,  The  first  iveiAfgaiw 
of  a natural  body  which  has  potential  life. 

I beg  to  be  excused  from  translating  the 
Greek  word,  because  I know  not  the  mean- 
ing of  iUft 

The  notions  of  the  ancient  philosophers 
with  regard  to  the  operations  of  the  mind, 
particularly  with  regard  to  perception  and 
ideas,  seem  likewise  to  have  been  formed 
by  the  same  kind  of  analogy. 

Plato,  of  the  writers  that  are  extant, 
first  introduced  the  word  idea  into  philoso- 
phy ; but  his  doctrine  upon  this  subject 
had  somewhat  peculiar.  He  agreed  with 
the  rest  of  the  ancient  philosophers  in  this— 
that  ail  things  consist  of  matter  and  form  ; 
and  that  the  matter  of  which  all  things 
were  made,  existed  from  eternity,  without 


higher  than  any  sublunary  element,  and  supposed  it 
to  be  " analogous  to  the  clement  of  the  stars."— Ds 
Gcneralione  A mmalium,  L.  II.,  c.  If.—  H. 

• This  i»  the  former  of  the  two  definitions  which 
Aristotle  gives  of  the  human  soul,  in  the  second 
book  of  his  treatise,  " Iliji  In  the  latter,  he 

defines  it  a posteriori  In. m Us  phenomena— that  by 
which  we  live,  feel  or  perceive,  r will,']  move,  and 
understand  : — a definition  which  has  been  generally 
adopted  by  philosophers,  and,  though  more  complete. 
Is  in  substance  that  of  Reid  himself.  " Hu  the  mind 
qf  a man,"  (says  Keid.l  " we  understand  that  m him 
which  thinks,  remembers,  reasons,  wills."  — I- shays 
on  tub  Intellectual  Powlrs,  Essay  I.,  chap.  I. 

f Though  Cicero  misapprehended,  and  Henna, 
bus  Marbarus  raised  ihe  Devil  to  expound  it,  this 
Aristotelic  term  is  by  no  means  of  a very  arduous  in. 
terprctation.  It  is  not,  however,  here  the  place  to 
explain  the  contents  of  ihi»  celebrated  definition.— 
H. 

I ••  For  her  £<he  soul's]  true  form  how  can  my  spark 
discern. 

Which,  dim  by  nature,  art  dkl  never  clear? 

When  the  great  wits,  of  whom  all  skill  wc  learn. 
Are  Ignorant  both  what  she  is,  and  where. 

••  One  thinks  the  soul  is  air  ; another,  fire  ; 
Another,  blood,  diffus'd  about  the  heart ; 

Another  saith,  the  elements  conspire. 

And  to  her  essence  each  doth  lend  a part. 

•«  Musicians  think  our  souls  are  harmonies ; 
Physicians  hold  that  they  complexions  be; 

Epicures  make  them  swarms  of  atomics. 

Which  do  by  chauce  Into  our  bodies  flee. 

••  Some  think  one  gen’ral  soul  fills  every  brain, 

As  the  bright  sun  sheds  light  in  every  star; 

While  nthert  think  the  name  of  soul  is  vain, 

And  that  we  only  wclt-mixt  bodies  are. 

•*  In  judgment  of  her  substance  as  they  vary. 

So  vary  they  in  judgment  of  her  scat ; 

For  some  her  chair  up  to  the  brain  do  carry, 

Nome  thrust  it  down  into  the  stomach’s  heal 

Some  place  it  In  the  root  of  life,  the  hca>t , 

Some  in  the  Hvi-r  fountain  of  the  veins; 

Some  say,  she's  all  in  all,  and  all  in  cv'ry  part ; 
Some  that  she's  not  contain'd,  but  all  contains. 

•'  Thus  these  great  clerks  but  little  wisdom  shew, 
While  with  their  do  trine*  they  at  hazard  play  ; 

Tossing  their  light  opinions  to  and  fro. 

To  mock  the  lewd,  as  team'd  in  this  as  the}. 

**  For  no  cm  M brain  coutd  ever  yet  propound, 
Tombing  the  soul,  so  vain  and  food  a thougnt. 

But  some  . mong  these  masters  have  been  found. 
Which,  in  their  schools,  the  self-same  thing  has# 
taught. " 

Sia  Jott.v  Davies  H 
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form  : but  he  likewise  believed  that  there 
are  eternal  forms  of  all  possible  things 
which  exist,  without  matter ; and  to  these 
eternal  and  immaterial  forms  he  gave  the 
name  of  i</ea&  ; maintaining  that  they  are 
the  only  object  of  true  knowledge.  It  is  of 
no  great  moment  to  us,  whether  he  bor- 
rowed these  notions  from  Parmenides,  or 
whether  they  were  the  issue  of  his  own 
creative  imagination.  The  latter  Platon  ist* 
seem  to  have  improved  upon  them,  in  con- 
ceiving those  ideas,  or  eternal  forms  of  things, 
to  exist,  not  of  themselves,  but  in  the  di- 
vine mind,*  and  to  be  the  models  and  pat- 
terns according  to  which  all  things  were 
made : — 

M Then  liv’d  the  Eternal  One ; then,  deep  retir'd 

In  hi*  unfathoin'd  cwvnre,  view’d  at  large 

The  uncreated  image*  of  thing*/’ 

To  these  Platonic  notions,  that  of  Mnlc- 
brartche  is  very  nearly  allied.  This  author 
seems,  more  than  any  other,  to  have  been 
aw'are  of  the  difficulties  attending  the  com- 
mon hypothesis  concerning  ideas*!*— -to  wit, 
That  ideas  of  all  objects  of  thought  are  in 
the  human  mind  ; and,  therefore,  in  order 
to  avoid  those  difficulties,  makes  the  ideas 
which  arc  the  immediate  objects  of  human 
thought,  to  be  the  ideas  of  things  in  the 
Divine  mind,  who,  being  intimately  present 
to  every  human  mind,  may  discover  his 
ideas  to  it,  ns  far  os  pleaseth  him. 

The  PlntonUts  aud  Malcbrancho  ex- 
cepted, X all  other  philosophers,  as  far  as  I 
know,  have  conceived  that  there  are  ideas  or 
images  of  every  object  of  thought  in  the 
human  mind,  or,  at  least,  in  some  part  of 
the  brain,  where  the  mind  is  supposed  to 
have  its  residence. 

Aristotle  had  no  good  affection  to  the 
word  idea,  and  seldom  or  never  uses  it  hut 


• Whether  Plato  viewed  Ideas  a*  exigence*  In- 
dependent  of  the  divine  tnind,  i*  a contested  point ; 
though,  upon  the  whole,  it  appears  more  probable 
thst  he  did  not.  It  is,  however,  admired,  on  all 
hnnds,  lobe  hi*  dnclrinr,  that  Idea*  were  the  patterns 
according  towhich  the  Dfcity  fashioned  the  phvnonie. 
nalorcctvpal  world  — H. 

f It  should  be  carefully  observed  that  the  term 
Idea,  previous  to  the  time  of  l>e*  Cartes,  was  used 
exclusively,  or  all  but  exclusively,  in  its  l’latonic 
signification.  By  Do*  Cartes,  and  other  contem- 
porary philosophers,  it  was  first  extended  to  denote 
our  representations  in  general.  Many  curious 
blunders  have  arisen  in  consequence  of  an  ignorance 
of  this.  1 mav  notice,  by  the  way,  that  a confusion 
of  ideas  in  the  Platonic  with  ideas  in  the  Cartesian 
sense  has  here  led  Heid  into  the  error  of  assimilating 
the  hypothesis  of  Plato  and  the  hypothesis  of  Male, 
brand?  in  regard  to  our  vision  in  the  divine  mind 
The  Platonic  theory  of  Perception,  in  tact,  bears  a 
closer  analogy  to  the  Cartesian  and  Lcit>ni:gian  doc- 
trines than  to  that  of  Malebranche.  See  notes  on  the 
“ Essays  on  the  Intellectual  Powers.”  Ess.  II.,  ch. 
iv.  or  vii.,  and  No'.e  <1.— H. 

t The  J’laloiust*  are  no  exception  ; for  they  allowed 
the  human  uiiud  to  have  potentially  within  it  the 
forms  or  icpresentat.on*  for  all  |>os*ihie  objects  of  per. 
cep*  ion  ; each  representation  being,  by  the  spontaneity 
of  mind  itself,  elicited  into  consciousness  on  occasion 
••f  it*  corresponding  object  coming  within  the  sphere 
of  sense.  But  of  this  again.—  II . 


in  refuting  Plato's  notions  about  ideas.  Ho 
thought  that  matter  may  exist  without  form ; 
but  that  forms  cannot  exist  without  matter. 
Hut,  at  the  same  time,  he  taught,  That 
there  cau  be  uo  sensation,  no  imagination, 
nor  intellection,  without  forms,  phantasma, 
or  species  in  the  mind  ; and  that  tliinga 
.sensible  are  perceived  by  sensible  species, 
and  tilings  intelligible  by  intelligible 
species.*  11  is  followers  taught,  more  ex- 
plicitly, that  those  sensible  and  intelligible 
species  are  sent  forth  by  the  objects,  and 
I make  their  impressions  upon  the  passivo 

I intellect ; aud  that  the  active  intellect  per- 
ceives them  in  the  passive  intellect.  And 
this  seems  to  have  been  the  common  opinion 
while  the  Peripatetic  philosophy  retained 
its  authority. 

The  Epicurean  doctrine,  as  explained  by 
Lucretius,  though  widely  different  from  the 
> Peripatetic  in  many  things,  is  almost  the 
same  in  this,  lie  affirms,  that  Blender 
films  or  ghosts  ( tenuia  rt  rum  timu/acra ) are 
still  going  off  from  all  tliiugs,  and  flying 
about ; and  that  these,  being  extremely 
subtile,  easily  penetrate  our  gross  bodies, 
and,  striking  upon  the  mind,  cause  thought 
and  imagination.*!* 

After  the  Peripatetic  system  had  reigned 
above  a thousand  years  in  the  schools  of 
Europe,  almost  without  a rival,  it  sunk  be- 
fore that  of  Des  Cartes ; the  perspicuity 
of  whose  writings  and  notions,  contrasted 
with  the  obscurity  of  Aristotle  aud  his  com- 
mentators, created  a strong  prejudice  in 
favour  of  this  new  philosophy.  The  cha- 
racteristic of  Plato's  genius  was  sublimity, 
that  of  Aristotle’s,  subtil  tv  ; but  Des  Cartes 
fur  excelled  both  in  perspicuity,  and  be- 
queathed this  spirit  to  his  successors.  The 
system  which  is  now  generally  received, 
with  regard  to  the  mind  and  its  o|>erations, 
derives  not  only  its  spirit  from  Des  Cartes, 
but  its  fundamental  principles;  and,  after  all 
the  improvements  made  by  Malebranche, 
Locke,  Berkeley,  and  Hume,  may  still  be 
called  tie  Cartesian  ays  tern : we  shall,  there- 
fore, make  some  remarks  upon  its  spirit 
and  tendency  in  general  and  upon  its  doc- 
trine concerning  ideas  in  particular. 

1.  It  may  be  observed,  That  the  method 
which  Des  Cartes  pursued,  naturally  led 
him  to  attend  more  to  the  operations  of  the 
mind  by  accurate  reflection,  and  to  trust 
less  to  analogical  reasoning  upou  this  sub- 

• 1 he  doctrine  of  Aristotle  on  this  subject,  admit* 
of  an  interpretation  far  more  philosophical  than  thot 
given  to  it  by  most  ot  his  followers.  But  of  thi< 
again.— 11. 

t 1 he  iilala  ei/wi,  Ac.  of  Dcrro. 

rritusand  Epicurus  differ*  d from  the  or  spirit  t 
uf  the  later  I'eripatetio,  in  this — that  the  former 
were  confessedly  sulwtantivc  and  cori-cireal,  while 
the  latter,  as  mere  acc  denis, shrewdly  puzzled  tin  ir 
advocates,  to  say  how  they  were  sefiarcble  from  a 
subject,  and  whether  they  were  tnatenal.  immaterial, 
nr  somehow  intermediate  between  body  and  spirit 
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ject,  than  any  philosopher  had  done,  before 
him.  Intending  to  build  a system  upon  a 
new  foundation,  he  liegan  with  a resolution 
to  admit  nothing  but  what  was  abso- 
lutely certain  and  evident.  He  supposed 
that  his  senses,  his  memory,  his  reason, 
mid  every  other  faculty  to  which  we  trust 
in  common  life,  might  be  fallacious ; and 
resolved  to  disbelieve  everything,  until  lie 
was  compelled  by  irresistible  evidence  to 
yield  assent. 

In  this  method  of  proceeding,  what  ap- 
peared to  him,  first  of  all,  certain  and 
evident,  was.  That  he  thought — that  he 
doubted—  that  he  deliberated.  In  a word, 
the  operations  of  his  own  mind,  of  which 
he  was  conscious,  must  be  real,  and  no  de- 
lusion ; and,  though  all  his  other  faculties 
should  deceive  him,  his  consciousness  could 
not*  This,  therefore,  lie  looked  upon  as 
the  first  of  all  truths.  This  was  the  first 
firm  ground  upon  which  he  set  his  foot, 
after  being  tossed  in  the  ocean  of  scepticism ; 
and  he  resolved  to  build  all  knowledge  up- 
on it,  without  seeking  after  any  more  first 
principles. 

As  every  other  truth,  therefore,  and  par- 
ticularly the  existence  of  the  objects  of 
sense,  was  to  be  deduced  by  a train  of  strict 
argumentation  from  what  he  knew  by  con- 
sciousness, he  was  naturally  led  to  give 
attention  to  the  operations  of  which  he  was 
conscious,  without  borrowing  his  notions  of 
them  from  external  things. 

It  was  not  in  the  way  of  analogy,  but 
I of  attentive  reflection,  that  he  was  led  to 
observe,  That  thought,  volition,  remem- 
brance, and  the  other  attributes  of  the 
mind,  are  altogether  unlike  to  extension, 
to  figure,  and  to  all  the  attributes  of  body  ; 
that  we  have  no  reason,  therefore,  to  con- 
ceive thinking  substances  to  have  any  re- 
semblance to  extended  substances ; and 
that,  as  the  attributes  of  the  thinking  sub- 
stance are  things  of  which  we  are  conscious, 
we  may  have  a more  certain  and  immediate 
knowledge  of  them  by  reflection,  than  we 
can  have  of  external  objects  by  our  senses. 

These  observations,  as  far  as  I know*, 
were  first  made  by  Des  Cartes  ; and  they 
are  of  more  importance,  and  throw  more 
light  upon  the  subject,  than  all  that  had 
been  said  upon  it  before.  They  ought  to 
make  us  diffident  and  jealous  of  every 
notion  concerning  the  mind  and  its  oper- 
ations, which  is  drawn  from  sensible  ob- 
jects in  the  way  of  analogy,  and  to  make 
us  rely  only  upon  accurate  reflection,  as 
the  source  of  all  real  knowledge  upon  this 
subject. 

\ 2.  I observe  that,  as  the  Peripatetic 
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system  has  a tendency  to  materialize  the  i 
mind  and  its  operations,  so  the  Cartesian  : 
Has  a tendency  to  spiritualize  body  and  its 
qualities.  One  error,  common  to  both 
systems,  leads  to  the  first  of  these  extremes 
in  the  way  of  analogy,  and  to  the  last  in 
the  way  of  reflection.  The  error  I mean 
is,  That  we  can  know  nothing  al>out  body, 
or  its  qualities,  but  as  far  as  we  havo  sens- 
ations which  resemble  those  qualities.  Both 
systems  agreed  in  this  : but,  according  to 
their  different  methods  of  reasoning,  they 
drew  very  diflereut  conclusions  from  it ; the 
Perijiatetic  drawing  his  notions  of  sensa- 
tion from  the  qualities  of  body ; the  Car- 
tesian, on  the  contrary,  drawing  his  notions 
of  the  qualities  of  body  from  his  sensa- 
tions. 

The  Peripatetic,  taking  it  for  granted 
that  bodies  and  their  qualities  do  really 
exist,  and  are  such  as  we  commonly  take 
them  to  be,  inferred  from  them  the  naturo 
of  his  sensations,  and  reasoned  in  this  man- 
ner:— Our  sensations  arc  the  impressions 
which  sensible  objects  make  upon  the  mind, 
and  may  be  compared  U»  the  impression  of 
a seal  upon  wax  : the  impression  is  the 
image  or  form  of  the  seal,  without  the  mat- 
ter of  it ; in  like  manner,  every  sensation 
is  the  image  or  form  of  some  sensible  qua- 
lity of  the  object.  This  is  the  reasoning  of 
Aristotle : and  it  has  an  evident  tendency 
to  materialize  the  mind  and  its  sensations. 

The  Cartesian,  on  the  contrary,  thinks 
that  the  existence  of  body,  or  of  any  of 
its  qualities,  is  not  to  he  taken  as  a first 
principle ; and  that  we  ought  to  admit  no- 
thing concerning  it,  but  what,  by  just  rea- 
soning, can  be  deduced  from  our  sensations  ; 
and  he  knows  that,  by  reflection,  we  can 
form  clear  and  distinct  notions  of  our  sensa- 
tions, without  borrowing  our  notions  of 
them  by  analogy  from  the  object*  of  sense. 
The  Cartesians,  therefore,  beginning  to  give 
attention  to  their  sensations,  first  discovered 
that  the  sensations  corresponding  to  second- 
ary qualities,  cannot  resemble  any  quality 
of  body.  Hence,  Des  Cartes  and  Locke 
inferred,  that  sound,  taste,  smell,  colour, 
heat,  and  cold,  which  the  vulgar  took  to 
be  qualities  of  body,  were  not  qualities  of 
body,  hut  mere  sensations  of  the  mind.* 


• D«  Carte*  ard  1-oeke  made  no  mi  eh  inference. 
They  only  maintained  'as  in-id  rnmaclf  states)  that 
sound,  taste,  ac.,  u sensations  in  u«,  hne  no  re- 
•emb'auce  to  any  quality  in  bodies.  If  the  nam-s, 
therefore,  ol  sound,  taste,  Ac.,  were  to  be  employed 
univosally— i.  e , to  denote  always  thing*  the  same  or 
similar-  in  that  ca*ethey  argued  that  these  term*,  tl 
properly  stg> d (leant  of  the  sensations,  cou'd  n*-t  tie 
properly  applied  to  the  relative  qualities  in  external 
things.  This  is  didinctly  stated  both  by  ' ea  Carti  s 
and  l.orke.  But  Me*  (arte*  and  the  Cartesians  oh. 
serve  that  the  terms  in  question  arc  «qui vocally 
used ; being  commonly  applied  both  to  that  in  th.i.gs 
which  occasions  the  sensation  In  us,  and  to  that 
sensation  itself.  Nay,  th  . cartesians,  to  avo  d the 
ambiguity, dis'ingutahid  the  two  relatives  by  <|If!W. 


• Des  Cartes  did  not  rommlt  Reid's  error  of  mak-  \ 
lug  ron*ciou»np*s  a co-ordicato  and  special  faculty.  I 
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Afterward*,  the  ingenious  Berkeley,  con- 
sidering more  attentively  the  nature  of  sens- 
ation in  general,  discovered  and  demon- 
strated, that  no  sensation  whatever  could 
possibly  resemble  any  quality  of  an  insen- 
tient being,  such  as  body  is  supposed  to  be ; 
and  hence  he  inferred,  very  justly,  that 
there  u»  the  same  reason  to  hold  extension, 
figure,  and  all  the  primary  qualities,  to  bo 
mere  sensations,  as  there  is  to  hold  the 
secondary  qualities  to  be  mere  sensations. 
Thus,  by  just  reasoning  upon  the  Cartesian 
principles,  matter  was  stripped  of  all  its 
qualities  ; the  new  system,  by  a kind  of  me- 
taphysical sublimation,  converted  all  the  qua- 
lities of  matter  into  sensations,  and  spiritu- 
alized body,  as  the  old  had  materialized 
spirit. 

The  wav  to  avoid  both  these  extremes,  is 
to  admit  the  existence  of  what  we  see  and 
feel  as  a first  principle,  as  well  as  the  exist- 
ence of  things  whereof  we  are  conscious ; 
and  to  take  our  notions  of  the  qualities  of 
body,  from  the  testimony  of  our  senses, 
with  the  Pcrhiatetics ; and  our  notions  of 
our  sensations,  from  the  testimony  of  con- 
sciousness, with  the  Cartesians. 

3.  I observe,  That  the  modern  scepticism 
is  the  natural  issue  of  the  new  system  ; and 
that,  although  it  did  not  bring  forth  this 
monster  until  the  year  1739,*  it  may  be 
said  to  have  carried  it  in  its  womb  from 
the  beginning. 

The  old  system  admitted  all  the  princi- 
ples of  common  sense  as  first  principles, 
without  requiring  any  proof  of  them  ; and, 
therefore,  though  its  reasoning  was  com- 
monly vague,  analogical,  and  (lark,  yet  it 
was  built  upon  a broad  foundation,  and  had 
no  tendency  to  scepticism.  We  do  not 
find  that  any  Peripatetic  thought  it  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  prove  the  existence  of  a 
material  world  ;+•  but  every  writer  upon 
the  Cartesian  system  attempted  this,  until 
Berkeley  clearly  demonstrated  the  futility 
of  their  arguments ; and  thence  concluded 


rnt  name*.  To  take  colour,  for  example:  they 
called  colour,  at  a aenstion  in  the  mind,  formal 
colour  ; colour,  at  a quality  in  hodiet  capable  of 
producing  the  sensation,  primitive  or  radical  colour. 
They  had  likewise  another  distinction  of  h*s  im. 
(■ortance—  that  of  teconda-y  or  derivative  colour: 
meaning  thereby  that  which  the  coloured  bodies 
imprr**  upon  the  external  medium  I hua,  again, 
primitive  or  radical  aound  wa»  the  property  of  a body 
to  determine  a certain  agitation  in  the  air  ot  other 
medium  ; teco  dary  or  derivative  sound,  that  agita. 
lion  in  the  medium  it»clf ; formal  sound,  the  aenta. 
tion  occasioned  by  the  impression  wade  by  the  radical 
f und  mediately,  and  by  trie  derivative  immediately, 
u|k>ii  the  organ  of  hearing.  Thrrc  is  thus  no  dif. 
l.-rence  between  Reid  and  the  Cartesians,  except 
that  the  doctrine  which  he  censure*  it  in  tact  more 
precise  and  explicit  than  his  own.—  H. 

• When  Humes  “Treatise  of  Human  Nature** 

Tared — H. 

I hit  is  not  correct ; hut  the  reason  why  Idealism 
did  not  prevail  in  ihctrhooltor  the  middle  age*  ia 
on*>  iu  it  appeal'  to  me,  mi  rely  theological  hut • n 
una  cun  out  Question  I can  no  now  touch.—ll 


that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a material 
world  ; and  that  the  belief  of  it  ought  to  be 
rejected  as  a vulgar  error. 

The  new  system  admits  only  one  of  the 
principles  of  common  sense  as  a first  prin- 
ciple ; and  pretends,  by  strict  argumenta- 
tion, to  deduce  all  the  rest  from  it.  That 
our  thoughts,  our  sensations,  and  every 
thing  of  which  we  are  conscious,  hath  a 
real  existence,  is  admitted  in  this  system 
as  a first  principle ; hut  everything  else 
must  be  made  evident  by  the  light  of  rea- 
son. H cason  must  rear  the  whole  fabric  of 
knowledge  upon  this  single  principle  of 
consciousness. 

/There  is  a disposition  in  human  nature 
to  reduce  things  to  as  few  principles  as 
possible  ;*  and  this,  without  doubt,  adds  to 
the  beauty  of  a system,  if  the  principles 
are  able  to  support  what  rests  upon  them. 
The  mathematicians  glory,  very  justly,  in 
having  raised  so  noble  and  magnificent  a 
system  of  science,  upon  the  foundation  of 
a few  axioms  and  definitions,  his  love 
of  simplicity,  and  of  reducing  things  to  few 
principles,  hath  produced  many  a fnlse 
system  ; but  there  never  was  any  system 
in  which  it  apj>ears  so  remarkably  as  that 
of  Dos  Cartes- f His  whole  system  con- 
cerning matter  and  spirit  is  built  upon 
one  axiom,  expressed  in  one  word,  capita. 
Upon  the  foundation  of  conscious  thought, 
with  ideas  for  his  materials,  he  build*  his 
system  of  the  human  understanding,  and 
attempts  to  account  for  all  its  pluenonicna  .* 
and  having,  as  he  imagined,  from  his  con- 
sciousness, proved  the  existence  of  matter  ; 
upou  the  existence  of  matter,  and  of  a cer- 
tain quantity  of  motion  originally  impressed 
upon  it,  he  builds  his  system  of  the  material 
world,  and  attempts  to  account  for  all  its 
plucnomeno. 

These  principles,  with  regard  to  the  ma- 
terial system,  have  been  found  insufficient ; 
and  it  lias  been  made  evident  that,  besides 
matter  and  motion,  we  must  admit  gravita- 
tion, cohesion,  corpuscular  attraction,  mag- 
netism, and  other  centripetal  and  centri- 
fugal forces,  by  which  the  particles  of 
matter  attract  and  repel  each  other.  New- 
ton, having  discovered  this,  and  demon- 
strated that  these  principles  cannot  be 
resolved  into  matter  and  motion,  was  led, 
by  analogy  and  the  love  of  simplicity,  to 
conjecture,  but  w-ith  a modesty  and  caution 
peculiar  to  him,  that  all  the  phtenomcna  of 
the  material  world  depended  upon  attract- 
ing and  repelling  forces  in  the  particles  of 
matter.  But  wo  may  now  venture  to  sav, 
that  this  conjecture  fell  short  of  the  mark. 
For,  even  in  the  unorganized  kingdom,  the 

• See  " E>«aysun  the  Intellectual  Powers, "p.fJfl. 
•qq  iio  edition — H. 

t We  must  except,  howevrr,  before  Rptd,  among 
rthtys,  iht  ijrsteraof  'n-inoia.  and.  since  itud,  those 
of  Fichte,  Schilling,  Hejel,  a.c.— H. 
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powers  by  which  salts,  crystals,  spars,  and 
many  other  bodies,  concrete  into  regular 
forms,  can  never  be  accounted  for  by  at- 
tracting and  repelling  forces  in  the  particles 
of  matter.  And  in  the  vegetable  and  ani- 
mal kingdoms,  there  are  strong  indications 
of  powers  of  a different  nature  from  all  the 
powers  of  unorganized  bodies.  We  see, 
then,  that,  although,  in  the  structure  of  the 
material  world,  there  is,  without  doubt,  all  the 
lieautiful  simplicity  consistent  with  the  pur- 
|K>ses  for  which  it  was  made,  it  is  not  so 
simple  as  the  great  Dos  Cartes  determined 
it  to  be ; nay,  it  is  not  so  simple  as  the 
greater  Newton  modestly  conjectured  it  to 
he.  Doth  were  misled  by  analogy,  and 
the  love  of  simplicity.  One  had  been 
much  conversant  about  extension,  figure, 
and  motion ; the  other  had  enlarged  his 
views  to  attracting  and  repelling  forces ; 
and  both  formed  their  notions  of  the  un- 
known parts  of  nature,  from  those  with 
which  they  were  acquainted,  as  the  shepherd 
Tityrus  formed  his  notion  of  the  city  of 
Rome  from  his  country  village  ; — 

**  Urbrm  quam  dicunt  Romani,  Melibcre,  putavi 
SiuUu*  ego,  huic  noatrv  •tmilcm.  quo  *«|h'  aolcmut 
I’anton**  ovium  tenero*  dei>ellere  firtoh. 

Sic  canihu*  catulo*  Minile*,  tic  matribu*  htedos 
N.  run  : *ic  parti*  componere  magna  solebam.” 

This  is  a just  picture  of  the  analogical  way 
of  thinking. 

But  to  come  to  the  system  of  Des  Cartes, 
concerning  the  human  understanding.  It 
was  built,  as  we  have  observed,  upon  con- 
sciousness as  its  sole  foundation,  and  with 
ideas*  as  its  materials ; and  all  his  fol- 
lowers have  built  upon  tho  same  foundation 
and  with  the  same  materials.  They  acknow- 
ledge that  Nature  hath  given  us  various 
simple  ideas.  These  are  analogous  to  the 
matter  of  Des  Cartes’s  physical  system. 
They  acknowledge,  likewise,  a natural 
power,  by  which  ideas  are  compounded,  dis- 
joined, associated,  compared.  This  is 
analogous  to  the  original  quautity  of  motion 
in  Des  Cartes’s  physical  system.  From 
these  principles,  they  attempt  to  explain  the 
phamotneua  of  the  human  understanding, 
just  as  in  the  physical  system  the  pheno- 
mena of  nature  were  to  be  explained  by 
matter  and  motion.  It  must,  indeed,  be 
acknowledged,  that  there  is  great  simpli- 
city in  this  system,  as  well  as  in  the  other. 
There  is  such  a similitude  between  the  two, 
as  may  be  expected  between  children  of 
the  same  father  ; but,  as  the  one  has  been 
found  to  he  the  child  of  Des  Cartes,  and 
not  of  Nature,  there  is  ground  to  think 
that  the  other  is  so  likewise. 

That  the  natural  issue  of  this  system  is 

* There  U no  valid  ground  (or  *uppo*ing  that 
De*  Carte*  meant  by  idea*  aught  but  modiftcation* 
of  the  mind  il*elf  That  the  majoiity  of  the  Ca'te*. 
fan*  did  not,  U certain.  Thee***  i»,  however,  differ- 
ent with  regard  to  Malebranche  and  Berkeley.  But 
of  (hi*  again  —II. 


scepticism  with  regard  to  everything  ex- 
cept the  existence  of  our  ideas,  and  ol  their 
necessary  relations,  which  appear  upon  com- 
paring them,  is  evident ; for  ideas,  being  the 
only  objects  of  thought,  and  having  no  ex- 
istence but  when  we  are  conscious  of  them, 
it  necessarily  follows  that  there  is  no  object 
of  our  thought  which  can  have  a continued 
and  permanent  existence-  Body  and  spirit, 
cause  and  effect,  time  and  space,  to  w hich 
we  were  wont  to  ascribe  an  existence  inde- 
pendent of  our  thought,  are  all  turned  out 
of  existence  by  this  short  dilemma.  Either 
these  things  are  ideas  of  sensation  or  re- 
flection, or  they  are  not : if  they  are  ideas 
of  sensation  or  reflection,  they  can  have  no 
existence  but  when  wo  are  conscious  of 
them  ; if  they  are  not  ideas  of  sensation  or 
reflection,  they  are  words  without  any 
meaning.* 

Neither  Des  Cartes  nor  Locke  perceived 
this  consequence  of  their  system  concerning 
ideas.  Bishop  Berkeley  was  the  first  who 
discovered  it.  And  what  followed  upon 
this  discovery  ? Why,  with  regard  to  the 
mntcrial  world,  and  with  regard  to  space 
and  time,  he  admits  the  consequence,  That 
these  things  are  mere  ideas,  and  have  no 
existence  hut  in  our  minds ; hut  with  regard 
to  the  existence  of  spirits  or  minds,  he  does 
not  admit  the  consequence  ; and,  if  he  had 
admitted  it,  he  must  have  been  au  absolute 
sceptic.  But  how  does  he  evade  this  con- 
sequence with  regard  to  the  existence  of 
spirits  ? The  expedient  which  the  good 
Bishop  uses  on  tills  occasion  is  very  re- 
markable, and  shews  his  great  aversion  to 
scepticism.  He  yunaiutains  that  we  have 
uo  ideas  of  spirits ; and  that  we  can  think, 
and  speak,  and  reason  about  them,  and 
about  their  attributes,  without  having  any 
ideas  of  them.  If  this  is  so,  my  Lord,  what 
should  hinder  us  from  thinking  and  reason- 
ing about  bodies,  and  their  qtuilities,  with- 
out having  ideas  of  them?  /The  Bishop 
either  did  not  think  of  this  question,  or  did 
not  think  fit  to  give  any  answer  to  it.  How- 
ever, we  may  observe,  that,  in  order  to  avoid 
scepticism,  he  fairly  starts  out  of  the  Car- 
tesian system,  without  giving  any  reason 
why  he  did  so  in  this  instance,  and  in  no 
other.  This,  indeed,  is  the  only  instance  of 
a deviation  from  Cartesian  principles  which 
I have  met  with  in  the  successors  of  Des 
Cartes  ; and  it  seems  to  have  been  only  a 
sudden  start,  occasioned  by  the  terror  of 
scepticism  ; for,  in  all  other  things,  Berke- 
ley's system  is  founded  upon  Cartesian 
principles. 

Thus  we  see  that  Des  Cartes  and  Locke 
take  the  road  that  leads  to  scepticism,  with- 
out knowing  the  end  of  it ; hut  they  stop 


• Thl*  dilemma  applic*  to  the  tmsttaliim  of  Lorlt, 
but  not  to  the  rationalum  of  Do*  Carter— H 
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*hort  for  want  of  light  to  carry  them  farther. 
Berkeley,  frighted  at  the  appearance  of  the 
dreadful  a by  hr,  starts  aside,  and  avoids  it. 
Hut  the  author  of  the  “Treatise  of  Human 
Nature,**  more  daring  and  intrepid,  without 
turning  aside  to  the  right  hand  or  to  the 
left,  like  Virgil's  Alecto,  shoots  directly 
into  the  gulf ; 

••  Hie  tpmii  horrendum,  et  sarvl  spiracula  Ditis 

Muostrantur : runtoque  Ingcna  Achetonte  i or ago 

Pestilcra*  aperit  fauces." 

4.  We  may  observe.  That  the  account 
given  by  the  new  system,  of  that  furniture 
of  the  human  understanding  which  is  the 
gift  of  Nature,  and  not  the  acquisition  of  our 
own  reasoning  faculty,  is  extremely  lame 
jtntLkn  perfect.  • 

The  natural  furniture  of  the  human  un- 
derstanding is  of  two  kinds  : First,  The 
notions  or  simple  apprehensions  which  we 
have  of  things ; and,  secondly,  The  jttdp- 
ments  or  the  belief  which  we  have  concern- 
ing them.  As  to  our  notions,  the  new  sys- 
tem reduces  them  to  two  classes — ideas  of 
sensation , and  ideas  of  refection  : the  first 
are  conceived  to  be  copies  of  our  sensations, 
retained  in  the  memory  or  imagination  ; 
the  second,  to  be  copies  of  the  operations  of 
our  minds  whereof  we  are  conscious,  in  like 
manner  retained  in  the  memory  or  imagin- 
ation : and  we  are  taught  that  these  two 
comprehend  all  the  materials  about  which 
the  human  understanding  is,  or  can  be  em- 
ployed. As  to  our  judgment  of  things,  or 
the  belief  which  we  have  concerning  them, 
the  new  system  allows  no  part  of  it  to  be  the 
gift  of  nature,  but  holds  it  to  be  the  acquisi- 
tion of  reason,  and  to  be  got  by  comparing 
our  ideas,  and  perceiving  their  agreements 
or  disagreements.  Now  I take  this  account, 
both  of  our  notions,  and  of  our  judgments 
or  belief,  to  be  extremely  imperfect ; and  I 
shall  briefly  point  out  some  of  its  capital 
defects. 

The  division  of  our  notions  into  ideas  of 
sensation, T and  ideas  of  reflection.  Is  con- 
trary to  all  rules  of  logic ; because  the 
second  member  of  the  divisiou  includes  the 
first.  For,  can  wo  form  clear  and  just 
notions  of  our  sensations  any  other  way 
than  by  reflection  ? Surely  we  cannot 
Sensation  is  an  operation  of  the  mind  of 
which  we  are  conscious  ; and  we  get  the 
notion  of  sensation  by  reflecting  upon  that 
which  we  are  conscious  of.  I n like  manner, 
doubting  and  believing  are  operations  of  the 
mind  w-nereof  we  are  conscious;  and  we 
get  the  notion  of  them  by  reflecting  upon 
what  we  are  conscious  of.  The  ideas  of 
sensation,  therefore,  are  ideas  of  reflection, 


• The  following  summary  refer*  principal!*  to 
Incite. — II. 

t It  limit  he  remembered  that  under  Sensation 
Locke  and  other*  Included  Perception  proper* nd 
Sen  tot  ion  pn  per  — H. 


| as  much  as  the  ideas  of  doubting,  or  bc- 
i lieving,  or  any  other  ideas  whatsoever.* 
But,  to  pass  over  the  inaccuracy  of  this 
division,  it  is  extremely  incomplete.  For, 
since  sensation  is  an  operation  of  the  mind, 
as  well  as  all  the  other  things  of  which  we 
form  our  notions  by  reflection,  when  it  is 
asserted  that  all  our  notions  are  either 
ideas  of  sensation  or  ideas  of  reflection,  the 
plain  English  of  this  is,  That  mankind 
neither  do  nor  can  think  of  anything  but 
of  the  operations  of  their  own  minds.  No- 
thing can  be  more  contrary  to  truth,  or 
more  contrary  to  the  experience  of  man- 
kind. 1 know  that  Locke,  while  he  main- 
tained this  doctrine,  believed  the  notions 
which  wo  have  of  body  and  of  its  qualities, 
and  the  notions  which  we  have  of  motion 
and  of  space,  to  be  ideas  of  sensation.  But 
why  did  he  believe  this  r Because  he 
believed  those  notions  to  be  nothing  else 
but  images  of  our  sensations.  If,  there- 
fore, the  notions  of  body  and  its  qualities, 
of  motion  and  space,  be  not  images  of  our 
sensations,  will  it  not  follow  that  those 
notions  are  not  ideas  of  sensatiou  ? Most 
certainly. •f 

• I do  not  ace  how  this  critirbmon  I-orke's  divi- 
sion can  be  defended,  or  even  excused.  It  is  perfectly 
evident  that  Itcid  here  confound*  the  proper  idem  of 
sensation— that  is,  the  ideas  oft  he  qualities  of  matter, 
about  which  sens.it  on  (perception)  is  conversant— 
with  the  idea  of  sensation  itself— that  is,  the  Idea  of 
this  faculty  as  an  attribute  of  mind,  and  whirl,  is  the 
object  of  a reflex  consciousness.  Nor  would  it  be 
competent  to  maintain  that  I-oekc,  allowing  no  im- 
mediate knowledge  of  aught  but  of  mind  and  its 
contents,  consequently  reduces  all  our  faculties  to 
aclf-conucioutncss,  and  thus  abolishes  the  distinction 
oi  sensation  (perception)  and  reflection,  as  separate 
farulties,  the  one  conversant  with  the  qualities  of 
the  external  world,  the  other  with  the  qualities  of 
the  internal,  lor,  in  t he  first  place,  it  would  still 
be  logically  rompc'ent,  on  the  hypothesis  that  all 
our  knowledge  is  exclusively  of  self,  to  divide  the 
ideas  we  possessed,  into  cla«#e«,  according  as  these 
were  given  as  represent  Ml.  ms  of  the  nan-CfO  by  the 
ego,  or  as  phenomena  of  the  ryo  itself.  In  th  se- 
cond place.  Hetd's  criticism  does  not  admit  of  this 
excuse-  Hut,  in  the  third,  if  the  defence  were  valid 
j in  itself,  and  here  available,  the  ptnlo-ophy  of  Held 
[ himself  would  be  obnoxiou  to  a similar  criticism.  For 
he  makes  |ierccption  (consequently  the  ohjeet  known 
in  perception!  nn  object  of  consciousness  ; but  con. 
M'musness,  in  Iris  view,  is  only  of  the  phenomena  of 
mind  itself— all  consciousness  is  to  him  self. con. 
sciovtness.  Thus,  his  < ■rrerption,  as  contained  under 
, An  consciousness,  is  only  cognisant  of  the  rgo.  With 
all  this,  however,  Hcid  distinguishes  perception  and 
consciousness  as  special  and  co-ordinate  faculties; 
perception  being  conversant  about  the  qualities  of 
! matter,  as  suggc>ted— tha*  »»,  at  represented  in  the 
i percipient  subject— consciousness  as  conversant  about 
‘ perception  and  the  other  attributes  of  mind  itself. 
— With  the  preceding  observations,  the  reader  may 
cotn|»are  Priestley's  •'  Examina'inn,"  p IiH,  and 
i Sfewait’s  M Philosophical  Essay.,”  Note  ft  —li. 
t I may  here  notics  »-what  1 shall  hereafter  more 
flilly  advert  to— that  Ki-id's  criticism  of  Ixicke,  here 
and  elsewhere,  proceeds  upon  the  imputation  that 
the  English  philosopher  attached  the  same  restricted 
meaning  to  the  term  Sensation  that  he  did  himself. 
But  this  is  not  the  case.  Locke  employed  Sensation 
to  denote  both  the  idet  and  the  sentiment  of  the 
Cartesians— bo  h the  perception  and  the  tematt  n 
of  Reid.  To  confound  this  distinction  was,  indeed, 
wrong,  but  this  is  a separate  and  special  ground  of 
censure,  and,  in  a general  criticism  of  Ls»  ke's  « oc. 
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There  is  nc  doctrine  in  the  new  system 
which  more  directly  leads  to  scepticism 
than  this.  And  the  author  of  the  u Trea- 
tise of  Human  Nature**  knew  very  well 
how  to  use  it  for  that  purpose ; for,  if  you 
maintain  that  there  is  any  such  existence 
as  body  or  spirit,  time  or  place,  cause  or 
effect,  he  immediately  catches  you  between 
the  horns  of  this  dilemma  ; your  notions  of 
these  existences  are  either  ideas  of  sensa- 
tion, or  ideas  of  reflection  s if  of  sensation, 
from  what  sensation  are  they  copied  ? if  of 
reflection,  from  what  operatvm  of  the  mind 
are  they  copied  ? 

It  is  indeed  to  bo  wished  .fiat  those  who 
have  written  much  about  sensation,  and 
about  the  other  operations  of  the  mind,  had 
likewise  thought  and  reflected  much,  and 
with  great  care,  upon  those  o|**rationa  ; but 
is  it  not  very  strange  that  they  will  not 
allow  it  to  be  possible  for  mankind  to  think 
of  anything  else  ? 

The  account  which  this  system  gives  of 
our  judgment  and  belief  concerning  things, 
is  as  far  from  the  truth  as  the  account 
it  gives  of  our  notions  or  simple  appre- 
hensions. It  represents  our  senses  as  hav- 
ing no  other  office  but  that  of  furnishing 
the  mind  with  notions  or  simple  appre- 
hensions of  things ; and  makes  our  judg- 
ment and  belief  concerning  those  tilings  to 
be  acquired  by  comparing  our  notions  to- 
gether, and  perceiving  their  agreements  or 
disagreements. 

We  have  Bhcwn,  on  the  contrary,  that 
every  operation  of  the  senses,  in  its  very 
nature,  implies  judgment  or  belief,  as  well 
as  simple  apprehension.  Thus,  when  I feel 
the  | >ain  of  the  gout  in  my  toe,  I have  not 
only  a notion  of  pain,  but  a belief  of  its 
existence,  and  a belief  of  some  disorder  in 
my  toe  which  occasions  it ; and  this  belief 
is  not  produced  by  comparing  ideas,  and 
perceiving  their  agreements  and  disagree- 
ments; it  is  included  in  the  very  nature  of 
the  sensation.  When  I pe  cetve  a tree 
before  me,  my  faculty  of  seeing  gives  me 
not  only  a notion  or  simple  apprehension  of 
the  tree,  but  a belief  of  its  existence,  and 
of  its  figure,  distance,  aud  magnitude  ; and 
this  judgment  or  belief  is  not  got  by  com- 
paring ideas,  it  is  included  in  the  very  na- 
ture of  the  perception.  We  have  taken 
notice  of  several  original  principles  of 
belief  in  the  course  of  this  inquiry ; and 


trine,  the  fact  ihat  hedid  k>  confound  perception  pro. 
per  and  *cn  nation  proper,  should  always  be  taken  into 
account.  Bui,  waving  thia,  what  is  gained  by  the 
distinction  In  Krid’s  hands f In  hisdocirlne,  spare, 
motion,  Ac.,  as  perceived,  are  only  conceptions,  only 
modifications  of  self,  suggested,  in  some  unknown 
way,  on  occasion  of  the  Impression  made  on  the  sense ; 
consequently,  in  the  one  doctrine  as  in  the  other, 
what  ta  known  is  nothing  beyond  the  affections  of 
the  thinking  subjert.itsell ; and  this  is  the  only  bads 
required  by  the  idealist  and  sceptic  for  the  foundation 
©I  their  system#  — H. 


when  other  faculties  of  the  mind  are  exa-  j 
mined,  we  shall  find  more,  which  have  not 
occurred  in  the  examination  of  the  five  j 
senses. 

Such  original  and  natural  judgments  are, 
therefore,  a part  of  that  furniture  which 
Nature  hath  given  to  the  human  under- 
standing. They  are  the  inspiration  of  the 
Almighty,  no  less  than  our  notions  or  simple 
apprehensions.  They  serve  to  direct  us  in 
the  common  affairs  of  life,  where  our  rea- 
soning faculty  would  leave  us  in  the  dark. 
They  are  a part  of  our  constitution  ; and  all 
the  discoveries  of  our  reason  are  grounded 
upon  them.  They  make  up  what  is  called 
the  common  sense  of  mankind  ;•  and,  what 
is  manifestly  contrary  to  any  of  those  first 
principles,  is  what  we  call  altsuid.  The 
strength  of  them  is  gooti  sense,  which  is 
often  found  in  those  who  are  not  acute  in 
reasoning.  A remarkable  deviation  from 
them,  arising  from  a disorder  in  the  con- 
stitution, is  what  we  call  lunacy  ; as  when 
a man  believes  that  he  is  made  of  gloss. 
When  a man  suffers  himself  to  be  reasoned 
out  of  the  principles  of  common  sense,  by 
metaphysical  arguments,  we  may  call  this 
metaphysical  lunacy  ; which  differs  from 
the  other  species  of  the  distemper  in  this, 
that  it  is  not  continued,  but  intermittent : 
it  is  apt  to  seize  the  patient  in  solitary  and 
speculative  moments ; but,  when  he  enters 
into  society,  Common  Sense  recovers  her  \ 
authority. *f*  A clear  explication  and  enu- 
meration of  the  principles  of  common  sem-o,  ^ 
is  one  of  the  chief  desiderata  in  logic.__)~  We 
have  only  considered  such  of  tfuTTras  oc- 
curred in  the  examination  of  the  five 
senses. 

5.  The  last  observation  that  I shall  make 
upon  the  new  system,  is,  that,  although  it 
professes  to  set  out  in  the  way  of  reflection, 
and  not  of  analogy,  it  hath  retained  sonto 
of  the  old  analogical  notions  concerning  the 


• See  Note  A — H. 

t No  one  admit!  thi«  more  promptly  than  the 
sceptic  hiniK-lf  See  HuntH  “ Treatise  of  Humaa 
Nature,”  Book  I.,  Part  tv.,  t 7,  and  ••  Enquiry 
Concerning  Human  Under  ►landing,”  \ 12,  Part  II. 
*'  Nati  re,"  Myi  he  in  the  Utter,  “ u always  too  atrong 
for  principle  ; and,  though  a Pyn human  may  throw 
him*clf  or  other*  into  a momentary  amazement  and 
Confusion  L>y  hi*  profound  reasoning*,  the  first  and 
mo*t  trivial  event  In  lile  will  put  to  flight  all  bu 
doubt*  and  scruple*,  and  leave  him  the-  nine  in  every 
point  of  action  and  speculation  with  the  philosopher* 
of  every  other  *ect,  or  with  thou*  who  never  con- 
cerned themselves  in  any  philosophical  researches. 
When  he  awake*  from  hi*  dream,  he  will  l*c  the  firvt 
to  join  m the  laugh  agalnvt  him«elf,  and  to  confess 
that  all  hi*  ejections  are  mere  amusement , and  car 
have-no  other  tendency  than  to  shew  the  whimsical 
condition  of  mankind,  who  null  act,  and  reason, 
and  believe,  though  they  are  not  able,  by  their  most 
diligent  enquiry,  to  vatisiy  themaclve*  concerning  tne 
foundation  of  the  ope.  ation*,  or  to  remove  the  objec- 
tion* which  may  be  raised  against  them  H 

u I .a  Nature  confond  lea  Pyrrhonietia,"  (*ayi 
Pascal,)  " et  la  Raison  contbnd  les  Dogmatize*. ” 
How  can  philosophy  be  realized?  i*  thu*  the  grand 
question.— H. 
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operations  of  the  mind  ; particularly,  that 
things  which  do  not  now  exist  in  the  mind 
itself,  o.'n  only  bo  perceived,  remembered, 
or  imagiued,  by  means  of  ideas  or  images* 
of  them  in  the  mind,  which  are  the  imme- 
diate objects  of  perception,  remembrance, 
and  imagination.  This  doctrine  appears 
evidently  to  be  borrowed  from  the  old  sys- 
tem ; which  taught  that  external  things 
make  impressions  upon  the  mind,  like  the 
impressions  of  a seal  upon  wax ; that  it  is 
by  means  of  those  impressions  that  we  per- 
ceive, remember,  or  imagine  them  ; ai.«J 
that  those  impressions  must  resemble  the 
things  from  which  they  are  taken.  When 
we  form  our  notions  of  the  operations  of  the 
mind  by  analogy,  this  way  of  conceiving 
them  seems  to  be  very  natural,  and  offers 
itself  to  our  thoughts ; for,  as  everything 
which  is  felt  must  make  some  impression 
upon  the  body,  we  are  apt  to  think  that 
everything  which  is  understood  must  make 
some  impression  upon  the  mind. 

From  such  analogical  reasoning,  this 
opinion  of  the  existence  of  ideas  or  images 
of  things  in  the  mind,  seems  to  have  taken 
its  rise,  aud  to  have  been  so  universally 
received  among  philosophers.  It  was  ob- 
served already,  that  Berkeley,  in  one  in- 
stance, apostatizes  front  this  principle  of 
the  new  system,  by  affirming  that  we  have 
no  ideas  of  spirits,  and  that  we  can  think  of 
them  immediately,  without  ideas.  Hut  1 
know  not  whether  in  this  he  has  hud  any 
followers.  There  is  some  difference,  like- 
wise, among  modern  philosophers  with  re- 
gard to  the  ideas  or  images  by  which  we 
perceive,  remember,  or  imagine  sensible 
things.  For,  though  nil  agree  in  the  exist- 
ence of  such  images, they  differ  about  their 
place  ; some  placing  them  in  a particular 

fiart  of  the  bruin,  w here  the  soul  is  thought  to 
tave  her  residence,  and  others  placing  them 
in  the  mind  itself.  I)es  Cartes  held  the  first 
of  these  opinions  to  which  Newton  seems 
likewise  to  have  inclined  ; for  he  proposes 
this  query  in  his  “ Optics  s’* — u An  non  seu- 
soriuin  animalium  cst  locus  cui  substantia 
seutiens  adest,  et  in  quern  sensihiles  rerum 
species  per  nervoa  et  cerebrum  deferuntur, 
ut  ibi  pnesentes  a prtesente  sentiri  pos- 


• That  i»,  ojr  ' r/  rrimtatir-  entitle*  d'ffi rent from 
the  mode*  oj  the  mind  itself.  Thi*  doctrine*  I have 
already  no'icco,  is  attributed  b>  Keid  too  univot sally 
to  pl'CiMOi  h ra , and  i*  a'*o  a comparatively  urtnn 
po  t am  ci rc<> instance  in  rcicrci.ce  to  the  Idealist  and 
Sceptic.  S e Note  C — H. 

t St  la»t  note.  Berkrlev  dio  hold  the  hypothecs 

Of  Ideaa  a.  unce>  stood  by  ftoid.— II. 

t An  unqualified  error,  arbii  g Irom  not  under. 
*t  .tiding  the  arnt.iguou*  Ian/: tinge  of  Des  ('  rtca  ; 
who  ca  l»,  by  the  < on  rnoti  name  of  Id-  m,  loth  the 
organic  m<  tion*  in  the  liram,  of  which  the  mind,  in 
hi*  r octrinc,  n.C'-««ri'v  km>w*  n«  tiling,  *nd  the  re- 
presentations m the-mirm  rt»r  If.  hyp  rphysirnlly  de. 
tirnnnl  on  occakionol  tho*e  millions,  and  of  which 
alone  tlic  mind  is  cognisant.  Hut  of  tin*  under  the 
•*  £&so)*  ou  the  Intellectual  Power*."— *11. 


sint  ?”  Hut  Locke  seems  to  place  the  ideas 
of  sensible  things  in  the  mind  ;•  and  that 
Berkeley,  and  the  author  of  the  “ Treatise 
of  Human  Nature,”  were  of  the  same 
opinion,  is  evident.  The  last  makes  a very 
curious  application  of  this  doctrine,  by  en- 
deavouring to  prove  from  it,  That  the  mind 
either  is  no  substance,  or  that  it  is  an  ex- 
tended and  divisible  substance ; because  the 
ideas  of  extension  cannot  be  in  a subject 
which  is  indivisible  and  uucxtended. 

I confess  I think  his  reasoning  in  this, 
os  in  most  cases,  is  clear  and  strong.  For 
whether  the  idea  of  extension  be  only 
another  name  for  extension  itself,  as  Ber- 
keley and  this  author  assert ; or  whether 
the  idea  of  extension  be  an  image  and  resem- 
blance of  extension,  as  Locke  conceived ; 
I appeal  to  any  man  of  common  sense, 
whether  extension,  or  any  image  of  exten- 
sion, can  be  in  an  unextended  and  indi- 
visible subject,  f But  while  I agree  with 
him  in  his  reasoning,  I w ould  make  a differ- 
ent application  of  it.  He  takes  it  for  grant- 
ed, tliat  there  are  ideas  of  extension  in  the 
mind ; and  thence  infers,  that,  if  it  is  at  all 
a substance,  it  must  be  an  extended  and 
divisible  substance.  On  the  contrary,  I 
take  it  for  granted,  upon  the  testimony  of 
common  sense,  that  my  mind  is  a substance 
— that  is,  a permanent  subject  of  thought ; 
and  my  reason  convinces  me  that  it  is  an 
unextended  and  indivisible  substance;  and 
hence  I infer  that  there  cannot  be  in  it 
anything  that  resembles  extension.  If  this 
reasoning  had  occurred  to  Berkeley,  it 
would  probably  have  led  him  to  acknow- 
ledge that  we  may  think  and  reason  con- 
cerning bodies,  without  having  ideas  of  them 
in  the  mind,  as  well  as  concerning  spirits. 

* I intended  to  have  examined  more  par- 
ticularly and  fully  this  doctrine  of  the  ex- 
istence of  ideas  or  images  of  things  in  the 
mind  ; and  likewise  another  doctrine,  which 
is  founded  upon  it— -to  wit,  That  judgment 
or  belief  is  nothing  but  a perception  of  the 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  our  ideas; 
but,  having  already  shewn,  through  the 
course  of  this  inquiry,  that  the  operations 
of  the  mind  which  we  have  examined,  give 
no  countenance  to  either  of  these  doctrines, 
and  in  many  things  contradict  them,  I have 
thought  it  proper  to  drop  this  part  of  ray 
design.  It  may  be  executed  with  more 
advantage,  if  it  is  at  all  necessary,  after  in- 
quiring into  some  other  powers  of  the  human 
understanding. 


• I-ncke’*  opinion  on  thi*  point  i*  a*  obscure  and 
doubtful  a that  of  Dm  Carte*  u clear  amt  certain. 
But  Held  ta  pr.>babl«  right.— It 
f I do  not  recollect  -reing  any  argument  rai*ed  in 
favour  nf  materialism,  irom  the  fact,  that  *p  re  or 
fit i n-wn  U.a  notion  necessary  to  the  nnnd  ; and  yet 
it  m ght,  with  Mime  »how  of  plausibility,  ir  main- 
tained, that  extension  i*  a nerosary  form  or  thought, 
became  the  th  nklng  principle  is iUk  Ir  extern  cd  — H 
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Although  we  have  examined  ouly  the  five 
senses,  and  the  principles  of  the  human 
mind  which  are  employed  about  them,  or 
such  as  have  fallen  in  our  way  in  the  course 
of  this  examination,  we  shall  leave  the 
further  prosecution  of  this  inquiry  to  future 
deliberation.  The  powers  of  memory,  of 
imagination,  of  taste,  of  reasoning,  of  moral 
perception,  the  will,  the  passions,  the  affec- 
tions, and  all  the  active  powers  of  the  soul, 
present  a vast  and  boundless  field  of  philo- 
sophical disquisition,  which  the  author  of 
this  inquiry  is  far.  from  thinking  himself 
able  to  survey  with  accuracy.  Many  authors 
of  ingenuity,  ancient  and  modem,  have 
made  excursions  into  this  vast  territory, 
and  have  communicated  useful  observations : 
but  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  those 
who  have  pretended  to  give  us  a map  of  the 
whole,  have  satisfied  themselves  with  a very 
inaccurate  and  incomplete  survey.  If  Ga- 
lileo had  attempted  a complete  system  of 


natuia)  philosophy,  he  had,  probably,  done 
little  service  to  mankind  ; but  by  confuting 
himself  to  what  was  w ithin  his  comprehen- 
sion, he  laid  the  foundation  of  a system  of 
knowledge,  which  rises  by  degrees,  and 
does  honour  to  the  human  understanding. 
Newton,  building  upon  this  foundation,  and, 
in  like  manner,  confining  his  inquiries  to 
the  law  of  gravitation  and  the  properties  of 
light,  performed  wonders.  If  he  had  at- 
tempted a great  deal  more,  he  had  done  a 
great  deal  less,  and  perhaps  nothing  at  all. 
Ambitious  of  follow  ing  such  great  examples, 
with  unequal  steps,  alas ! and  unequal 
force,  we  have  attempted  an  inquiry  only 
into  one  little  comer  of  the  human  mind — 
tliat  comer  which  seems  to  be  most  exposed 
to  vulgar  observation,  and  to  be  most  easily 
comprehended ; and  yet,  if  we  have  deline- 
ated it  justly,  it  must  be  acknowledged  that 
the  accounts  heretofore  given  of  it  wen* 
very  lame,  and  wide  of  the  truth. 
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TO 

MR  DUGALD  STEWART, 

LATELY  PROFESSOR  OF  MATHEMATICS,  NOW  PROFESSOR  OF  MORAL  PHILOSOPHY, 

AMD 

DR  JAMES  GREGORY, 

PROFESSOR  OF  THE  THEORY  OF  PHYSIO  IN  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  EDINBURGH.* 


My  Dear  Friends, — I know  not  to 
whom  I can  address  these  Essays  with 
more  propriety  than  to  you ; not  only  on 
account  of  a friendship  begun  in  early  life 
on  your  part,  though  in  old  ago  on  mine, 
and  in  one  of  you  I may  say  hereditary  ; 
nor  yet  on  account  of  that  correspondence 
in  our  literary  pursuits  and  amusements, 
which  has  always  given  me  so  great  plea- 
sure ; but  because,  if  these  Essays  have 
any  merit,  you  have  a considerable  share 
in  it,  having  not  only  encouraged  me  to  hope 
that  [iv.]  they  may  be  useful,  hut  favoured 
me  with  your  observations  on  every  part  of 
them,  both  before  they  were  sent  to  the 
press,  and  while  they  were  under  it- 

I have  availed  myself  of  your  observa- 
tions, so  as  to  correct  many  faults  that 
might  otherwise  have  escaped  me ; and  I 
have  a very  grateful  bcubo  of  your  friend- 
ship, in  giving  this  aid  to  one  who  stood 
much  in  need  of  it ; haring  no  shame,  hut 
much  pleasure,  in  being  instructed  by  those 
who  formerly  were  my  pupils,  as  one  of  you 
was. 

It  would  be  ingratitude  to  a man  whose 
memory  I most  highly  respect,  not  to  men- 
tion my  obligations  to  the  Late  Lord  Karnes, 
for  the  concern  he  was  pleased  to  take  in 
this  Work.  Having  seen  a small  part  of 
it,  he  urged  me  to  carry  it  on  ; took  acount 
of  my  progress  from  time  to  time  ; revised 
it  more  than  once,  as  far  as  it  was  carried, 
before  his  death  ; and  gave  me  his  observa- 
tions on  it,  both  with  respect  to  the  matter 
and  the  expression.  On  some  points  we 


• See  above.  In  “ Cormpondence,*’  p.  83,  a— II. 

fiii.-vi.l 


differed  in  opinion,  and  debated  them 
keenly,  both  in  conversation  and  by  many 
letters,  without  any  abatement  of  his  affec- 
tion, or  of  his  zeal  for  the  work’s  being 
carried  on  and  published  : for  he  had  too 
much  liberality  of  mind  not  to  allow  to  [v.  ] 
others  the  same  liberty  in  judging  which  he 
claimed  to  himselfi 

It  is  difficult  to  say  whether  that  worthy 
man  was  more  eminent  in  active  life  or 
in  speculation.  Very  rare,  surely,  have 
been  the  instances  where  the  talents  for 
both  were  united  in  so  eminent  a degree. 

His  genius  and  industry,  in  many  differ, 
ent  branches  of  literature,  will,  by  his 
works,  be  known  to  posterity  : his  private 
virtues  and  public  spirit,  his  assiduity, 
through  a long  and  laborious  life,  in  many 
honourable  public  offices  with  which  he  w as 
entrusted,  and  his  zeal  to  encourage  and 
promote  everything  that  tended  to  the 
improvement  of  his  country  in  laws,  litera- 
ture, commerce,  manufactures,  and  agricul- 
ture, arc  best  known  to  his  friends  and 
contemporaries. 

The  favourable  opinion  which  he,  and 
you  my  friends,  were  pleased  to  express 
of  this  work,  has  been  my  chief  encourage- 
ment to  lay  it  before  the  public  ; and  per- 
haps, without  that  encouragement,  it  had 
never  seen  the  light  s for  I have  always 
found,  that,  without  social  intercourse,  even 
a favourite  speculation  languishes;  and 
that  we  cannot  help  thinking  the  better  of  our 
own  opinions  [vi.]  when  they  are  approved 
by  those  whom  we  esteem  good  judges. 

You  know  that  the  substance  of  these 
Essays  was  delivered  annually,  for  mors 
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than  twenty  year*,  in  Lecture*  to  a large 
body  of  the  more  advanced  student*  in  this 
University,  and  for  several  years  before,  in 
another  University.  Those  who  heard  me 
with  attention,  of  whom  I presume  there 
are  some  hundreds  alive,  will  recognise  the 
doctrine  which  they  heard,  some  of  them 
thirty  years  ago,  delivered  to  them  more 
diffusely,  and  with  the  repetitions  and  illus- 
trations proper  for  such  audiences. 

I am  afraid,  indeed,  that  the  more  intel- 
ligent reader,  who  is  conversant  in  such 
abstract  subjects,  may  think  that  there  are 
repetitions  still  left,  which  might  be  spared. 
Such,  I hope,  will  consider,  that  what  to 


one  reader  is  a superfluous  repetition,  to 
the  greater  part,  less  conversant  in  such 
subjects,  may  be  very  useful.  If  this  apo- 
logy be  deemed  insufficient,  and  be  thought 
to  be  the  dictate  of  laziness,  I claim  some 
indulgence  even  for  that  laziness,  at  my 
period  of  life,  [vii] 

You  who  are  in  the  prime  of  life,  with 
the  vigour  which  it  inspires,  will,  1 hope, 
make  more  happy  advances  in  this  or  in  any 
other  branch  of  science  to  which  your  taleuts 
may  be  applied. 

Tho.  Reid. 

UJjigav  College,  June  I,  178A. 
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Human  knowledge  may  be  reduced  to 
two  general  heads,  according  as  it  relates 
to  body  or  to  mind  ; to  things  material  or 
to  things  intellectual.* 

The  whole  system  of  bodies  in  the  uni- 
verse, of  which  we  know  but  a very  small 
part,  may  be  called  the  Material  World; 
the  whole  system  of  minds,  from  the  infinite 
Creator  to  the  meanest  creature  endowed 
with  thought,  may  be  called  tbe  Intellectual 
World.  These  are  the  twp  great  kingdoms 
of  naturct  that  fall  within  our  notice; 
and  about  the  one,  or  the  other,  or  things 
I attaining  to  them,  every  art,  every  science, 
and  every  human  thought  is  employed  ; nor 
can  the  boldest  flight  of  imagination  carry 
us  beyond  their  limits. 

Many  things  there  are,  indeed,  regarding 
the  nature  and  the  structure  both  of  body 
and  of  mind,  which  our  faculties  cannot 
reach ; many  difficulties  which  the  ablest 
philosopher  cannot  resolve : but  of  other 

• See  Stewart's  **  Life  and  Writing*  of  Held,** 
supra.  \>  14  ; and  hi*  •*  KJttnMiU,"  vol.  L,  introduc- 
tion ; Jouftrny,  in  the  preface  to  hi*  •*  Oeuvre*  de 
Held,”  t.  L,  I*p.  23-611.  I hi*  important  Preface  will 
aoon  be  made  generally  accewibte  to  the  British  pub. 
lie  by  a highly  competent  translator. — H. 

t The  term  Nature  u used  aometime*  in  a wider, 
aometime*  in  a narrower  extension.  When  employed 
in  it*  most  extensive  meaning,  it  embrace*  the  two 
world*  ot  mind  and  matter.  When  employed  in  ita 
more  restricted  signification,  it  i*  a synonyme  for  the 
latter  only,  and  t*  then  used  in  contradistinction  to 
the  former.  In  the  Greek  philosophy,  the  word 
was  general  in  its  meaning;  and  the  great 
branch  of  philosophy  styled  •'  physical  at  physiol  •- 
picnl"  included  under  it  not  otily  the  science*  of 
matter,  but  a!*o  those  of  mind.  tNlth  us,  the  term 
Nature  is  more  vaguely  extensive  than  the  terms, 
physics , s h:  su  al , physiology , physiological , or  even 
tn  in  the  adjective  natural ; whereas,  in  the  philo- 
sophy  ot  Germany,  Natur,  and  ita  correlatives, 
win  thcr  of  (week  or  Latin  derivation,  are,  in  general, 
cxprcMtiveof  the  world  of  matter  in  contrast  to  (lie 
w.>rld  of  intelligence.— H. 
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natures,  if  any  other  there  be,  wo  have  no 
knowledge,  no  conception  at  all. 

That  everything  that  exists  must  be  either 
corporeal  or  incorporeal  is  evident.  Rut 
it  is  not  so  evident  that  every  thing  [2]  that 
exists  must  either  be  corporeal  or  endowed 
with  thought.  Whether  there  be  in  the 
universe  beings  which  are  neither  extended, 
solid,  and  inert,  like  body,  nor  active  and 
intelligent,  like  mind,  seems  to  he  beyond 
the  reach  of  our  knowledge.  There  appears 
to  be  a vast  interval  between  body  and 
mind ; and  whether  there  be  any  interme- 
diate nature  that  connects  them  together, 
wo  know  not. 

We  have  no  reason  to  ascribe  intelli- 
gence, or  even  sensation,  to  plants;  yet 
there  appears  in  them  an  active  force  and 
euergy,  which  cannot  be  the  result  of  any 
arrangement  or  combination  of  inert  matter. 
The  same  thing  may  be  said  of  those  powers 
by  which  animals  are  nourished  and  grow, 
by  which  matter  gravitate*,  by  which  rnag- 
netical  and  electrical  bodies  attract  and 
renel  each  other,  and  by  which  tbe  parts  of 
solid  bodies  cohere. 

Some  have  conjectured  that  the  pheno- 
mena of  the  material  world  which  require 
active  force,  are  produced  by  the  continual 
operation  of  intelligent  beings  : others  have 
conjectured  that  there  may  be  in  the  uni- 
verse, beings  that  are  active,  without  in- 
telligence, which,  as  a kind  of  incorporeal 
machinery,  contrived  by  the  supreme  wis- 
dom, perform  their  destined  task  without 
any  knowledge  or  intention.*  But,  laying 
aside  conjecture,  and  all  pretences  to  deter- 
mine in  things  beyond  our  reach,  we  roust 

• Like  the  tripods  of  Vulcan— 

‘O^s  m mo i >ws»«r'  — H 
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rest  in  this,  that  body  and  mind  are  the 
only  kinds  of  being  of  which  wc  can  have 
any  knowledge,  or  can  form  any  concep- 
tion. If  there  are  other  kinds,  they  are 
not  discoverable  by  the  faculties  which  God 
hath  given  us ; and,  with  regard  to  us,  are 
as  if  they  were  not.  [3] 

As,  therefore,  all  our  knowledge  is  con- 
fined to  body  and  mind,  or  things  belonging 
to  them,  there  are  two  great  branches  of 
philosophy,  one  relating  to  body,  the  other 
to  mind.  The  properties  of  body,  and  the 
laws  that  obtain  in  thd  material  system,  are 
the  objects  of  natural  philosophy,  as  that 
word  is  now  used.  The  branch  which 
treats  of  the  nature  and  operations  of  minds 
lias,  by  some,  been  called  Pneumatology.* 
And  to  the  oneor  the  otherof  these  branches, 
the  principles  of  all  the  sciences  belong. 

What  variety  there  may  be  of  minds  or 
thinking  beings,  throughout  this  vast  uni- 
verse, we  cannot  pretend  to  say.  W e dwell 
iu  a little  corner  of  God’s  dominion,  dis- 
joined from  the  rest  of  it.  The  globe  which 
we  inhabit  is  but  one  of  seven  planets  that 
encircle  our  sun.  What  various  orders  of  ! 
beings  may  inhabit  the  other  six,  their  ! 
secondaries,  ami  the  comets  belonging  to 
our  system,  and  how  many  other  suns  may 
be  encircled  with  like  systems,  are  things 
altogether  hid  from  us.  Although  human 
reason  and  industry  have  discovered,  with 
great  accuracy,  the  order  and  distances  of 
the  planets,  aud  the  laws  of  their  motion, 
we  have  no  means  of  corresponding  with 
them  That  they  may  be  the  habitation  of 
animated  beings,  is  very  probable ; but  of 
the  nature  or  powers  of  their  iuhabitants, 
we  are  perfectly  ignorant.  Every  man  is 
conscious  of  a thinking  principle,  or  mind, 
in  himself ; and  we  have  sufficient  evidence 
of  a like  principle  in  other  men.  The 
actions  of  brute  animals  shew  that  they 
have  some  thinking  principle,  though  of  a 
nature  far  inferior  to  the  human  miud.  And 
everything  about  us  may  convince  us  of  the 
existence  of  a supreme  mind,  the  Maker  and 
Governor  of  the  universe.  These  are  all 
the  minds  of  which  reason  can  give  us  any 
certain  knowledge.  [4] 

The  mind  of  man  is  the  noblest  work  of 
God  which  reason  discovers  to  us,  and, 
therefore,  on  account  of  its  dignity,  deserves 
our  study. -f  It  must,  indeed,  be  acknow- 
ledged, that,  although  it  is  of  all  objects  the 
nearest  to  us,  and  seems  the  most  within 
our  reach,  it  is  very  difficult  to  attend  to 
its  operations  so  as  to  form  a distinct  notion 


• Now  properly  superseded  by  the  term  P<ycMoi- 
ony  | to  which  no  competent  objection  can  be  made, 
and  which  afford*  ui — what  the  varioua  clumsy  |>erU 
phrase*  in  u*c  do  not— a convenient  adjective, psycho- 
logical. — H. 

t " On  earth,"  says  a forgotten  philosopher, 
'•  there  is  nothing  great  twit  Man  ; In  man  there  l* 
nothing  great  but  Mind.*'— H. 

( 3 5") 


of  them ; and  on  that  account  there  is  no 
branch  of  knowledge  in  which  the  ingenious 
and  speculative  have  fallen  into  so  great 
errors,  and  even  absurdities.  These  errors 
and  absurdities  have  given  rise  to  a general 
prejudice  against  all  inquiries  of  this  nature. 
Because  iugenious  men  have,  for  many 
ages,  given  different  and  contradictory 
accounts  of  the  powers  of  the  mind,  it  is 
concluded  that  all  speculations  concerning 
them  are  chimerical  and  visionary. 

But  whatever  effect  this  prejudice  may 
have  with  superficial  thinkers,  the  judicious 
will  not  be  apt  to  be  carried  away  with  it. 
About  two  hundred  years  ago,  the  opinions 
of  men  in  natural  philosophy  were  as  various 
and  ns  contradictory  as  they  are  now  con- 
cerning the  powers  of  the  mind.  Galileo, 
Torricelli,  Kepler,  Bacon,  and  Newton, 
had  the  same  discouragement  in  their 
attempts  to  throw  light  upon  the  material 
system,  as  we  have  with  regard  to  the  in- 
tellectual. If  they  had  been  deterred  by 
such  prejudices,  we  should  never  have 
reaped  the  benefit  of  their  discoveries, 
which  do  honour  to  human  nature,  and  will 
make  their  names  immortal.  The  motto 
which  Lord  Bacou  prefixed  to  some  of  his 
w ritings  was  worthy  of  his  genius,  Inveniam 
viam  out  faciam.9 

There  is  a natural  order  in  the  progress 
of  the  sciences,  and  good  reasons  may  be 
assigned  why  the  philosophy  of  body  should 
[5]  be  et/er  sitter  to  that  of  mind,  and  of  a 
quicker  growth  ; but  the  last  hath  the  prin- 
ciple of  life  no  less  than  the  first,  and  will 
grow  up,  though  slowly,  to  maturity.  The 
remains  of  ancient  philosophy  upon  this 
subject,  are  venerable  ruins,  carry  ing  tho 
marks  of  genius  and  industry,  sufficient  to 
inflame,  but  not  to  satisfy  our  curiosity.  In 
later  ages,  Des  Cartes  was  the  first  that 
pointed  out  the  road  we  ought  to  take  in 
those  dark  regions.  Malebranche,  Arnauld, 
Locke,  Berkeley,  Buffier,  Hutcheson, 
Butler,  Hume,  Price,  Lord  Kamos,  have 
laboured  to  make  discoveries—  nor  have  they 
laboured  in  vain;  for,  however  different 
and  contrary  their  conclusions  arc,  how- 
ever sceptical  some  of  them,  they  have  all 
given  new  light,  and  cleared  the  way  to  those 
who  shall  come  after  them. 

We  ought  never  to  despair  of  human 
genius,  but  rather  to  hope  that,  in  time, 
it  may  produce  a system  of  the  powers  and 
operations  of  the  human  mind,  no  less  cer- 
tain than  those  of  optics  or  astronomy. 

This  is  the  more  devoutly  to  be  wished, 
that  a distinct  knowledge  of  the  powers  of 
the  mind  would  undoubtedly  give  great  light 
to  many  other  branches  of  science.  Mr 
Hume  hath  justly  observed,  that  “ all  the 


• see  Mr  Stewart's  "Philosophical  Kaiys,"  Pre 
liminary  DisaeitiUon,  ch.  ii 
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sciences  have  a relation  to  human  nature ; 
and,  however  wide  any  of  them  may  seem 
to  run  from  it,  they  still  return  back  by  one 
passage  or  another.  This  is  the  centre  and 
capital  of  the  sciences,*  which,  being  once 
masters  of,  wo  may  easily  extend  our  con- 
quests everywhere.** 

The  faculties  of  our  minds  are  the  tools 
and  engines  we  must  use  in  every  disquisi- 
tion ; and  the  better  we  understand  their  [6] 
nature  and  force,  the  more  successfully  we 
shall  be  able  to  apply  them.  Mr  Locke 
gives  this  accouut  of  the  occasion  of  his 
entering  upon  his  essay  concerning  human 
understanding  s — M Five  or  six  friends,** 
says  he,  tf  meeting  at  my  chamber,  and  dis- 
coursing on  a subject  very  remote  from 
this,  found  themselves  quickly  at  a stand 
by  the  difficulties  that  rose  on  every  side. 
After  we  had  for  a while  puzzled  ourselves, 
without  coining  any  neurer  to  a resolution 
of  those  doubts  that  perplexed  us,  it  came 
into  my  thoughts  that  we  took  a wrong 
course  ; and  that,  before  we  set  ourselves 
upon  inquiries  of  that  nature,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  examine  our  own  abilities,  and  see 
w hat  objects  our  understandings  were  fitted 
or  not  fitted  to  deal  with.  This  I proposed 
to  the  company,  who  all  readily  assented ; 
and  thereupon  it  was  agreed  that  this  should 
be  our  first  enquiry.**  If  this  be  commonly 
the  cau>e  of  perplexity  iu  those  disquisi- 
tions which  have  least  relation  to  the  miud, 
it  must  be  so  much  more  in  those  that  have 
an  immediate  connection  with  it 

The  sciences  may  be  distinguished  into 
two  classes,  according  as  they  pertain  to  the 
material  or  to  the  intellectual  world.  The 
various  parts  of  natural  philosophy,  the 
mechanical  arts,  chemistry,  medicine,  and 
agriculture,  belong  to  the  first ; but,  to  the 
last,  belong  grammar,  logic,  rhetoric,  na- 


• Hume  probably  had  the  siying  of  Tolybiu*  in 
hit  ejr»s  who  calls  History  the  mother  ciu 
iuf  ) of  PhUo*opbv  — It. 
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tuml  theology,  morals,  jurisprudence,  law, 
politics,  and  the  fine  arts.  The  know- 
ledge of  the  human  mind  is  the  root  from 
which  these  grow,  and  drawr  their  nourish- 
ment.* Whether,  therefore,  we  consider 
! the  dignity  of  this  subject,  or  its  subser- 
viency to  science  in  general,  and  to  the 
noblest  branches  of  science  in  particular,  it 
highly  deserves  to  be  cultivated.  [7] 

A very  elegant  writer,  on  the  tuUtme  and 
beautf/uij’Y  concludes  bis  account  of  the 
passions  thus  : — u The  variety  of  the  pas- 
sions is  great,  and  worthy,  in  every  branch 
of  that  variety,  of  the  most  diligent  inves- 
tigation. The  more  accurately  we  search 
into  the  human  mind,  the  stronger  traces 
we  everywhere  find  of  H is  w'isdom  who  mads 
. it.  If  a discourse  on  the  use  of  the  ports  of 
the  body  may  bo  considered  as  a hymn  to 
the  Creator, :£  the  use  of  the  passions, 
which  are  the  organs  of  the  mind,  cauuot 
be  barren  of  praise  to  Him,  nor  unproductive 
to  ourselves  of  that  noble  and  uncommon 
union  of  science  and  admiration,  which  a 
contemplation  of  the  works  of  infinite  Wis- 
dom alone  can  afford  to  a rational  mind ; 
whilst  referring  to  Him  whatever  wefiud  of 
right,  or  good,  or  fair,  in  ourselves,  dis- 
covering His  strength  and  wisdom  even  in  our 
own  weakness  and  imperfection,  honouring 
them  where  we  discover  them  clearly,  and 
adoring  their  profundity  where  we  arc  lost 
in  our  search,  wo  may  bo  inquisitive  with- 
out impertinence,  and  elevated  without 
pride ; we  may  lie  admitted,  if  I may  dare 
to  say  so,  into  the  counsels  of  the  Almighty, 
by  a consideration  of  his  works.  This  ele- 
vation of  the  mind  ought  to  be  the  principal 
end  of  all  our  studies,  which,  if  they  do  not 
in  some  measure  effect,  they  are  of  very 
little  service  to  us.’* 

• It  it  justly  observed  by  M.  Joullroy,  that  the 
division  here  enounced  is  not  in  principle  identical 
with  that  previcusly  propounded  —II. 

t Burke.— H. 

i Galen  is  referred  to  — H. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

EXPLICATION  OP  WORDS. 

Thkrk  is  no  greater  impediment  to  the 
advancement  of  knowledge  than  the  ambi- 
guity of  words.  'I’o  thin  chiefly  it  is  owing 
that  we  find  sects  and  parties  in  most 
branches  of  science;  and  disputes  which 
are  carried  on  from  ago  to  age,  without  being 
brought  to  an  issue. 

Sophistry  has  been  more  effectually  ex- 
cluded from  mathematics  and  natural 
philosophy  than  from  other  sciences.  In 
mathematics  it  had  no  place  from  the  begin- 
ning; mathematicians  having  had  the  wis- 
dom to  define  accurately  the  terms  they  use, 
and  to  lay  down,  as  axioms,  the  first  prin- 
ciples on  which  their  reasoning  is  grounded. 
Accordingly,  we  find  no  parties  among  ma- 
thematicians, and  hardly  any  disputes.*  [10] 

In  natural  philosophy,  there  was  no  less 
sophistry,  no  less  dispute  and  uncertainty, 
than  in  other  sciences,  until,  about  a cen- 
tury and  a half  ago,  this  science  began  to  bo 
built  upon  the  foundation  of  clear  defini- 
tions and  self-evident  axioms.  Since  that 
time,  the  science,  os  if  watered  with  the 
dew  of  Heaven,  hath  grown  apace ; dis- 
putes have  ceased,  truth  hath  prevailed, 
and  the  science  hath  received  greater  in- 
crease in  two  centuries  than  in  two  thous- 
and years  before. 

It  were  to  bo  wished  that  this  method, 
which  hath  been  so  successful  in  those 
branches  of  science,  were  attempted  in 
others ; for  definitions  and  axioms  are  tho 
foundations  of  all  science.  But  that  defini- 
tions may  not  be  sought  where  no  defini- 
tion can  be  given,  nor  logical  definitions  be 
attempted  where  the  subject  does  not  admit 
of  them,  it  may  be  proper  to  lay  dow  n some 
general  principles  concerning  definition,  for 


• It  wu  not  the  su|H*rior  Mixlnm  of  matheina- 
tieian«,  but  the  simple  and  palp&hle  character  of  their 
object-matter,  which  determined  the  difference.— H. 
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the  sake  of  those  who  are  less  conversant 
in  this  branch  of  logic. 

When  one  undertakes  to  explain  any  art 
or  science,  he  will  have  occasion  to  use 
many  words  that  are  common  to  all  who 
use  the  some  language,  and  some  that  are 
peculiar  to  that  art  or  science.  Words  of 
the  last  kind  arc  called  terms  of  the  art , and 
ought  to  be  distinctly  explained,  that  their 
meaning  may  be  understood. 

A definition*  is  nothing  else  but  an  ex- 
plication of  the  meaning  of  a w ord,  by  words 
whose  meaning  is  already  known.  Hence 
it  is  evident  that  every  word  cannot  be 
defined ; for  the  definition  must  consist  of 
words ; and  there  could  be  no  definition,  if 
there  were  not  words  previously  understood 
without  definition.  Common  words,  there- 
fore, ought  to  be  used  in  their  common 
acceptation  ; and,  when  they  have  different 
acceptations  in  common  language,  these, 
when  it  is  necessary,  ought  to  be  distin- 
guished. But  they  require  no  definition. 
It  is  sufficient  to  define  words  that  are  un- 
common, or  that  are  used  in  an  uncommon 
meaning. 

It  may  farther  be  observed,  that  there 
aro  many  words,  which,  though  they  may 
need  explication,  cannot  be  logically  defined. 
A [ 1 1 ] logical  definition — that  is,  a strict  and 
proper  definition— must  express  the  kind 
[genus]  of  the  thing  defined,  and  the  spe- 
cific difference  by  which  the  species  defined 
is  distinguished  from  every  other  species 
belonging  to  that  kind.  It  is  natural  to  the 
mind  of  man  to  class  things  under  various 
kinds,  and  again  to  subdivide  every  kind 
I into  its  various  species.  A sjiecies  may 
| often  be  subdivided  into  subordinate  species, 
and  then  it  is  considered  ns  a kind. 

From  what  lias  been  said  of  logical  defi- 
nition, it  is  evident,  that  no  word  can  bo 
logically  defined  which  does  not  denote  a 


• In  what  follows,  there  is  a confusion  of  deflni. 
lions  verbal  and  real , which  should  have  been  cate- 
fully  distinguished.— H. 
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specie*  ; because  such  things  only  can  have 
a specific  difference  ; and  a specific  differ- 
ence is  essential  to  a logical  definition. 
On  this  account  there  can  be  no  logical 
definition  of  individual  things,  such  os 
London  or  Paris.  Individuals  are  distin- 
guished either  by  proper  names,  or  by  acci- 
dental circumstances  of  time  or  place  ; but 
they  have  no  specific  difference ; and,  there- 
fore, though  they  may  be  known  by  pro- 
per names,  or  may  be  described  by  circum- 
stances or  relations,  they  cannot  be  defined.  • 
It  is  no  less  evident  that  the  most  general 
words  cannot  be  logically  defined,  because 
there  is  not  a more  general  term,  of  which 
they  are  a species. 

Nay,  we  cannot  define  ever)'  species  of 
things,  because  it  happens  sometimes  that 
we  have  not  words  to  express  the  specific 
difference.  Thus,  a scarlet  colour  is,  no 
doubt,  a species  of  colour ; but  bow  shall 
we  express  the  specific  difference  by  which 
scarlet  is  distinguished  from  green  or  blue  ? 
The  difference  of  them  is  immediately  per 
ceivcd  by  the  eye ; but  we  have  not  words 
to  express  it.  These  things  we  are  taught 
by  logic. 

Without  having  recourse  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  logic,  we  may  easily  be  satisfied 
that  words  cannot  be  defined,  which  signify 
things  perfectly  simple,  and  void  of  all  com- 
position. This  observation,  I think,  was 
first  made  by  Dcs  Cartes,  and  afterwards 
more  fully  illustrated  by  Locke.  And, 
however  obvious  it  appears  to  be,  many  in- 
stances may  be  given  of  great  philosophers 
who  have  |>erplexcd  [12]  and  darkened  the 
subjects  they  nave  treated,  by  not  know  ing, 
or  not  attending  to  it. 

When  men  attempt  to  define  things  which 
cannot  be  defined,  their  definitions  will 
always  be  cither  obscure  or  false.  It  was 
one  of  the  capital  defects  of  Aristotle's  phi- 
losophy, that  he  pretended  to  define  the 
simplest  things,  which  neither  can  be,  nor 
need  to  be  defined  — such  os  time  and  rtw- 
fi"n.£  Among  modern  philosophers,  I 


• It  J»  well  raid  bjr  the  old  lo^iciana,  Ommt't  in. 
tmtiva  notitia  nt  d,finitio;  — that  U,  a 9lnc  qf  the 
thin  - it  e(f  it  if»  bt-n  definition  A».?  »his  l»  true, 
both  of  i he  object*  of  sense,  and  of  the  object*  uf  self, 
consciousness.—  H. 

t Thu  Is  Incorrect.  Dr*  Carte*  ha*  little,  and 
l.orkc  no  title  to  prai«e  f*>r  this  observation.  It  haJ 
Iwen  made  toy  Aristotle,  and  alter  him  by  many 
other* ; while,  subsequent  to  Dr*  Carte*,  and  prt. 
rio-t  to  l.ocke%  I'ascal  and  the  l*ort-  Kojral  I .ngicians, 
to».iy  nothing  of  a paper  of  l^ibnits,  tn  1081,  had  re- 
duced it  to  a matter  of  commonplace.  In  thi*  instance, 
i-ncke  can,  indeed,  be  proeerf  a borrower  Mr  Slewart 
(•*  Philosophical  la*ays,  * Note  A)  i*  wrong  in  think, 
log  that,  alte.  Dcs  Carte*,  Lord  Stair  i*  the  earlic.t 
philosopher  by  whom  tin*  logical  principle  whi 
enounced  ; for  Stair,  a*  a writer,  is  subsequent  to 
the  author*  adduced  — H. 

t There  U not  a little,  however,  to  be  said  In  vln- 
dicat  on  of  Aristotle's  definition*  Inbuilt  Is  not 
the  only  modern  philosopher  who  has  applauded  that 
of  Motion,  which  requires,  however,  some  ill*  s- 
t ration  of  the  special  significance  ol  its  terms  — H. 

[I»,  13] 
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know  none  that  has  abused  definition  so 
much  os  Carolus  [Christianus]  Wolfius,  the 
famous  German  philosopher,  who,  in  a 
work  on  the  human  mind,  called  “ Psycho- 
logy Empirica,”  consisting  of  many  hun- 
dred propositions,  fortified  by  demon- 
strations, with  a proportional  accompani- 
ment of  definitions,  corollaries,  and  scholia, 
lias  given  so  many  definitions  of  things 
which  cannot  be  defined,  and  so  many  de- 
monstrations of  things  self-evident,  that 
the  greatest  part  of  the  work  consists  of 
tautology,  and  ringing  clianges  upon 
words.* 

There  is  no  subject  in  which  there  is 
more  frequent  occasion  to  use  words  tliat 
cannot  bo  logically  defined,  than  in  treating 
of  the  powers  and  operations  of  the  mind. 
The  simplest  operations  of  our  minds  must 
all  be  expressed  by  words  of  this  kind.  No 
man  can  explain,  by  a logical  definition, 
what  it  is  to  think,  to  apprehend,  to  believe, 
to  to <11,  to  desire.  Every  man  w ho  under- 
stands the  language,  has  some  notion  of  the 
meaning  of  those  words;  and  every  man 
who  is  capable  of  reflection  may,  by  attend- 
ing to  the  operations  of  his  own  mind, 
which  are  signified  by  them,  form  a clear 
and  distinct  notion  of  them  ; but  they  can- 
not be  logically  defined. 

Since,  therefore,  it  is  often  impossible  to 
define  words  which  wc  must  use  on  this 
subject,  we  must  as  much  as  possible  use 
common  words,  in  their  common  accepta- 
tion, pointing  out  their  various  senses  where 
they  are  ambiguous  ; and,  when  we  are 
obliged  to  use  words  less  common,  we  must 
endeavour  to  explain  them  [13]  as  well  as 
we  can,  without  affecting  to  give  logical  de- 
finitions, when  the  nature  of  the  thing  does 
not  allow*  it. 

The  following  observations  on  the  mean- 
ing of  certain  words  are  intended  to  supply, 
as  far  as  we  can,  the  want  of  definitions,  by 
preventing  ambiguity  or  obscurity  in  the 
use  of  them. 

1.  By  the  mind  of  a man,  we  understand 
that  in  him  which  thinks,  remembers,  rca* 
sons,  w ills.*f-  The  essence  both  of  body  and 
of  mind  is  unknown  to  us.  We  know  cer- 
tain properties  of  the  first,  and  certain  oper- 
ations of  the  last,  and  by  these  only  wc  can 
define  or  describe  them.  We  define  body 
to  be  that  which  is  extended,  solid,  move- 
able,  divituble.  In  like  manner,  we  define 
mind  to  be  that  which  thinks.  We  are  con- 
cious  that  wc  think,  and  that  we  have  a 
variety  of  thoughts  of  different  kinds—  such 
as  seeing,  hearing,  remembering,  delibe- 
rating, resolving,  loving,  hating,  and  many 


• 'I tils  judgment  la  not  False  ; but  it  it  exaggerate*! 
— H. 

t ThU  corresponds  to  Aristotle’*  sccor.d  detlnilWi* 
of  the  soul,  or  (hat  a posteriori.  Vide  tvpra,  p VtiJ, 
b.  note  H. 
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other  kinds  of  thought— all  which  we  are 
taught  by  nature  to  attribute  to  one  internul 
principle ; and  this  principle  of  thought  we 
call  the  mind  or  soul  of  a man. 

2.  By  the  operations'  of  the  mind,  we  un- 
derstand every  mode  of  thinking  of  which 
we  are  conscious. 

It  deserves  our  notice,  that  the  various 
modes  of  thinking  have  always,  and  in  all 
languages,  as  far  as  we  know,  been  called 
by  the  name  of  operations  of  the  mind,  or 
by  names  of  the  same  import.  To  body 
we  ascribe  various  properties,  but  not  oper- 
ations, properly  so  called : it  is  extended, 
divisible,  moveable,  inert ; it  continues  in 
any  state  in  which  it  is  put ; every  change 
of  its  state  is  the  effect  of  some  force  im- 
pressed upotf  it,  and  is  exactly  proportional 
to  the  force  impressed,  and  in  the  precise 
direction  of  that  force.  These  are  the  ge- 
neral properties  of  matter,  and  these  are 
not  operations ; on  the  contrary,  they  all 
imply  its  being  a dead,  inactive  thing, 
which  moves  only  as  it  is  moved,  and  acts 
only  by  being  acted  upon.+  [14] 

But  the  mind  is,  from  its  very  nature,  a 
living  and  active  being.  Everything  we 
know  of  it  implies  life  and  active  energy  ; 
and  the  reason  why  all  its  modes  of  thinking 
are  called  its  operations,  is,  that  in  all,  or  in 
most  of  them,  it  is  not  merely  passive,  as 
body  is,  but  is  really  and  properly  active. 

In  all  ages,  and  in  all  languages,  ancient 
and  modern,  the  various  modes  of  thinking 
have  been  expressed  by  words  of  active 
signification,  such  as  seeing , hearing , reason- 
ing, willing,  and  the  like.  It  seems,  there- 
fore, to  be  the  natural  judgment  of  man- 
kind, that  the  mind  is  active  in  its  various 
ways  of  thinking : and,  for  this  reason,  they 
are  called  its  operations,  and  are  expressed 
by  active  verbs. 

It  may  be  made  a question,  What  regard 
is  to  be  paid  to  this  natural  judgment  ? 
May  it  not  be  a vulgar  error  ? Philosophers 
who  think  so  have,  no  doubt,  a right  to  be 
heard.  But,  until  it  is  proved  that  the 
mind  is  not  active  in  thinking,  but  merely 
passive,  the  common  language  with  regard 
to  its  operations  ought  to  be  used,  and  ought 
not  to  give  place  to  a phraseology  invented 
by  philosophers,  which  implies  its  being 
merely  passive. 

3.  The  words  power  and  faculty,  which 
are  often  used  in  speaking  of  the  mind, 
need  little  explication.  Every  operation 
supposes  a power  in  the  being  that  oper- 
rates ; for  to  suppose  anything  to  operate, 
which  has  no  power  to  operate,  is  mani- 
festly absurd.  But,  on  the  other  liand, 


• Operation,  Act,  Enerru,  are  nearly  convertible 
term*  ; and  are opposed  t o Faculty,  (of which  anon,) 
a a th e actual  to  the  potential  — H 
f " Materiae  datum  e>t  cogi.  sed  cogrre  Men' l” 
Mimuui-H. 

[u,  1*] 


there  is  no  absurdity  in  supposing  a being 
to  have  power  to  operate,  when  it  does  not 
operate.  Thus  I may  have  power  to  walk, 
when  I sit ; or  to  speak,  when  1 am  silent. 
Every  operation,  therefore,  implies  power ; 
but  the  power  does  not  imply  the  operation. 

The  faculties  of  the  mind,  and  its  powers, 
are  often  used  as  synonymous  expressions. 
But,  as  most  synonymes  have  some  minute 
distinction  that  deserves  notice,  I apprehend 
that  the  word  faculty  [15]  is  most  properly 
applied  to  those  powers  of  the  mind  which 
are  original  and  natural,  and  which  make  a 
part  of  the  constitution  of  the  mind.  There 
are  other  powers,  which  are  acquired  by 
use,  exercise,  or  study,  which  are  not  calico 
faculties,  but  habits.  There  must  be  some- 
thing in  the  constitution  of  the  mind  neces- 
sary to  our  being  able  to  acquire  habits — 
and  this  is  commonly  called  capacity.9 

4.  We  frequently  meet  with  a distinction 
in  writers  upon  this  subject,  between  things 
in  the  mind , and  things  er.ernal  to  the  mimi. 
The  powers,  faculties,  and  operations  of  tho 
mind,  are  things  in  the  mind.  Everything 
is  said  to  be  in  the  mind,  of  which  the  mind 
is  the  subject.  It  is  self-evident  that  there 
are  some  things  which  cannot  exist  without 
a subject  to  which  they  belong,  and  of  which 
they  are  attributes.  Thus,  colour  must  be 
in  something  coloured  ; figure  in  something 
figured  ; thought  can  only  be  in  something 
that  thinkB  ; wisdom  and  virtue  cannot  exist 
but  in  some  being  that  is  wise  and  virtuous. 
When,  therefore,  we  speak  of  things  in  the 
mind,  we  understand  by  this,  things  of  which 
the  mind  is  the  subject.  Excepting  tho 
mind  itself,  and  things  in  the  mind,  all  other 
things  are  said  to  be  external.  It  ought 
therefore  to  be  remembered,  that  this  dis- 
tinction between  things  in  the  mind  and 
things  external,  is  not  meant  to  signify  the 
place  of  the  things  we  speak  of,  but  their 
subject^ 

There  is  a figurative  sense  in  which  things 
arc  said  to  be  in  the  mind,  which  it  is  suf- 
ficient barely  to  mention.  We  say  such  a 
thing  was  not  in  my  mind ; meaning  uo  more 
than  that  I had  not  the  least  thought  of  it. 
By  a figure,  we  put  thething  for  the  thought 


* These  terms  properly  stand  in  the  following  re- 
latinos  Power*  are  active  and  passive,  natural 
and  acquired.  Powers,  natural  ai  daciive^are railed 
Faculties  : Powers,  natural  and  passive,  Capacities 
or  Receptivities  t Powers  acquired  are  tlabits,  and 
habit  is  used  both  in  an  active  and  in  a passive  sense : 
the  Power,  again,  of  acquiring  a habit,  is  called  a 
Disposition.— On  the  meaning  of  the  term  Power,  see 
further,  under  the  first  Essay  on  the  Active  Powers, 
chap,  iil , p ¥3  — H 

f Subject  and  Object  are  correlative  terms.  The 
former  u properly  id  m quo  : the  latter,  id  circa 
quod.  Hence,  in  psychological  language,  the  it ibject, 
absolutely,  is  the  mind  that  knows  or  thinks— i e., 
the  mind  considered  as  the  subject  i.f  ki.owledgc  or 
thought ; the  object,  that  w'  ich  is  known,  or  thought 
about.  1'he  adjectives  subjective  and  objective  arc 
convenient,  if  not  indispensable,  expressions.—  H. 
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of  it.  In  this  sense  external  things  are  in 
the  mind  as  often  as  they  are  the  objects  of 
uur  thought. 

5.  Thinking  is  a very  general  word,  which 
includes  all  the  operations  of  our  minds,  and 
is  so  w'cll  understood  os  to  need  no  defi- 
nition.* [181 

To  perceive,  to  rem<mber,  to  be  conscious, 
and  to  conceive  or  imagine,  are  words  com- 
mon to  philosophers  and  to  the  vulgar. 
They  signify  different  operations  of  the 
mind,  which  are  distinguished  in  all  lan- 
guages, and  by  all  men  that  think.  I shall 
endeavour  to  use  them  in  their  most  com- 
mon and  proper  acceptation,  and  I think 
they  are  hardly  capable  of  strict  definition. 
But,  as  some  philosophers,  in  treating  of  the 
mind,  have  taken  the  liberty  to  use  them 
very  improperly,  so  as  to  corrupt  the  Eng- 
lish language,  and  to  confound  things 
which  the  common  understanding  of  man- 
kind hath  always  led  them  to  distinguish, 
I shall  makesomeobservations  on  the  mean- 
ing of  them,  that  may  prevent  ambiguity 
or  confusion  in  the  use  of  them. 

6.  First,  We  are  never  said  to  perceive 
things,  of  the  existence  of  which  we  have 
not  a full  conviction.  I may  conceive  or 
imagine  a mountain  of  gold,  or  a winged 
horse  ; but  no  tnan  nays  that  he  perceives 
such  a creature  of  imagination.  Thus  per- 
ception is  distinguished  from  conception  or 
imagination.  Secondly,  Perception  is  ap- 
plied only  to  external  objects,  not  to  those 
that  are  in  the  mind  itself.  When  I am 
pained,  I do  not  say  that  I perceive  pain, 
but  that  I feel  it,  or  tluit  I am  conscious  of 
it.  Thus,  j*erception  is  distinguished  from 
consciousness.  Thirdly,  The  immediate 
object  of  perception  must  be  something  pre- 
sent, and  not  w hat  is  past.  We  may  re- 
member what  is  past,  but  do  not  perceive 
it.  I may  say,  I perceive  such  a person 
has  had  the  small-pox ; but  this  phrase  is 
figurative,  although  the  figure  is  so  familiar 
tliat  it  is  not  observed.  The  meaning  of  it 
is,  that  I perceive  the  pits  in  his  face,  which 
are  certain  signs  of  his  having  had  the  small 
pox.  We  say  we  perceive  the  thing  signi- 
fied, when  we  only  perceive  the  sign.  But 
when  the  word  perception  is  used  properly, 
and  without  any  figure,  it  is  never  applied 
to  thingB  past.  And  thus  it  is  distinguished 
from  remembrance. 

In  a word,  perception  is  most  properly 
applied  to  the  evidence  which  we  have  of 
external  objects  by  our  senses.  But,  as 
this  is  a [17]  very  clear  and  cogent  kind  of 
evidence,  the  word  is  often  applied  by  ana- 
logy to  the  evidence  of  reason  or  of  testi- 


. Thought  ami  thinking  are  used  in  a more,  and  in 
a lew,  restricted  signification.  In  the  former  mean, 
mg  they  are  limned  lolhe  discurtire  energies  alone  ; 
in  (he  Utter,  they  are  co-e*tensive  with  conscious, 
new— H. 
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mony,  when  it  is  clear  and  cogent.  The 
perception  of  external  objects  by  our  senses, 
is  au  operation  of  the  mind  of  a peculiar 
nature1,  and  ought  to  have  a name  appro- 
priated to  it.  1 1 has  so  iu  all  languages. 
And,  in  English,  1 know  no  word  more 
proper  to  express  this  act  of  the  mind  than 
perception.  Seeing,  hearing,  smelling, 
tasting,  ami  touching  or  feeling,  are  words 
that  express  the  operations  proper  to  each 
sense ; perceiving  expresses  that  which  is 
common  to  them  all. 

The  observations  made  on  this  word 
would  have  been  unnecessary,  if  it  had  not 
been  so  much  abused  in  philosophical 
writings  upon  the  mind  ; for,  in  other  writ- 
ings, it  lias  no  obscurity.  Although  this 
abuse  is  not  chargeable  on  Mr  Hume  only, 
yet  I think  he  has  carried  it  to  the  highest 
pitch.  The  first  sentence  of  his  “ Treatise 
of  Human  Nature’*  runs  thus  : — “ All  the 
perceptions  of  the  human  mind  resolve 
themselves  into  two  distinct  heads,  which 
I shall  call  impressions  and  ideas.”  lie 
adds,  a little  after,  that,  under  (he  name 
of  impressions,  he  comprehends  all  our 
sensations,  passions,  and  emotions.  Here 
we  learn  that  our  passions  and  emotions 
are  perceptions.  I believe,  no  English 
writer  before  him  ever  gave  the  name  of  a 
perception  to  any  passion  or  emotion. 
When  a man  is  angry,  wo  must  say  that  he 
has  the  perception  of  anger.  When  he  is 
in  love,  that  he  has  the  perception  of  love. 
He  speaks  often  of  the  perceptions  of  me- 
mory, and  of  the  perceptions  of  imagina- 
tion ; and  he  might  as  well  speak  of  the 
hearing  of  sight,  or  of  the  smelling  of  touch  ; 
for,  surely,  hearing  is  not  more  different 
from  sight,  or  smelling  from  touch,  than 
perceiving  is  from  remembering  or  imagiu- 
iug.* 

7.  Consciousness  is  a word  used  by 
philosophers,  to  signify  that  immediate 
knowledge  which  we  have  of  our  present 
thoughts  and  purposes,  and,  in  general,  of 
all  the  present  operations  of  our  minds. 
Whence  we  may  observe,  that  conscious- 
ness is  only  of  things  present.  To  apply 
consciousness  to  things  past,  which  some- 
times ( 18]  is  done  in  popular  discourse,  is  to 
confound  consciousness  with  memory  ; and 
all  such  confusion  of  words  ought  to  be 
avoided  in  philosophical  discourse.  It  is 
likewise  to  be  observed,  that  consciousness 


• In  the  Cartesian  and  Ixickiau  philosophic*,  the 
term  Perception  was  ueeri  almost  comertibly  with 
Consciousness : whatever  we  muld  be  said  to  be 
conscious  of,  that  we  could  be  said  to  perceive.  And 
there  is  nothing  in  the  etymology  ol  the  word,  or  in 
tla  use  by  sneient  writers,  that  renders  this  unexclu. 
sire  application  of  it  abusive.  In  the  I-eibnitnan 
philosophy,  perception  and  apperception  were  dis- 
tinguished in  a peculiar  manner— of  which  again. 
Reid  is  riftht  in  his  own  restr.ctlon  of  the  term;  hut 
he  is  nnt  warranted  in  blaming  Hume  for  having  used 
it  in  the  wider  signification  ol  his  predecessors.—  H 
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Lh  only  of  things  in  the  mind,  and  not  of 
external  tilings.  It  is  improper  to  say,  I 
am  conscious  of  the  table  which  is  before 
me.  1 perceive  it,  I see  it ; but  do  not  say 
I am  conscious  of  it.  As  that  consciousness 
by  which  we  have  a knowledge  of  the  opera- 
tions of  our  own  minds,  is  a different  power 
from  that  by  which  we  perceive  external 
objects,  and  as  these  different  powers  have  , 
different  names  in  our  language,  and,  1 
believe,  in  all  languages,  a philosopher 
ought  carefully  to  preserve  this  distinction, 
and  never  to  confound  things  so  diHerent  in 
their  nature.- 

8.  Conceiving,  imagining,  and  appre- 
hending, are  commonly  used  as  synony- 
mous in  our  language,  and  signify  the  Borne 
thing  which  the  logicians  call  simple  appre- 
hension. This  is  an  operation  of  the  mind 
different  from  all  those  we  have  mentioned. 
Whatever  wre  perceive,  whatever  we  re- 
member, whatever  we  are  conscious  of,  we 
have  a full  persuasion  or  conviction  of  its 
existence.  But  we  may  conceive  or  imagine 
what  has  no  existence,  and  what  we  firmly 
believe  to  have  no  existence.  What  never 
had  an  existence  caunot  bo  remembered ; 
what  has  no  cxistenco  at  present  cannot 
bo  the  object  of  perception  or  of  conscious- 
ness ; but  what  never  had,  nor  has  any 
existence,  may  be  conceived.  Every  man 
knows  that  it  is  as  easy  to  conceive  a winged 
horse,  or  a centaur,  as  it  is  to  conceive  a horse 
or  a man.  Let  it  be  observed,  therefore,  that 
to  conceive , to  imagine,  to  apprehend , when 
taken  in  the  proper  sense,  signify  an  act  of 
the  mind  which  implies  no  belief  or  judg- 
ment at  albi*  It  is  an  act  of  the  mind  bv 
which  nothing  is  affirmed  or  denied,  and 
which,  therefore,  can  neither  be  true  nor 
false. 

But  there  is  another  and  a very  different 
meaning  of  those  words,  so  common  and  so 
well  authorized  in  language  that  it  cannot 
easily  be  avoided ; and  on  that  account 
we  ought  to  be  the  more  on  our  guard,  that 
we  be  not  misled  by  the  ambiguity.  Po- 
liteness and  [ 19)  good-breeding  lead  men, on 
most  occasions,  to  express  their  opinions 
with  modesty,  especially  when  they  differ 
from  others  whom  they  ought  to  respect. 
Therefore,  when  we  would  express  our 
opinion  modestly,  instead  of  saying,  “ This 
is  my  opinion,*'  or,  “ This  is  my  judgment," 
which  has  the  air  of  dogmaticalness,  we  say, 
“ I conceive  it  to  be  thus — I imagine,  or  ap- 
prehend it  to  be  thus  which  is  understood 
as  a modest  declaration  of  our  judgment 
In  like  manner,  when  anything  is  said  which 
we  take  to  be  impossible,  we  say,  “ We  can- 

• Reid'a  degradation  of  Con*cinu*neM  into  * 
tprcial  faculty,  (in  wh.ch  he  irmu  to  follow  Hut. 
che»on,  in  o|ipo«i!ion  to  other  I'hiloMi  her».)  U,  in 
every  point  ol  view,  obnoxiuu>  to  every  pouihlc  ob- 
jection. See  note  H — II 

t Except  of  iU  own  ideal  reality.—H. 

T 1 9,  ?0“1 


not  conceive  it  ;**  meaning  that  we  cannot 
believe  it. 

Thus  wo  see  that  the  words  conceit- et 
imagine , apprehend , have  two  meanings, 
and  are  used  to  express  two  operations  ot 
the  mind,  which  ought  never  to  be  con- 
founded. Sometimes  they  express  simple 
apprehension,  which  implies  no  judgment 
at  all ; sometimes  they  express  judgment  or 
opinion.  This  ambiguity  ought  to  be  at- 
tended to,  that  we  may  not  impose  upon 
ourselves  or  others  in  the  use  of  them.  The 
ambiguity  is  indeed  remedied,  in  a great 
measure,  by  their  construction.  When 
they  are  used  to  express  simple  apprehen- 
sion, they  are  followed  by  a noun  in  the 
accusative  case,  which  signifies  the  object 
conceived  ; but,  w hen  they  are  used  to  ex- 
press opinion  or  judgment,  they  are  com- 
monly followed  by  a verb,  in  the  injinitir e 
m»od.  “ I conceive  an  Egyptian  pyramid.** 
This  implies  no  judgment.  “ 1 conceive 
the  Egyptian  pyramids  to  be  the  most  an- 
cient monuments  of  human  art.**  This 
implies  judgment.  When  the  words  are 
used  in  the  last  sense,  the  thing  conceived 
must  be  a proposition,  because  judgment 
cannot  be  expressed  but  by  a proposition. 
When  they  are  used  in  the  first  sense,  the 
thing  conceived  may  be  no  proposition,  but 
a simple  term  only — as  a pyramid,  an  obe- 
lisk. Y et  it  may  be  observed,  that  even  u 
proposition  may  be  simply  apprehended, 
without  forming  any  judgment  of  its  truth 
or  falsehood  : for  it  is  one  thing  to  conceive 
the  meaning  of  a proposition  ; it  is  another 
thing  to  judge  it  to  Im»  true  or  false.  [20] 

Although  the  distinction  between  simple 
apprehension,  and  every  degree  of  assent  or 
judgment,  be  perfectly  evident  to  every  man 
who  reflects  attentively  on  what  passes  in 
his  own  mind  — although  it  is  very  neces- 
sary, in  treating  of  the  powers  of  the  mind, 
to  attend  carefully  to  this  distinction — yet, 
in  the  affairs  of  common  life,  it  is  seldom 
necessary  to  observe  it  accurately.  Chi 
this  account  wc  shall  find,  in  all  common 
languages,  the  words  which  express  one  of 
those  operations  frequently  applied  to  the 
other.  To  think,  to  suppose,  to  imagine, 
to  conceive,  to  apprehend,  arc  the  words  w e 
use  to  express  simple  apprehension  ; but 
they  are  all  frequently  used  to  express 
judgment.  Their  ambiguity  seldom  occa- 
sions any  inconvenience  in  the  common 
affairs  of  life,  for  which  language  is  fram'd. 
But  it  has  perplexed  philosophers,  in  treat- 
ing of  the  operations  of  the  mind,  and  will 
always  perplex  them,  if  they  do  not  attend 
accurately  to  the  different  meanings  which 
are  put  upon  those  words  on  different  oc- 
casions. 

9.  Most  of  the  operations  of  the  mind, 
from  their  very  nature,  must  have  objects 
| to  which  they  are  directed,  and  about  w hich 
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they  are  employed.  He  that  perceive*, 
must  |Kjrceive  something ; and  that  which 
he  perceive*  is  called  the  object  of  hi*  per- 
ception. To  perceive,  without  having  auy 
object  of  perception,  ia  im|xmsihle.  The 
mind  that  perceive*,  the  object  perceived, 
and  the  optraiinn  of  perceiving  that  object, 
are  distinct  things,  and  are  distinguished  in 
the  structure  of  all  languages.  In  this 
sentence,  “ I see,  or  pcrceivo  the  moon,’* 
/ is  the  person  or  mind,  the  active  verb 
tee  denotes  the  operation  of  that  mind,  and 
the  moon  denotes  the  object.  What  we 
have  said  of  perceiving,  is  equally  applicable 
to  most  operations  of  the  mimL  Such  opera- 
tions are,  in  all  languages,  expressed  by 
active  transitive  verbs;  and  we  know  that, 
in  all  languages,  such  verbs  require  a thing 
or  person,  which  is  the  agent  and  a noun 
following  in  on  oblique  case,  which  is  the 
object.  Whence  it  is  evident,  that  all 
mankind,  both  those  who  have  contrived 
language,  and  those  who  use  it  with  under- 
standing, have  distinguished  these  three 
things  as  different — to  wit,  the  operations  of 
the  mind,  which  [21  ] are  expressed  by  active 
verbs ; the  mind  itself,  which  is  the  nomin- 
ative to  those  verbs ; and  the  object,  which 
is,  in  the  oblique  case,  governed  by  them. 

It  would  have  been  unnecessary  to  ex- 
plain  so  obvious  a distinction,  if  some  sys- 
tems of  philosophy  had  not  confounded  it. 
Mr  Hume's  system,  in  particular,  confounds 
all  distinction  between  the  operations  of  the 
mind  and  their  objects.  When  he  speaks 
of  the  ideas  of  memory,  the  ideas  of  imagin- 
ation, and  the  ideas  of  sense,  it  is  often  im- 
possible, from  the  tenor  of  his  discourse,  to 
know  whether,  by  those  ideas,  he  means 
the  operations  of  the  mind,  or  the  objects 
about  which  they  are  employed.  And, 
indeed,  according  to  his  system,  there  is 
no  distinction  between  the  one  and  the 
other. 

A philosopher  is,  no  doubt,  entitled  to 
examine  even  those  distinctions  that  are  to 
be  found  in  the  structure  of  all  languages ; 
and,  if  he  is  able  to  shew  that  there  is  no 
foundation  for  them  in  the  nature  of  the 
things  distinguished — if  he  can  point  out 
some  prejudice  common  to  mankind  which 
has  led  them  to  distinguish  things  that  are 
not  really  different — in  that  case,  such  a 
distinction  may  be  imputed  to  a vulgar 
error,  which  ought  to  be  corrected  in  philo- 
sophy. But  when,  in  his  first  setting  out, 
he  takes  it  for  grunted,  without  proof,  that 
distinctions  found  in  the  structure  of  all 
languages,  have  no  foundation  in  nature, 
this,  surely,  is  too  fastidious  a way  of 
treating  the  common  sense  of  mankind. 
When  we  come  to  be  instructed  by  philo- 
sophers, we  must  brin£  the  old  light  of 
common  sense  along  with  us,  and  by  it 
judge  of  the  new  light  which  the  philo- 
[21  23] 


sopher  communicates  to  us.  But  when 
are  required  to  put  out  the  old  light  alto- 
gether, that  we  may  follow  the  new,  we 
have  reason  to  be  on  our  guard.  There 
nmy  be  distinctions  that  have  a real  foun- 
dation. and  which  may  be  necessary  in 
philosophy,  which  are  not  made  in  common 
language,  because  not  necessary  in  the  com- 
mon business  of  life.  But  I believe  [22]  no 
instance  will  be  found  of  a distinction  made- 
in  all  languages,  which  has  not  a just  found- 
ation in  nature. 

10.  The  word  idea*  occurs  so  frequently 
in  modern  philosophical  writings  u|»on  the 
mind,  and  is  so  ambiguous  in  its  meaning, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  make  some  observa- 
tions upon  it.  There  are  chiefly  two  mean- 
ings of  this  word  in  modern  authors — a 
popular  and  a philosophical. 

firi',  In  popular  language,  id -a  signi- 
fies the  same  thing  as  conception,  appre- 
hension, notion.  To  have  an  idea  of  any- 
thing, is  to  conceive  it.  To  have  a distinct 
idea,  is  to  conceive  it  distinctly.  To  have 
no  idea  of  it,  is  not  to  conceive  it  at  all- 
It  was  before  observed,  that  conceiving  or 
apprehending  has  always  been  considered 
by  all  men  as  an  act  or  operation  of  the 
iniud,  and,  on  that  account,  has  been  ex- 
pressed in  all  languages  by  an  active  verb. 
When,  therefore,  we  use  the  phrase  of 
having  ideas,  in  the  popular  sense,  we 
ought  to  attend  to  this,  that  it  signifies 
precisely  the  same  thing  which  we  com- 
monly express  by  the  active  Verbs,  conceiv- 
ing or  apprehending. 

When  the  word  idea  is  taken  in  this  po- 
pular sense,  no  man  can  possibly  doubt 
whether  he  has  ideas.  For  he  that  doubts 
must  think,  and  to  think  is  to  have  ideas. 

Sometimes,  ir\  popular  language,  a man's 
ideas  signify  his  opinions.  The  ideas  of 
Aristotle,  or  of  Epicurus,  signify  the 
opinions  uf  these  philosophers.  What  was 
formerly  said  of  the  words  imagine,  conceit?*, 
apprehend , that  they  are  sometimes  used 
to  express  judgment,  is  no  leas  true  of  the 
word  idea.  This  signification  of  the  word 
seems  indeed  more  common  in  the  French 
language  than  in  English.  But  it  is  found 
in  this  sense  in  good  English  authors,  and 
even  in  Mr  Locke.  Thus  we  see,  that 
having  idea*,  taken  in  the  popular  sense, 
has  precisely  the  same  meaning  with  conceiv- 
ing, imagining,  apprehending,  and  lias  like- 
wise [23] the  same  ambiguity.  It  may,  there- 
fore, be  doubted,  whet  her  the  introduction  of 
this  word  into  popular  discourse,  to  signify  the 
operation  of  conceiving  or  apprehending, 
was  at  all  necessary.  For,  firtt,  We  have, 
as  has  been  shewn,  several  words  which  are 
either  originally  English,  or  have  been  long 
naturalized,  that  express  the  same  thing ; 


* On  the  hi*tory  of  the  term  Idea,  tv*  Sutr(«.-H. 
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why,  therefore,  should  we  adopt  a Greek 
word,  in  place  of  the**;,  any  more  than  a 
French  or  a German  word  ? Besides,  the 
words  of  our  own  language  are  less  ambi- 
guous. For  the  word  idea  has,  for  many 
ages,  been  used  by  philosophers  as  a term 
of  art  ; and  in  the  different  systems  of  phi- 
losophers means  very  different  things. 

Secondly , According  to  the  philosophi- 
cal meaning  of  the  word  idea,  it  does  not 
signify  that  act  of  the  mind  which  we  call 
thought  or  conception,  but  some  object  of 
thought.  Ideas,  according  to  Mr  Locke, 
(whose  very  frequent  use  of  this  word  has 
probably  beeu  the  occasion  of  its  being 
adopted  into  common  language,)  “ are 
nothing  but  the  immediate  objects  of  the 
mind  in  thinking.”  But  of  those  objects  of 
thought  called  ideas,  different  sects  of  phi- 
losophers have  given  a very  different  ac- 
count. Bruckerus,  a learned  German,  wrote 
a whole  book,  giving  the  history  of  ideas. 

The  most  ancient  system  we  have  con- 
cerning ideas,  is  that  which  is  explained  in 
several  dialogues  of  Plato,  and  which  many 
ancient,  as  well  as  modern  writers,  have 
ascribed  to  Plato,  as  the  inventor.  But  it  is 
certain  that  Plato  had  his  doctrine  upon 
this  subject,  as  well  as  the  uame  i lea,  from 
the  school  of  Pythagoras.  We  have  still 
extant,  a tract  of  Tinueus,  the  Locrian,  a 
Pythagorean  philosopher,  concerning  the 
soul  of  the  world,  in  which  we  find  the  sub- 
stauceof  Plato’s  doctrine  concerning  ideas.* 
They  were  held  to  be  eternal,  uncreated, 
and  immutable  forms,  or  models,  according 
to  which  the  Deity  made  every  species  of 
things  that  exists,  of  an  eternal  matter. 
Those  philosophers  held,  that  there  are 
three  first  principles  of  all  things  : First* 
An  eternal  matter,  of  which  all  things  were 
made ; Secondly , Eternal  and  immaterial 
forms,  or  ideas,  according  to  w hich  they  were 
made;  and,  [24]  Thirdly  t An  efficient  cause, 
the  Deity  who  made  them.-f  The  mind  of 
man,  in  order  to  its  being  fitted  for  the  con- 
templation of  these  eternal  ideas,  must  un- 
dergo a certain  purification,  and  be  weaned 
from  sensible  things.  The  eternal  ideas  are 
the  only  object  of  science  ; because  the  ob- 
jeetsof  sense,  being  in  a perpetual  flux,  there 
can  be  no  real  knowledge  with  regard  to  them. 

The  philosophers  of  the  Alexandrian 
school,  commonly  called  the  latter  Plato- 
ni.sts,  made  some  change  upon  the  system  of 
the  ancient  Platonists  with  respect  to  the 
eternal  ideas.  They  held  them  not  to  be  a 
principle  distinct  from  the  Deity,  but  to  be 
the  conceptions  of  things  in  the  divine  uu-  j 

* The  whole  series  of  Pythagorean  treatise*  and 
fragment*  In  the  Done  dialec,  hi  which  the  d<«c-  i 
trine*  and  phraseology  of  Plato*  nd  Aristotle  arc  so 
marvellously  anticipated,  arc  now  proved  to  beeonu 
paratm-ly  recent  forgeries.  Of  fht*e,  the  treatUe 
under  the  name  of  Timrui,  i*  one. — H 

t See  aimvc,  p.  fOt,  a,  note  ♦— H. 
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derstaiiding  ; the  natures  and  essences  of  all 
things  being  perfectly  known  to  him  from 
eternity. 

It  ought  to  be  observed  that  the  Pythago- 
reans, and  the  Platonists,  whether  elder  or 
latter,  made  the  eterual'ideas  to  be  objects 
of  science  only,  and  of  abstract  contempla- 
tion, uot  the  objects  of  sense.*  And  in 
this,  the  ancient  system  of  eternal  ideas 
differs  from  the  modern  one  of  Father  Ma- 
lebranclie.  He  held,  in  common  w ith  other 
modern  philosophers,  that  no  external 
thing  is  perceived  by  us  immediately,  but 
only  by  ideas.  But  he  thought  that  tho 
ideas,  by  which  wc  perceive  an  external 
world,  arc  the  ideas  of  the  Deity  himself, 
iu  whose  mind  the  ideas  of  all  things,  past, 
present,  and  future,  must  luive  been  from 
eternity ; for  the  Deity  being  intimately 
present  to  our  minds  at  all  times,  may  dis- 
cover to  us  as  much  of  his  ideas  as  he  sees 
proper,  according  to  certain  established 
laws  of  nature  ; and  in  his  ideas,  as  in  a 
mirror,  we  perceive  whatever  we  do  per- 
ceive of  the  external  world. 

Thus  we  have  three  systems,  which  main- 
tain that  the  ideas  which  arc  the  imme- 
diate objects  of  human  knowledge,  arc 
eternal  and  immutable,  and  existed  Is-fore 
tho  tilings  which  they  represent.  There 
are  other  systems,  according  to  which  the 
ideas  which  are  the  immediate  objects  of 
all  our  thoughts,  are  posterior  to  the  things 
which  they  represent,  aud  derived  from 
them.  We  shall  [20]  give  some  account  of 
theBe  ; but,  as  they  have  gradually  sprung 
out  of  the  ancient  Peripatetic  system,  it  in 
necessary  to  begin  with  some  account  of  it. 

Aristotle  taught  that  all  the  objects  of 
our  thought  enter  at  first  by  the  senses ; 
and,  since  the  sense  cannot  receive  external 
material  objects  themselves,  it  receives  their 
species— that  is,  their  images  or  forms, 
without  the  matter;  as  wax  receives  the  form 
of  the  seal  without  any  of  the  matter  of  it. 
These  images  or  forms,  impressed  upon  tho 
senses,  arc  called  sensible  species , and  are 
the  objects  only  of  the  sensitive  part  of  the 
mind ; but,  by  various  internal  powers,  they 
are  retained,  refined,  and  spiritualized,  so  as 
to  become  objects  of  memory  and  imagina- 
tion, and,  at  last,  of  pure  intellection. 
When  they  are  objects  of  memory  and  of 
imagination,  they  get  the  nainoof  phantasnu. 
When,  by  farther  refinement,  and  being 
stripped  of  their  particularities,  they  become 
objects  of  Hcieuce,  they  are  called  intelli- 
gible species : so  that  every  immediate 

# Rt  id,  in  common  wl»h  our  philosophers  in  general, 
hail  no  knowledge  • f ihe  I *1  atonic  theory  of  sensible 
percc t non ; ana  yet  the  trnostic  forms,  the  cognitive 
reasons  of  the  Platonists,  held  a far  more  proximate 
relation  to  idea*  in  the  modern  acceptation,  than  the 
plaronc  idea*  themselves.  These,  in  fart,  a*  to  all 
that  relate*  to  the  doc'rinenf  perception  and  imv 
ginati  n,  may  he  thrown  wholly  cut  of  account,  bos 
below, under  p.  1 16.—  il . 
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object,  whether  of  sense,  of  memory,  of 
imagination,  or  of  reasoning,  must  lie  some 
phantasm  or  specie's  in  the  mind  itself.* 

The  followers  of  Aristotle,  especially  the 
schoolmen,  made  great  additions  to  this 
theory,  which  the  author  himself  mentions 
very  briefly,  and  with  an  appearance  of 
reserve.  They  entered  into  large  disquisi- 
tions with  regard  to  the  sensible  species  j 
what  kind  of  things  they  are  ; how  they 
are  sent  forth  by  the  object,  and  enter  by 
the  organs  of  the  senses ; how  they  are 
preserved  and  refined  by  various  agents, 
called  internal  senses,  concerning  the  num- 
ber and  offices  of  which  they  had  many 
controversies.  But  we  shall  not  enter  into 
a detail  of  these  matters. 

The  reason  of  giving  this  brief  account  of 
the  theory  of  the  Peripatetics,  with  regard  to 
the  immediate  objects  of  our  thoughts,  is, 
liecause  the  doctrine  of  modern  philoso- 
phers concerning  ideas  Is  built  upon  it.  Mr 
Locke,  who  uses  this  word  so  very  fre- 
quently, tells  us,  that  he  means  the  same  thing 
by  it  as  is  commonly  [26]  meant  by  species 
or  phantasm . Gassendi,  from  wrhom  Locke 
borrowed  more  than  from  any  other  author, 
says  the  same.  The  words  species  and 
phantasm , arc  terms  of  art  in  the  Peripa- 
tetic system,  and  the  meaning  of  them  is  to 
be  learned  from  itf 

The  theory  of  Democritus  and  Epicurus, 
on  this  subject,  was  not  very  unlike  to  that 
of  the  Peripatetics.  They  held  that  all 
bodies  continually  send  forth  slender  films 
or  spectres  from  their  surface,  of  such 
extreme  subtilty  that  they  easily  penetrate 
our  gross  bodies,  or  enter  by  the  organs  of 
sense,  and  stamp  their  image  upon  the 
mind.  The  sensible  species  of  Aristotle 
were  mere  forms  without  matter.  The 
s|tectres  of  Epicurus  were  composed  of  a 
very  subtile  matter. 

Modern  philosophers,  as  well  as  the  Peri- 
patetics and  Epicureans  of  old,  have  con- 
ceived that  external  objects  cannot  be  the 
immediate  objects  of  our  thought ; that 
there  must  be  some  image  of  them  in  the 
mind  itself,  in  which,  as  in  a mirror,  they 
arc  seen.  And  the  name  idea,  in  the  philo- 
sophical sense  of  it,  is  given  to  those  inter- 
nal and  immediate  objects  of  our  thoughts. 
The  external  thing  is  the  remote  or  mediate 
object ; but  the  idea,  or  image  of  that  object 
in  the  mind,  is  the  immediate  object,  without 


• This  is  a tolerable  account  of  the  doctrine 
ruiparfy  attributed  tn  Aristotle.—  H. 

* If  by  thii  it  be  meant  that  the  term*  of  speciet 
and  pkanta*m,  a*  ocrasi'tially  employed  by  («.-t»*cndi 
and  I»ckc,  are  used  by  them  m the  roranmn  mean, 
ing  attached  to  them  in  the  School*,  Koid  is  wrung. 
(iMKndi,  no  more  than  lies  Cartes,  In  adopting 
these  terms  of  the  Peripatetics,  adopted  them  in 
their  Peripate'ic  signification.  Roth  these  philoso- 
phers are  explicit  in  declaring  the  contrary  ; and 
what  the*e  terms  as  employed  by  them  denote,  they 
have  cl.  arly  st  ted,  Locke  it  less  precise.—  li. 


which  we  could  have  no  perception,  no  re- 
membrance, no  conception  of  the  mediate 
object.  • 

Wl  ten,  therefore,  in  common  language, 
we  speak  of  having  an  idea  of  anything,  we 
mean  no  more  by  that  exprosion,  but 
thinking  of  it.  The  vulgar  allow  that  this 
expression  implies  a mind  tliut  thinks,  an 
act  of  that  mind  which  we  call  thinking, 
and  an  object  about  which  we  think.  But, 
kresidcs  these  three,  the  philosopher  con- 
ceives that  there  is  a fourth — to  wit,  the 
idea,  which  is  the  immediate  object.  The 
idea  is  in  the  mind  itself,  and  can  have  no 
existence  but  in  a mind  that  thinks ; but  the 
remote  or  mediate  object  nmy  be  something 
external,  os  the  sun  or  moon ; it  may  be 
something  past  or  future ; it  may  be  some- 
thing which  never  existed.  [27]  This  is 
the  philosophical  meaning  of  the  word  idea  ; 
and  we  may  observe  that  this  meaning  of 
that  word  is  built  upon  a philosophical 
opinion  : for,  if  philosophers  had  not  be- 
lieved that  there  are  such  immediate  objects 
of  all  our  thoughts  in  the  mind,  they  would 
never  have  used  the  word  idea  to  express 
them; 

I shall  only  add,  on  this  article,  that,  al- 
though I may  have  occasion  to  use  the  word 
idea  in  this  philosophical  sense  in  explaining 
the  opinions  of  others,  I shall  have  no  occa- 
sion to  use  it  in  expressing  my  own,  because 
I believe  ideas,  taken  in  this  sense,  to  be 
a mere  fiction  of  philosophers.  And,  in  the 
popular  meaning  of  the  word,  there  is  the 
less  occasion  to  use  it,  because  the  English 
words  thought , notion,  apprehension , answer 
the  purpose  as  well  as  the  Greek  word 
idea ; with  this  advantage,  that  they  are 
le*»s  ambiguous.  There  is,  indeed,  a mean- 
ing of  the  word  idea,  which  1 think  most 
agreeable  to  its  use  in  ancient  philosophy, 
and  which  I would  willingly  adopt,  if  use, 
the  arbiter  of  language,  did  permit.  But 
this  will  come  to  be  explained  afterwards. 

11.  The  word  impression  is  used  by  Mr 
Ilume,  in  speaking  of  the  operations  of  the 
mind,  almost  as  often  as  the  word  idea  is 
by  Mr  Locke.  What  the  latter  calls  ideas, 
the  former  divides  into  two  classes  ; one  of 
which  he  calls  impressions,  the  other  ideas. 
I shall  make  some  observations  upon  Mr 
Hume’s  explication  of  that  word,  and  then 
consider  the  proper  meaning  of  it  in  the 
English  language. 

“We  may  divide,”  (says  Mr  Hume, 
“ Essays,”  vol.  I L,  p.  1 8,T)  “ all  the  percep- 
tions of  the  human  mind  into  two  classes 
or  species,  which  are  distinguished  by  their 

• On  Reid's  ambiguous  employment  of  the  ex. 
nrc*»wms  mediate  and  immrdiate  object,  see  Note 
IS  ; and.  on  his  confusion  of  the  two  hypotheses  of 
representation,  Note  C — H. 

t “ Enquiry  concerning  Human  Understanding;*’ 
\ if.  The  quotation  has  been  fill'  d up  by  the  orlg> 
rial.— H. 

26.  27] 


:ed  by  Google 


CHAP.  I.J 


EXPLICATION  OF  WORDS. 


227 


different  degrees  of  force  and  vivacity.  The 
less  lively  and  forcible  are  commonly  deno- 
minated thoughts  or  IDBA9.  The  other 
species  want  a name  in  our  language,  and 
in  most  others  ; [I  suppose  because  it  was 
not  requisite  for  any  but  philosophical  pur- 
poses to  rank  them  under  a general  term 
or  appellation.]  Let  us,  therefore,  use  a 
little  freedom,  and  call  them  impressions; 
[employing  that  word  in  a sense  somewhat 
different  from  the  usual.]  By  the  term 
impression,  then,  I mean  all  our  more  lively 
perceptions,  when  we  hear,  or  see,  or  feel, 
or  love,  or  hate,  or  desire,  or  will.  [ And 
impressions  art*  distinguished  from]  ideas 
[which]  are  the  [28]  less  lively  perceptions, 
of  which  we  are  conscious,  when  we  reflect  on 
any  of  those  sensations  or  movements  above 
mentioned.** 

This  is  the  explication  Mr  Hume  hath 
given  in  his  M Essays”  of  the  term  impres- 
sions, when  applied  to  the  miud : and  his 
explication  of  it,  in  his  “ Treatise  of  Human 
Nature,”  is  to  the  same  purpose.  [Vol.  I. 
p.  II.] 

Disputes  about  words  belong  rather  to 
grammarians  than  to  philosophers ; but 
philosophers  ought  not  to  escape  censure 
when  they  corrupt  a language,  by  using 
words  in  a way  which  the  purity  of  the  lan- 
guage will  not  admit.  I find  fault  with  Mr 
Hume's  phraseology  in  the  words  I have 
quoted — 

First,  Because  he  gives  the  name  of  per- 
ceptions to  every  operation  of  the  mind. 
Love  is  a perception,  hatred  a perception  ; 
desire  is  a perception,  will  is  a perception ; 
and,  by  the  same  rule,  a doubt,  a question, 
a command,  is  a perception.  This  is  an 
intolerable  abuse  of  language,  which  no  phi- 
losopher has  authority  to  introduce." 

Secondly,  When  Mr  Hume  says,  that  tee 
may  divide  all  the  perceptions  of  the  human 
mind  into  two  classes  or  species,  which  are 
distinguished  by  their  degrees  of  force  and 
vivacity , the  manner  of  expression  is  loose 
and  unphilosophical.  To  differ  in  species 
is  one  thing;  to  differ  in  degree  is  an- 
other. Things  which  differ  in  degree  only 
must  be  of  the  same  species.  It  is  a 
maxim  of  common  sense,  admitted  by  all 
men,  that  greater  and  less  do  not  make 
a change  of  specie*. The  same  man 
may  differ  in  the  degree  of  his  force  and 
vivacity,  in  the  morning  and  at  night,  in 
health  and  in  sickness ; but  this  is  so  far 
from  making  him  a different  species,  that 
it  docs  not  so  much  as  make  him  a dif- 
ferent individual.  To  say,  therefore,  that 
two  different  classes,  or  species  of  percep-  j 


• Hume  did  not  introduce  It.  The  term  Percep- 
tion was  •<>  used  by  Un  Car  cs  and  many  other* ; and, 
a«  desire*,  feelings,  he.  exist  only  a*  known,  bo  arc  they 
all.  in  a certain  Mine, cognition*  (perception*)—  H. 
f **  Magi*  et  minus  non  variant  spcclcra."— -H. 

[28,  29  j 


tions,  arc  distinguished  by  the  degrees  of 
their  force  and  vivacity,  is  to  confound  a 
difference  of  defjrrc  with  a difference  of 
species,  which  every  man  of  understanding 
knows  how  to  disiinguisli.*  [29] 

Thirdly , Wc  may  observe,  that  this 
author,  having  given  the  general  name  of 
perception  to  all  the  operations  of  the 
mind,*f  and  distinguished  them  into  two 
classes  or  sjiecics,  which  differ  only  ill  de- 
gree of  force  and  vivacity,  tells  us,  that  ho 
gives  the  name  of  impressions  to  all  our 
more  lively  perceptions — to  wit,  when  we 
hear,  or  see,  or  feel,  or  love,  or  hate,  or 
desire,  or  will.  There  is  great  confusion 
in  this  account  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
imjiression.  When  I see,  this  is  an  »m- 
pressu>n.  But  why  has  not  the  author 
told  us  whether  he  gives  the  name  of  im- 
press!/ n to  the  object  seen,  or  to  that  act  of 
my  mind  by  which  I see  it  ? When  I see 
the  full  moon,  the  full  moon  is  one  thing, 
my  perceiving  it  is  another  thing.  Which 
of  these  two  things  does  he  call  an  impres- 
sion ? We  are  left  to  guess  this  ; nor  does 
all  that  this  author  writes  about  impressions 
clear  this  point.  Everything  he  says  tends 
to  darken  it,  and  to  lead  us  to  think  that  the 
full  moon  which  I see,  and  my  seeing  it,  arc 
not  two  things,  but  ono  and  the  same  thing.J 
The  same  observation  may  be  applied  to 
every  other  instance  the  author  gives  to 
illustrate  the  meaning  of  the  word  impres- 
sion. “ When  we  hear,  when  we  feel, 
when  we  love,  when  we  hate,  when  we  de- 
sire, when  we  will.**  In  all  these  acts  of 
the  mind  there  must  be  an  object , which  is 
heard,  or  felt,  or  loved,  or  hated,  or  desired, 
or  willed.  Thus,  for  instance,  I love  my 
country.  This,  says  Mr  Hume,  is  an  im- 
pression, But  what  is  the  impression  t Is  it 
my  country,  or  is  it  the  affection  I hear  to  it  ? 
I ask  the  philosopher  this  question  ; but  I 
find  no  answer  to  it.  And  when  I read  all 


• This  objection  reaches  far  more  extensively  than 
to  Hume  ; in  fact,  to  all  who  do  not  allow  an  imme- 
diate knowledge  or  consciousness  of  the  mon-ego  tn 
perception.  W here  are  the  philosopher*  who  1o  ?— 
Aristotle  and  Hobbes  call  imagination  a dying  tense ; 
and  IV*  Carte*  is  equally  explicit.—  H. 

t At  other*  previously  had  done.— H. 

J Thi*  objection  i*  easily  answered.  The  thing, 
( Hume  would  *ay.)  ns  unknown,  a*  unperceived,  os 
beyond  the  sphere  cf  my  consciousness,  i*  to  me  a* 
aero;  to  that,  therefore,  I could  not  refer.  A* per. 
ccivtd , at  known,  it  must  be  within  the  sphere  oj  my 
consciousness  i but,  a*  philosopher*  concur  in  main, 
taming  that  I can  only  be  conscious  of  my  mind  and 
its  contents,  the  object,  a*  perceived,  must  be  cither 
a mode  of,  or  something  contained  within  my  mind, 
and  to  that  internal  object,  as  perceived,  l give  the 
name  of  impression. —Sot  can  the  act  of  perception 
(he  would  add)  he  really  distinguished  from  the  ob- 
ject perceived.  Both  arc  only  relative*,  mutually 
constituent  of  the  *amc  indivl-lble  relation  of  know, 
ledge  ; and  to  that  relation  ami  these  relative*  I give 
the  name  of  impression,  precisely  as,  in  different 
point*  of  view,  the  term  perception  I*  applied  to  the 
mind  perceiving,  to  the  object  perceived,  and  to  the 
act  of  which  these  are  the  u separable  constituent* 
— I hi*  likewise  has  reference  to  what  follow*.— II. 
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that  he  has  written  on  this  subject,  I find 
this  word  tmprenion  sometimes  used  to  sig- 
nify an  operation  of  the  mind,  sometimes 
the  object  of  the  operation ; but,  for  the 
most  part,  it  in  a vague  and  indetermiued 
word  that  signifies  both. 

I know  n«#t  whether  it  may  be  considered 
as  an  afndogy  for  such  abuse  of  words,  in  an 
author  who  understood  the  language  so  well, 
and  used  it  with  so  great  propriety  in  writ- 
ing on  other  subjects,  [30]  that  Mr  Hume's 
system,  with  regard  to  the  mind,  required  a 
language  of  a different  structure  from  the 
common  : or,  if  expressed  in  plain  English, 
would  have  been  too  shocking  to  the  com- 
mon sense  of  mankind.  To  give  an  instance 
or  two  of  this.  If  a man  receives  a present 
on  which  he  puts  a high  value,  if  he  see 
and  handle  it,  and  put  it  in  his  pocket,  this, 
says  Mr  Hume,  is  an  impression.  If  the 
man  only  dream  that  he  received  such  a 
present,  this  is  an  Wherein  lies  the 

difference  between  this  impression  and  this 
idea— between  the  dream  and  the  reality  ? 
They  are  different  classes  or  species,  says 
Mr  Ilume  : so  far  all  men  will  agree  with 
him.  But  he  adds,  that  they  are  distinguished 
only  by  different  degrees  of  force  and  viva- 
city. Here  he  insinuates  a tenet  of  his 
own,  in  contradiction  to  the  commonsense 
of  mankind.  Common  sense  convinces  every 
man,  that  a lively  dream  is  no  nearer  to  a 
reality  than  a faint  one;  und  that,  if  a man 
should  dream  that  he  had  all  the  wealth  of 
CrtBsus,  it  would  not  put  one  farthing  in 
his  pocket.  It  is  impossible  to  fabricate  ar- 
guments against  such  undeniable  principles, 
without  confounding  the  meaning  of  words. 

In  like  manner,  if  a man  would  persuade 
me  that  the  moon  which  I see,  and  my  see- 
ing it,  are  not  two  things,  but  one  and  the 
same  thing,  he  will  answer  his  purpose  less 
by  arguing  this  point  in  plain  English,  than 
by  confounding  the  two  under  one  name — 
such  as  that  of  an  impression.  For  such  is 
the  power  of  words,  that,  if  wo  can  be 
brought  to  the  habit  of  calling  two  things 
that  ore  connected  by  the  same  name,  we  are 
the  more  easily  led  to  believe  them  to  be 
one  and  the  same  thing. 

Let  us  next  consider  the  proper  meaning 
of  the  word  impression*  in  English,  that  wo 
may  see  how  far  it  is  fit  to  express  either 
the  operations  of  the  mind  or  their  objects. 

When  a figure  is  stamped  upon  a body  by 
pressure,  that  figure  is  called  an  impression, 
as  the  impression  of  a seal  on  wax,  of  [31  ] 
printing-types,  or  of  a copperplate  on  paper- 
This  seems  now  to  bo  the  literal  sense  of 
the  word ; the  effect  borrowing  its  name 
from  the  cause.  But,  by  metaphor  or  ana- 
logy, like  most  other  words,  its  meaning  is 
extended,  so  as  to  signify  any  change  pro- 
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1 duced  in  a body  by  tbe  operation  of  some 
external  cause.  A blow  of  the  band  makes 
no  impression  on  a stone  wall ; but  a bat- 
tery of  cannon  may.  The  moon  raises  a 
tide  in  the  ocean,  but  makes  no  impression 
on  rivers  and  lakes. 

When  we  speak  of  making  an  impression 
on  tbe  mind,  the  word  is  carried  still  farther 
from  its  literal  meaning ; use,  however, 
which  is  the  arbiter  of  language,  authorizes 
this  application  of  it — as  when  we  say  that 
admonition  and  reproof  make  little  impres- 
sion on  those  who  are  confirmed  in  bad 
habits.  The  same  discourse  delivered  in 
one  way  makes  a strong  impression  on  the 
bearers ; delivered  in  another  way,  it  makes 
no  impression  at  all. 

It  may  Is?  observed  that,  in  such  ex- 
amples, an  impression  made  on  the  mind 
always  implies  some  change  of  purpose  or 
will ; some  new  habit  produced,  or  some 
former  habit  weakened ; some  passion  raised 
or  allayed.  When  such  changes  are  pro- 
duced by  persuasion,  example,  or  any  ex- 
ternal cause,  we  say  that  such  causes  make 
an  impression  upon  the  mind;  but,  when 
things  are  seen,  or  heard,  or  apprehended, 
without  producing  any  passion  or  emotion, 
we  say  that  they  make  no  impression. 

In  the  most  extensive  sense,  an  impres- 
sion is  a change  produced  in  some  passive 
subject  by  the  operation  of  an  external 
cause.  If  we  suppose  an  active  being  to 
produce  any  change  in  itself  by  its  own 
uctive  power,  this  is  never  called  an  im- 
pression. It  is  the  act  or  operation  of 
the  being  itself,  not  an  impression  upon  it. 
From  this  it  appears,  that  to  give  the  name 
of  an  impression  to  any  effect  produced  in 
the  mind,  is  to  suppose  that  the  mind  does 
not  act  at  all  in  the  production  of  tliat  effect. 
If  seeing,  hearing,  desiring,  willing,  be 
operations  of  the  mind,  they  cannot  l*»  im- 
pressions. If  [32]  they  be  impressions,  they 
cannot  bo  operations  of  the  mind.  In  the 
structure  of  all  languages,  they  are  con- 
sidered as  acts  or  operations  of  the  mind  it- 
self, and  the  names  given  them  imply  this. 
To  call  them  impressions,  therefore,  is  to 
trespass  against  the  structure,  not  of  a par- 
ticular language  only, hut  of  all  languages.* 

If  the  word  im/,rcssion  be  an  improper 
word  to  signify  the  operations  of  the  mind, 
it  is  at  least  as  improper  to  signify  their 
objects ; for  would  any  man  be  thought  to 
speak  with  propriety,  who  should  say  that 
the  sun  is  an  impression,  that  the  earth  and 
the  sea  are  impressions  ? 

It  is  commonly  believed,  and  taken  for 
granted,  that  every  language,  if  it  he  suffi- 
ciently copious  in  words,  is  equally  fit  to 
express  all  opinions,  whether  they  be  true 
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or  false-  I apprehend,  however,  that  there 
is  an  exception  to  this  general  rule,  which 
deserves  our  notice.  There  are  certain 
common  opinions  of  mankind,  upon  which 
the  structure  and  grammar  of  all  languages 
are  founded.  While  these  opinions  arc 
common  to  all  men,  there  will  be  a great 
similarity  in  all  languages  that  are  to  be 
found  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  Such  a 
similarity  there  really  is ; for  we  find  in  all 
languages  the  same  parts  of  speech,  the 
distinction  of  nouns  and  verbs,  the  distinc- 
tion of  nouns  into  adjective  and  substan- 
tive, of  verbs  into  active  and  passive.  In 
verbs  we  find  like  tenses,  moods,  persons, 
and  numbers.  There  are  general  rules  of 
grammar,  the  same  in  all  languages.  This 
similarity  of  structure  in  all  languages, 
shews  an  uniformity  among  men  in  those 
opinions  upon  which  the  structure  of  lan- 
guage is  founded. 

If,  for  instance,  we  should  suppose  that 
there  was  a nation  who  believed  that  the 
things  which  we  call  attributes  might  exist 
without  a subject,  there  would  be  in  their 
language  no  distinction  between  adjectives 
and  substantives,  nor  would  it  be  a rule 
with  them  that  an  adjective  has  no  mean- 
ing, unless  when  joined  to  a substantive. 
If  there  was  any  nation  who  did  not  dis- 
tinguish between  [33]  acting  and  being  acted 
upon,  there  would  in  their  language  be  no 
distinction  between  active  and  passive 
verbs ; nor  would  it  be  a rule  that  the 
active  verb  must  have  an  agent  in  the 
nominative  case,  but  that,  in  the  passive 
verb,  the  agent  must  be  in  an  oblique  case. 

The  structure  of  all  languages  is  grounded 
upon  common  notions,  which  Mr  Hume’s 
philosophy  opposes,  and  endeavours  to 
overturn.  This,  no  doubt,  led  him  to  warp 
the  common  language  into  a conformity  with 
his  principles  ; but  we  ought  not  to  imitate 
him  in  this,  until  we  are  satisfied  that  his 
principles  are  built  on  a solid  foundation. 

12.  Sensation  is  a name  given  by  philo- 
sophers to  an  act  of  mind,  which  may  be 
distinguished  from  all  others  by  this,  that 
it  hath  no  object  distinct  from  the  act  itself.  • 
Pain  of  every  kind  is  an  uneasy  sensation. 
When  I am  pained,  I cannot  say  that  the 
pain  I feel  is  one  thing,  and  that  my  feeling 
it  is  another  thing.  They  are  one  and  the 
same  thing,  and  cannot  be  disjoined,  even 
in  imagination.  Pain,  when  it  is  not  felt, 
has  no  existence.  It  can  be  neither  greater 
uor  less  in  degree  or  duration,  nor  anything 
else  in  kind  than  it  is  felt  to  be.  It  cannot 
exist  by  itself,  nor  in  any  subject  but  in  a 
sentient  being.  No  quality  of  an  inanimate 


• But  •enaation,  in  the  languagr  of  philosopher*, 
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insentient  being  can  have  the  least  resem- 
blance to  it. 

What  we  have  said  of  pain  may  be 
applied  to  every  other  sensation.  Some  of 
them  are  agreeable,  others  uneasy,  in 
various  degrees.  These  being  objects  of 
desire  or  nversion,  have  sonic  attention 
givcu  to  them ; but  many  are  indifferent, 
and  so  little  attended  to  that  they  have  no 
name  in  any  language- 

Most  operations  of  the  mind  that  have 
names  in  common  language,  are  complex 
in  their  nature,  and  made  up  of  various 
ingredients,  or  more  simple  acts  ; which, 
though  conjoined  in  our  constitution,  must 
be  disjoined  by  abstraction,  in  order  to  our 
having  a distinct  and  scientific  notion  of  the 
complex  operation.  [34]  In  such  operations, 
sensation,  for  the  most  part,  makes  an  in- 
gredient. Those  who  do  not  attend  to  the 
complex  nature  of  such  operations,  are  apt 
to  resolve  them  into  some  one  of  the  simple 
acts  of  which  they  are  compounded,  over- 
looking the  others.  And  from  this  cause 
many  disputes  have  been  raised,  and  many 
errors  have  been  occasioned  with  regard  to 
the  nature  of  such  operations. 

The  perception  of  external  objects  is 
accompanied  with  some  sensation  corre- 
sponding to  the  object  perceived,  and  such 
sensations  have,  in  many  cases,  in  all  lan- 
guages, the  same  name  with  the  external 
object  which  they  always  accompany.  The 
difficulty  of  disjoining,  by  abstraction,  things 
thus  constantly  conjoined  in  the  course  of 
nature,  and  things  which  have  one  and  the 
same  name  in  all  languages,  has  likewise 
been  frequently  an  occasion  of  errors  in  the 
philosophy  of  the  mind.  To  avoid  such 
errors,  nothing  is  of  more  importance  than 
to  have  a distinct  notion  of  that  simple 
act  of  the  mind  which  we  call  sensation,  and 
which  we  have  endeavoured  to  describe. 
By  this  means,  we  shall  find  it  more  easy  to 
distinguish  it  from  every  external  object  that 
it  accompanies,  and  from  every  other  act  of 
the  mind  that  may  bo  conjoined  with  it. 
For  this  purpose,  it  is  likewise  of  import- 
ance that  the  name  of  sensation  should,  in 
philosophical  writings,  be  appropriated  to 
signify  this  simple  act  of  the  mind,  without 
including  anything  more  iu  its  signification, 
or  being  applied  to  other  purposes 

I shall  add  an  observation  concerning  the 
word  feeling.  This  word  has  two  meanings. 
First , it  signifies  the  perceptions  we  have  of 
external  objects,  by  the  sense  of  touch. 
When  we  speak  of  feeling  a body  to  be  hard 
or  soft,  rough  or  smooth,  hot  or  cold,  to 
feel  these  things  is  to  perceive  them  by 
touch.  They  are  external  things,  and  that 
act  of  the  mind  by  which  we  feel  them  is 
easily  distinguished  from  the  objects  felt. 
Secondly,  the  word  JceL  ng  is  used  to  siguify 
the  same  thin^  as  sensation , which  we  have 
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just  now  explained  ; and,  in  this  sense,  it 
has  no  object ; the  feeling  and  the  thing 
felt  are  one  and  the  same.  [35) 

Perhaps  betwixt  feeling,  taken  in  this 
last  sense,  and  sensation,  there  may  be  this 
small  difference,  that  sensation  is  most  com- 
monly used  to  signify  those  feelings  which 
we  have  by  our  external  senses  and  bodily 
appetites,  and  all  our  bodily  [tains  and 
pleasures.  But  there  are  feclitujH  of  a 
nobler  nature  accompanying  our  affections, 
our  moral  judgments,  and  our  determina- 
tions in  matters  of  taste,  to  which  the  word 
sensation  is  less  properly  applied. 

I have  premised  these  observations  on 
the  meaning  of  certain  words  that  frequently 
occur  in  treating  of  this  subject,  for  two 
reasons  : First , That  I may  be  the  better 
understood  when  1 use  them;  and,  Secondly , 
That  those  who  would  make  any  progress 
in  this  branch  of  science,  may  accustom 
themselves  to  attend  very  carefully  to  the 
meaning  of  words  that  are  used  in  it.  They 
may  be  assured  of  this,  that  the  ambiguity 
of  words,  and  the  vague  and  improper  appli- 
cation of  them,  have  thrown  more  darkness 
upon  this  subject  than  the  subtilty  and 
intricacy  of  things. 

When  we  use  common  words,  we  ought 
to  use  them  in  the  sense  in  which  they  are 
most  commonly  used  by  the  best  and  purest 
writers  in  the  language ; and,  when  we  have 
occasion  to  enlarge  or  restrict  the  meaning 
of  a common  word,  or  give  it  more  precision 
tliau  it  has  in  common  language,  the  reader 
ought  to  have  wnming  of  this,  otherwise  we 
shall  impose  upon  ourselves  and  upon  him. 

A very  respectable  writer  has  given  a 
good  example  of  this  kind,  by  explaining, 
in  an  Appendix  to  his  u Elements  of  Criti- 
cism," the  terms  he  has  occasion  to  use. 
In  that  Appendix,  most  of  the  words  are 
explained  on  which  1 have  been  nuking 
observations  ; and  the  explication  I have 
given,  I think,  agrees,  for  the  most  part, 
with  his. 

Other  words  that  need  explication,  shall 
be  explained  as  they  occur.  (.30) 


CHAPTER  II. 

PlllNCirLKS  TAKEN  FOR  <>  RANTED. 

As  there  arc  words  common  to  philosophers 
and  to  the  vulgar,  which  need  no  explica- 
tion, so  there  are  principles  common  to  both, 
which  need  no  proof,  and  which  do  not 
admit  of  direct  proof. 

One  w ho  applies  to  any  branch  of  science, 
must  be  come  to  years  of  understanding, 
and,  consequently,  must  have  exercised  his 
reason,  and  the  other  powers  of  his  mind, 
in  various  ways.  lie  must  have  formed 
various  opinions  and  principles,  by  which  he 
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conducts  himself  in  the  affairs  of  life.  Of 
those  principles,  some  are  common  to  all 
men,  !>eing  evident  in  themselves,  aud  so 
necessary  in  the  conduct  of  life  that  a man 
cannot  live  and  act  according  to  the  rules 
of  common  prudence  without  them. 

AU  men  that  have  common  understand- 
ing, agree  in  such  principles  ; and  consider 
a man  as  lunatic  or  destitute  of  common 
sense,  who  deuies  or  calls  them  in  question. 
Thus,  if  any  man  were  found  of  so  strange 
a turn  as  not  to  believe  his  own  eyes,  to 
put  no  trust  in  his  senses,  nor  have  the 
least  regard  to  their  testimony,  would  any 
man  think  it  worth  while  to  reason  gravely 
with  such  a person,  and,  by  argument,  to 
convince  him  of  his  error  ? Surely  no  wise 
man  would.  For,  before  men  can  reason 
together,  they  must  agree  in  first  principles; 
and  it  is  impossible  to  reason  with  a man 
who  has  no  principles  in  common  with  you. 

There  are,  therefore,  common  principles, 
which  are  the  foundation  of  all  reasoning 
and  of  all  science.  Such  common  principles 
seldom  admit  of  direct  proof,  nor  do  they 
need  it.  Men  need  not  to  be  taught  them  ; 
for  they  are  such  as  all  men  of  [37]  com- 
mon understanding  know;  or  such,  at  least, 
as  they  give  a ready  assent  to,  as  soon  as 
they  are  proposed  and  understood. 

Such  principles,  when  we  have  occasion 
to  use  them  in  science,  are  called  axioms. 
And,  although  it  be  not  absolutely  neces- 
sary, yet  it  may  Ik?  of  great  use,  to  point 
out  the  principles  or  axioms  on  which  a 
science  is  grounded. 

Thus,  mathematicians,  before  they  prove 
nnv  of  the  propositions  of  mathematics,  lay 
down  certain  axioms,  or  common  princi- 
ples, upon  which  they  build  their  reason- 
ings. And  although  those  axioms  be  truths 
which  every  man  knew  before — such  as, 
That  the  whole  is  greater  than  a port,  That 
equal  quantities  added  to  equal  quantities 
make  equal  sums ; yet,  when  we  see  no- 
thing assumed  in  the  proof  of  mathematical 
propositions,  but  such  self-evident  axioms, 
the  propositions  uppear  more  certain,  and 
leave  no  room  for  doubt  or  dispute. 

In  all  other  sciences,  as  well  as  in  mathe- 
matics, it  will  be  found  that  there  are  a 
few  common  principles,  upon  which  all  the 
reosouings  in  that  science  are  grounded, 
and  into  which  they  may  be  resolved.  If 
these  were  pointed  out  and  considered,  wre 
should  be  better  able  to  judge  what  stress  may 
be  laid  upon  the  conclusions  in  that  science. 
If  the  principles  be  certain,  the  conclusions 
justly  drawn  from  them  must  be  certain. 
If  the  principles  be  only  probable,  the  con- 
clusions can  only  be  probable.  If  the  prin- 
ciples be  false,  dubious,  or  olmcure,  the 
sujHerstructurc  that  is  built  upon  them 
must  partake  of  the  weakness  of  the  found- 
ation. 
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Sir  Isaac  Newton,  the  greatest  of  na- 
tural philosophers,  has  given  an  example 
well  worthy  of  imitation,  by  laying  down 
the  common  principles  or  axioms,  on  which 
the  reasonings  in  natural  philosophy  are 
built.  Before  this  was  done,  the  reason- 
ings of  philosophers  in  that  science  were 
as  vague  and  uncertain  as  they  are  in 
most  others.  Nothing  was  fixed  ; all  was 
dispute  and  controversy;  [381  but,  by 
this  happy  expedient,  a solid  foundation 
is  laid  in  that  science,  and  a noble  super- 
structure is  raised  upon  it,  about  which 
there  is  now  no  more  dispute  or  con- 
troversy among  men  of  knowledge,  than 
there  is  about  the  conclusions  of  mathe- 
matics. 

It  may,  however  be  observed,  that  the 
first  principles  of  natural  philosophy  are  of 
a quite  different  nature  from  mathematical 
axioms : they  have  not  the  same  kind  of 
evidence,  nor  are  they  necessary  truths,  as 
mathematical  axioms  are.  They  ore  such  as 
these  : That  similar  effects  proceed  from  the 
same  or  similar  causes  ; That  we  ought  to 
admit  of  no  other  causes  of  natural  effects, 
but  such  as  are  true,  and  sufficient  to  ac- 
count for  the  effects.  These  are  principles 
which,  though  they  have  not  the  same  kind  of 
evidence  that  mathematical  axioms  have  ; 
yet  have  such  evidence  that  every  man  of 
common  understanding  readily  assents  to 
them,  and  finds  it  absolutely  necessary  to 
conduct  his  actions  and  opinions  by  them, 
in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life. 

Though  it  luis  not  been  usual,  yet  I con- 
ceive it  may  be  useful,  to  point  out  some  of 
those  things  which  I shall  take  for  granted, 
as  first  principles,  in  treating  of  the  mind 
and  its  faculties.  There  is  the  more  oc- 
casion for  this  ; because  very  ingenious 
men,  such  as  Dos  Cartes,  Malebranclie, 
Arnauld,  Locke,  and  many  others,  have 
lost  much  labour,  by  not  distinguishing 
things  which  require  proof,  from  things 
which,  though  they  may  admit  of  illustra- 
t rat  ion,  yet,  being  self-evident,  do  not  admit 
of  proof.  When  men  attempt  to  deduce 
such  self-evident  principles  from  others 
more  evident,  they  always  fall  into  incon- 
clusive reasoning  : and  the  consequence  of 
this  has  been,  that  others,  such  as  Berkeley 
and  Hume,  finding  the  arguments  brought 
to  prove  such  first  principles  to  be  weak 
and  inconclusive,  have  been  tempted  first 
to  doubt  of  them,  and  afterwards  to  deny 
them. 

It  is  so  irksome  to  reason  with  those  who 
deny  first  principles,  that  wise  men  com- 
monly decliue  it.  Yet  it  is  not  impossible, 
that  [39]  what  is  only  a vulgar  prejudice 
may  be  mistaken  for  a first  principle.  Nor 
is  it  impossible  that  what  is  really  a first 
principle  may,  by  the  enchantment  of  words, 
have  such  a mist  thrown  about  it,  as  to 
[38  4m 


hide  its  evidence,  and  to  make  a man  of 
candour  doubt  of  it.  Such  cases  happen 
more  frequently,  perhaps,  in  this  science 
'than  in  any  other ; but  they  are  not  alto- 
gether without  remedy.  There  are  ways 
by  which  the  evidence  of  first  principles 
may  be  made  more  apparent  when  they  are 
brought  into  dispute ; but  they  require  to 
be  liandled  in  a way  peculiar  to  themselves. 
Their  evidence  is  not  demonstrative,  but 
intuitive.  They  require  not  proof,  but  to 
be  placed  in  a proper  point  of  view.  This 
will  be  shewn  more  fully  in  its  proper  place, 
and  applied  to  those  very  principles  which 
we  now  assume.  In  the  meantime,  when 
they  are  proposed  as  first  principles,  the 
reader  is  put  on  his  guard,  and  warned  to 
consider  whether  they  have  a just  claim  to 
tliat  character. 

1.  First , then,  I shall  take  it  for  granted, 
that  I think , that  I remember,  that  I rea- 
son, and,  in  general,  that  I really  perforin 
all  those  operations  of  mind  of  which  I am 
conscious. 

The  operations  of  our  miuds  are  attended 
with  consciousness  ; and  this  consciousness 
is  the  evidence,  the  only  evidence,  which 
we  have  or  can  have  of  their  existence.  If 
a man  should  take  it  into  his  head  to  think 
or  to  say  that  his  consciousness  may  de- 
ceive him,  and  to  require  proof  that  it  can- 
not, I know  of  no  proof  that  can  be  given 
him  ; ho  must  be  left  to  himself,  os  a man 
that  denies  first  principles,  without  which 
there  can  be  no  reasoning.  Every  man 
finds  himself  under  a necessity  of  believing 
what  consciousness  testifies,  and  everything 
that  hath  this  testimony  is  to  be  taken  as  a 
first  principle.* 

2.  As  by  consciousness  we  know  cer- 
tainly the  existence  of  our  present  thoughts 
and  passions ; so  we  know  the  pnst  by  re- 
membrance. + And,  when  they  are  re- 
cent, and  the  remembrance  of  them  fresh, 
[40]  the  knowledge  of  them,  from  such 
distinct  remembrance,  is,  in  its  certainty 
and  evidence,  next  to  that  of  conscious- 
ness. 

3.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  ive  are 
conscious  of  many  things  to  which  we  give 
little  or  no  attention.  We  can  hardly  at- 
tend to  several  things  at  the  same  time; 
and  our  attention  is  commonly  employed 
about  that  which  is  tho  object  of  our 
thought,  and  rarely  about  the  thought  it- 
self! Thus,  when  a man  is  angry,  his 


• To  doubt  that  we  are  conscious  of  this  or  that, 
is  impossible.  For  the  doubt  mint  at  least  postulate 
itaelf , but  the  doubt  it  only  a datum  of  conscious, 
ncaa;  therefore,  in  postulating  its  own  reality,  it  ad. 
mita  the  truth  of  consciousness,  ami  consequently 
annihilates  itself.  vee  below,  p.  S79.  On  Con. 
semuanea,  in  the  history  of  psychology,  sec  Note  II. 

f Remembrance  cannot  be  taken  out  of  Con- 
sciousness- See  No’. i U.—  I i 
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attention  is  turned  to  the  injury  done  him, 
or  the  injurious  person  ; and  he  gives  very 
little  attention  to  the  passion  of  anger,  al- 
though ho  is  conscious  of  it.  It  is  in  our 
power,  however,  when  we  come  to  the 
years  of  understanding,  to  give  attention  to 
our  own  thoughts  and  passions,  and  the  va- 
rious operations  of  our  minds.  And,  when 
we  make  these  the  objects  of  our  atten- 
tion, either  while  they  are  present  or 
when  they  are  recent  ami  fresh  in  our  me- 
mory, this  act  of  the  mind  is  called  rtjlec* 
lion. 

We  take  it  for  granted,  therefore,  that, 
by  attentive  reflection,  a man  may  have  a 
clear  and  certain  know  ledge  of  the  opera- 
tions of  his  own  mind  ; a knowledge  no  less 
clear  and  certain  than  that  wdiich  he  has 
of  an  external  object  when  it  is  set  before 
his  eyes. 

This  reflection  is  a kind  of  intuition,  it 
gives  a like  conviction  with  regard  to  in- 
ternal objects,  or  things  iu  the  mind,  as 
the  faculty  of  seeing  gives  with  regard  to 
objects  of  sight.  A man  must,  therefore, 
be  convinced  beyond  possibility  of  doubt, 
of  everything  with  regard  to  the  opera- 
tions of  his  own  mind,  which  he  clearly 
and  distinctly  discerns  by  attentive  reflec- 
tion.* 

4.  I take  it  for  granted  that  all  the 
thoughts  I am  conscious  of,  or  remember, 
are  the  thoughts  of  one  and  the  same 
thinking  principle,  which  I call  myself,  or 
my  mind.  Every  man  has  an  immediate 
and  irresistible  conviction,  not  only  of  his 
present  existence,  but  of  his  continued 
existence  and  identity,  as  far  back  as  he 
can  remember.  If  any  man  should  think 
tit  to  demand  [41  ] a proof  that  the  thoughts 
lie  is  successively  conscious  of,  belong  to 
one  and  the  same  thinking  principle — if 
he  should  demand  a proof  that  he  is  the 
same  person  to-day  as  he  was  yestenlay,  or 
a year  ago — I know  no  proof  that  can  bo 
given  him  : he  must  be  left  to  himself, 
cither  as  a man  that  is  lunatic,  or  as  one 
who  denies  first  principles,  and  is  not  to  be 
reasoned  with. 

Every  man  of  a sound  mind,  finds  him- 
self under  a necessity  of  believing  his  own 
identity,  and  continued  existence.  The 
conviction  of  this  is  immediate  and  irresist- 
able ; and,  if  he  should  lose  this  conviction, 
it  would  be  a certain  proof  of  insanity, 
which  is  not  to  be  remedied  by  reasoning. 

6.  I take  it  for  granted,  that  there  are 
some  things  which  cannot  exist  by  them- 
selves, but  must  be  in  something  else  to 
w hich  they  belong,  as  qualities,  or  ut  tributes. 

'rims,  motion  cannot  exist,  but  in  some- 

• See  infra,  pp  fin,  105,  5Hl , where  a similar,  and 
pp  3*4,  516,  whi'ie  a diffident  extension  t#  given  (o 

H (fleet ion.  On  Attention  and  lieflection,  in  the 
hnnorjr  of  |**y*  hology,  *ee  Note  l.— 11. 
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I thing  that  is  moved.  And  to  s uppose  that 
there  can  be  motion  while  everything  is  at 
rest,  is  a gross  and  palpable  absurdity.  In 
like  manner,  hardness  and  softness,  sweet- 
ness  and  bitterness,  are  things  which  cannot 
exist  by  themselves;  they  are  qualities  of 
something  which  is  liar!  or  soft,  sweet  or 
bitter.  That  thing,  whatever  it  be,  of 
which  they  are  qualities,  is  called  their  sub- 
ject ; and  such  qualities  necessarily  suppose 
a subject. 

Tilings  which  may  exist  by  themselves, 
and  do  not  necessarily  suppose  the  exist- 
ence of  anything  else,  arc  called  substances  ; 
an 4,  with  relation  to  the  qualities  or  attri- 
butes that  belong  to  them,  they  are  called 
the  subjects  of  such  qualities  or  attributes. 

All  the  things  wdiich  wo  immediately  per- 
ceive by  our  senses,  and  all  the  things  wo 
are  conscious  of,  are  things  which  must  be 
in  something  else,  as  their  subject.  Thus, 
by  my  senses,  I perceive  figure,  colour, 
hardness,  softness,  motion,  resistance,  and 
such  [42]  like  things.  But  these  are  qualities, 
and  must  necessarily  be  in  something  that 
is  figured,  coloured,  hard  or  soft,  that 
moves,  or  resists.  It  is  not  to  these  qua- 
lities, but  to  that  which  is  the  subject  of 
them,  that  we  give  the  name  of  body.  If 
any  man  should  thiuk  fit  to  deny  that  these 
things  arc  qualities,  or  that  they  require  any 
subject,  I leave  him  to  enjoy  his  opinion  as 
a man  who  denies  first  principles,  and  is 
not  fit  to  be  reasoned  with.  If  he  has 
common  understanding,  he  will  find  that  he 
cannot  converse  half  an  hour  without  say- 
ing things  which  imply  the  contrary  of  what 
he  professes  to  believe. 

In  like  manner,  the  things  I am  conscious 
of,  such  as  thought,  reasoning,  desire,  ne- 
cessarily suppose  something  that  thinks, 
that  reasons,  that  desires.  We  do  not  give 
the  namo  of  mind  to  thought,  reason,  or 
desire  ; but  to  that  being  which  thinks, 
which  reasons,  and  which  desires. 

That  every  act  or  operation,  therefore, 
supposes  an  agent,  that  every  quality  sup- 
poses  a subject,  are  things  which  I do  not 
attempt  to  prove,  but  take  for  granted. 
Every  man  of  common  understanding  dis- 
cerns this  immediately,  and  cannot  enter- 
tain the  least  doubt  of  it.  In  all  languages, 
we  find  certain  words  which,  by  gramma- 
rians, are  called  adjectives.  Such  words 
denote  attributes,  and  every  adjective  must 
have  a substantive  to  which  it  belongs— 
that  is,  every  attribute  must  have  a subject. 
In  all  languages,  we  find  active  verbs  which 
denote  some  action  or  operation  ; and  it 
is  a fundamental  rule  iu  the  grammar  of  all 
languages,  that  such  a verb  supposes  a per- 
son— that  is,  in  other  words,  that  every 
action  must  have  an  agent.  We  take  it, 
therefore,  ns  a first  principle,  that  goodness, 
wisdom,  and  virtue,  can  only  be  in  some 
[41,  4*] 
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being  that  is  good,  wise,  and  virtuous ; 
that  thinking  supposes  a being  that  thinks ; 
and  that  every  operation  we  are  conscious 
of  supposes  an  agent  that  operates,  which 
we  call  mind. 

6.  I take  it  for  granted,  that,  in  most 
operations  of  the  mind,  there  [43]  must  Ik;  an 
object  distinct  from  the  operation  itself.  I 
cannot  see,  without  seeing  something.  To 
see  without  having  any  object  of  sight  is 
absurd.  I cannot  remember,  without  re- 
membering something.  The  thing  remem- 
bered is  past,  while  the  remembrance  of  it 
is  present ; and,  therefore,  the  operation 
and  the  object  of  it  must  be  distinct  things. 
The  operations  of  our  mind  are  denoted,  in 
all  languages,  by  active  transitive  verbs, 
which,  from  their  construction  in  grammar, 
require  not  only  a person  or  agent,  but 
likewise  an  object  of  the  operation.  Thus, 
the  verb  know,  denotes  an  operation  of 
mind.  From  the  general  structure  of  lan- 
guage, this  verb  requires  a person — I know, 
you  know,  or  he  knows ; but  it  requires  no 
less  a noun  in  the  accusative  case,  denoting 
the  thing  known  ; for  he  that  knows  must 
know  something ; and,  to  know,  without 
having  any  object  of  knowledge,  is  an  ab- 
surdity too  gross  to  admit  of  reasoning  * 

7.  We  ought  likewise  to  take  for  granted, 
as  first  principles,  things  wherein  we  find 
au  universal  agreement,  among  the  learned 
and  unlearned,  in  the  different  nations  and 
ages  of  the  world. A consent  of  ages  and 
nations,  of  the  learned  and  vulgar,  ought, 
at  least,  to  have  great  authority,  unless  we 
can  shew  some  prejudice  as  universal  as 
that  consent  is,  which  might  be  the  cause 
of  it.  Truth. is-one,  but  error  is  infinite. 
There  are  many  truths  so  obvious  to 
the  human  faculties,  that  it  may  be  ex- 
pected that  men  should  universally  agree  in 
them.  And  this  is  actually  found  to  be 
the  case  with  regard  to  many  truths,  against 
which  we  find  no  dissent,  unless  perhaps 
that  of  a few  sceptical  philosophers,  who 
may  justly  be  suspected,  in  such  cases,  to 
differ  from  the  rest  of  mankind,  through 
pride,  obstinacy,  or  some  favourite  passion. 
Where  there  is  such  universal  consent 
in  things  not  deep  nor  intricate,  but  which 
lie,  as  it  were,  on  the  surface,  there  is  the 
greatest  presumption  that  can  be,  that  it  is 
the  natural  result  of  the  human  faculties; 
and  it  must  have  great  authority  with  every 
sober  [44]  mind  that  loves  truth.  Major 
enim  para  eo  Jett  dtferri  aolet  quo  a natura 
dedntitur. — Ctc.  do  Off.  I.  41. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  thought  that  it  is 
impossible  to  collect  the  opinions  of  all  men 
upon  any  point  whatsoever ; and,  there- 
fore, that  this  maxim  can  be  of  no  use. 
Rut  there  are  many  cases  wherein  it  is 
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otherwise.  Who  can  doubt,  for  instance, 
whether  mankind  have,  in  all  ages,  believed 
the  existence  of  a material  world,  and  that 
those  things  which  they  see  and  handle  are 
real,  and  not  mere  illusions  and  appari- 
tions ? Who  can  doubt  whether  mankind 
have  universally  believed  that  everything 
that  begins  to  exist,  and  every  change  that 
happens  in  nature,  must  have  a cause  ? 
Who  can  doubt  whether  mankind  have 
been  universally  persuaded  that  there  is  a 
right  and  a wrong  in  human  conduct  ? — 
some  things  which,  in  certain  circumstan- 
ces, they  ought  to  do,  and  other  things 
which  they  ought  not  to  do  ? The  univers- 
ality of  these  opinions,  and  of  many  such 
that  might  be  named,  is  sufficiently  evi- 
dent, from  the  whole  tenor  of  men's  con- 
duct, as  far  as  our  acquaintance  reaches, 
and  from  the  records  of  history,  in  all 
ages  and  nations,  that  arc  transmitted  to 
us. 

There  arc  other  opinions  Jhat  appear  to 
be  universal,  from  what  is  common  in  the 
structure  of  all  languages,  ancient  and  mo- 
dem, polished  and  barbarous.  Language  is 
the  express  image  and  picture  of  human 
thoughts ; and,  from  the  picture,  we  may  often 
draw  very  certain  conclusions  with  regaVd 
to  the  original.  We  find  in  all  languages  the 
same  parts  of  speech — nouns  substantive 
and  adjective,  verbs  active  and  passive, 
varied  according  to  the  tenses  of  past,  pre- 
sent, and  future  ; we  find  adverbs,  preposi- 
tions, and  conjunctions.  There  are  general 
rules  of  syntax  common  to  all  languages. 
This  uniformity  in  the  structure  of  lan- 
guage shews  a certain  degree  of  uniformity 
in  those  notions  upon  which  the  structure  of 
language  is  grounded. 

We  find,  in  the  structure  of  all  lan- 
guages, the  distinction  of  [45]  acting  and 
being  acted  upon,  the  distinction  of  action 
and  agent,  of  quality  and  subject,  and  many 
others  of  the  like  kind  ; which  shews  that 
these  distinctions  are  founded  in  the  uni- 
versal sens©  of  mankind.  We  shall  have 
frequent  occasion  to  argue  from  the  sense 
of  mankind  expressed  in  the  structure  of 
language ; and  therefore  it  was  proper 
here  to  take  notice  of  the  force  of  argu- 
ments drawn  from  this  topic. 

ti.  I need  hardly  say  that  I shall  also 
take  for  granted  such  facts  as  are  attested 
to  the  conviction  of  all  sober  and  reasonable 
men,  either  by  our  senses,  by  memory,  or 
by  human  testimony.  Although  some  wri- 
ters on  this  subject  have  disputed  the 
authority  of  the  senses,  of  memory,  and  of 
every  human  faculty,  yet  we  find  that  such 
persons,  in  the  conduct  of  life,  in  pursuing 
their  ends,  or  in  avoiding  dangers,  pay  the 
same  regard  to  the  authority  of  their  senses 
and  other  faculties,  as  the  rest  of  mankind. 
By  this  they  give  us  just  ground  to  doubt  of 
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their  candour  in  their  professions  of  scep- 
ticism. 

This,  indeed,  has  always  l>een  the  fate  of 
the  few  that  have  professed  scepticism,  that, 
when  they  have  done  what  they  can  to 
discredit  their  senses,  they  find  themselves, 
after  all,  under  a necessity  of  trusting  to 
them.  Mr  Hume  has  been  so  candid  as  to 
acknowledge  this;  and  it  is  no  less  true  of 
those  who  have  not  shewn  the  same  can- 
dour ; for  I never  heard  that  any  sceptic 
run  his  head  against  a post,  or  stepped  into 
a kennel,  because  lie  did  not  believe  his 
eyes. 

Upon  the  whole,  I acknowledge  that  we 
ought  to  be  cautions  that  we  do  not  adopt 
opinions  as  first  principles  which  are  not 
entitled  to  that  character.  But  there  is 
surely  the  least  danger  of  men’s  being  im- 
posed upon  in  this  way,  when  such  prin- 
ciples openly  lay  claim  to  the  character,  and 
are  thereby  fairly  exposed  to  the  examina- 
tion of  those  who  nmy  dispute  their  au- 
thority. We  do  not  pretend  that  those 
things  that  arc  laid  down  as  first  principles 
may  not  l>e  examined,  and  that  we  ought 
not  to  [46]  have  our  ears  open  to  what 
may  be  pleaded  against  their  being  admit- 
Uftl  as  such.  Let  us  deal  with  them  as  an 
upright  judge  does  with  a witness  who  has 
a fair  character.  He  pay#  a regard  to  the 
testimony  of  such  a witness  while  his  cha- 
racter is  un impeached ; but,  if  it  ean  1« 
shewn  that  lie  is  suborned,  or  that  he  is 
influenced  by  malice  or  partial  favour,  his 
testimony  loses  all  its  credit,  and  is  justly 
rejected. 


CHAPTER  III. 

OF  HYPOTHESES. 

Every  branch  of  human  knowledge  hath 
its  proper  principles,  its  proper  foundation 
and  method  of  reasoning ; and,  if  we  en- 
deavour to  build  it  upon  any  other  found- 
ation, it  will  never  stand  firm  and  stable. 
Thus,  the  historian  builds  upon  testimony, 
and  rarely  indulges  conjecture ; the  anti- 
quarian mixes  conjecture  with  testimony, 
and  the  former  often  makes  the  larger 
ingredient ; the  mathematician  pays  not  the 
least  regard  either  to  testimony  or  conjec- 
ture, but  deduces  everything,  by  demon- 
strative reasoning,  from  his  definitions  and 
axioms.  Indeed,  whatever  is  built  upon 
conjecture,  is  improperly  called  science ; 
for  conjecture  may  beget  opinion,  but  can- 
not produce  knowledge.  Natural  philoso- 
phy must  be  built  upon  the  phtenomcna  of 
the  material  system,  discovered  by  observ- 
ation and  ex|>eriincnt. 

When  men  first  began  to  philosophize 
that  is,  to  carry  their  thoughts  beyond  the 
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objects  of  sense,  and  to  inquire  into  the 
causes  of  things,  and  the  secret  operations 
of  nature — it  was  very  natural  for  them  to 
indulge  conjecture ; nor  was  it  to  be  ex- 
pected that,  in  many  ages,  they  should  dis- 
cover the  proper  and  scientific  way  of  pro- 
ceeding in  philosophical  disquisitions.  Ac- 
cordingly, we  find  that  the  most  ancient 
systems  in  every  branch  of  philosophy  were 
nothing  but  the  conjectures  of  men  famous 
for  their  w isdom,  whose  fame  gave  author- 
ity to  their  opinions.  Thus,  in  early  ages, 
[47]  wise  men  conjectured  that  this  earth 
is  a vast  plain,  surrounded  on  all  hands 
by  a boundless  ocean  ; that,  from  this  ocean, 
the  sun,  moon,  and  stars  emerge  at  their 
rising,  and  plunge  into  it  again  at  their 
setting. 

With  regard  to  the  mind,  men  in  their 
rudest  state  are  apt  to  conjecture  that  the 
principle  of  life  in  a man  is  his  breath  ; be- 
cause the  most  obvious  distinction  between 
a living  and  a dead  man  is,  that  the  ono 
breathes,  and  the  other  does  not.  To  this 
it  is  owing  that,  in  ancient  languages,  the 
word  which  denotes  the  soul,  is  that  which 
properly  signifies  breath  or  air. 

As  men  advance  in  knowledge,  their  first 
conjectures  appear  silly  and  childish,  and 
give  place  to  others,  which  tally  bettor  with 
later  observations  and  discoveries.  Thus 
one  system  of  philosophy  succeeds  another, 
without  any  claim  to  superior  merit,  hut 
this— that  it  is  a more  ingenious  system  of 
conjectures,  and  accounts  better  for  com- 
mon appearances. 

To  omit  many  ancient  Bystems  of  this 
kind,  I>es  Cartes,  about  the  middle  of  the 
last  century,  dissatisfied  with  the  materia 
prima , the  substantial  forms,  and  the  occult 
qualities  of  the  Peripatetics,  conjectured 
boldly,  that  the  heavenly  bodies  of  our  sys- 
tem are  carried  round  by  a vortex  or  whirl- 
pool of  subtile  matter,  just  as  straws  and 
chuff  are  carried  round  in  a tub  of  water. 
He  conjectured,  that  the  soul  is  seated  in  a 
small  gland  in  the  brain,  called  the  pineal 
gland  ; that  there,  as  in  her  chamber  of 
presence,  she  receives  intelligence  of  every- 
thing that  affects  the  senses,  by  means  of  a 
subtile  fluid  contained  in  the  nerves,  called 
the  animal  spirits ; and  that  she  dispatches 
these  animal  spirits,  as  her  messengers,  to 
put  in  motion  the  several  muscles  of  the 
body,  as  there  is  occasion.  * By  such  con- 


• It  is  not,  however,  to  be  supposed  that  I)es  Cartes 
allowed  the  soul  to  be  seated  by  locaJ  presence  in  any 
part  of  the  body  ; for  the  smallest  point  of  t«ody  is 
still  extended,  and  mind  is  absolutely  simi-U^and  in- 
capable  of  oecupyingplace.  The  pineal  gland,  in  the 
( artesian  doctrine,  is  only  analogically  called  the  seat 
of  the  sou),  inasmuch  as  this  isvitwtd  a»  the  cm. 
tral  point  of  the  corporeal  organ  inn ; but  while 
through  this  point  the  mind  and  body  are  mutually 
connected,  that  connection  is  not  one  of  a mere 
i •hysieal  dependence,  as  they  do  not  operate  on  each 
by  direct  and  natural  causation.—  H. 
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jecturea  as  these,  Dea  Cartes  could  account 
for  every  phenomenon  iu  nature,  in  such  a 
plausible  manner  oh  gave  satisfaction  to  a 
great  part  of  tho  learned  world  for  more 
than  half  a century.  [48] 

Such  conjectures  in  philosophical  matters 
have  commonly  got  the  name  of  hypalheie*, 
or  thiories.9  And  the  invention  of  a hypo- 
thesis, founded  on  some  slight  probabilities, 
which  accounts  for  many  appearances  of 
nature,  has  been  considered  us  the  highest 
attainment  of  a philosopher.  If  the  hypo- 
thesis hongs  well  together,  is  embellished 
by  a lively  imagination,  and  serves  to  ac- 
count for  common  appearances,  it  is  con- 
sidered by  many  as  having  all  the  qualities 
that  should  recommend  it  to  our  belief, 
and  all  that  ought  to  be  required  in  a philo- 
sophical system. 

There  is  such  proneness  in  men  of  genius 
to  invent  hypotheses,  and  in  others  to 
acquiesce  in  them,  us  the  utmost  which  the 
human  faculties  con  attain  in  philosophy, 
that  it  is  of  the  last  consequence  to  the  pro- 
gress of  real  knowledge,  that  men  should 
have  a clear  aud  distinct  understanding  of 
the  nature  of  hypotheses  in  philosophy,  and 
of  the  regard  that  is  due  to  them. 

Although  some  conjectures  may  have  a 
considerable  degree  of  probability,  yet  it  is 
evidently  in  the  nature  of  conjecture  to  be 
uncertain.  In  every  cose  the  assent  ought 
to  bo  proportioned  to  the  evidence ; for  to 
believe  firmly  what  has  but  a small  degree 
of  probability,  is  a manifest  abuse  of  our 
understanding.  Now,  though  we  may,  in 
many  cases,  form  very  probable  conjectures 
concerning  the  works  of  men,  every  conjec- 
ture we  caii  form  with  regard  to  the  works 
of  God  has  os  little  probability  as  the  con- 
jectures of  a child  with  regard  to  the  works 
of  a man. 

The  wisdom  of  God  exceeds  that  of  the 
wisest  man,  more  than  his  wisdom  exceeds 
tliat  of  a child.  If  a child  were  to  conjec- 
ture how  an  army  is  to  be  formed  in  the 
day  of  battle — how  a city  is  to  be  fortified, 
or  a state  governed — what  chance  has  lie 
to  guess  right  ? As  little  chance  has  the 
wisest  man  when  he  pretends  to  conjecture 
how  the  planets  move  in  their  courses,  how 
the  sea  ebbs  and  flows,  and  how  our  minds 
act  upon  our  bodies.  [49] 

If  a thousand  of  the  greatest  wits  that 
ever  the  world  produced  were,  without  any 
previous  knowledge  in  anatomy,  to  sit  down 
and  contrive  how,  and  by  what  interna) 
organs,  the  various  functions  of  the  human 
body  are  carried  ou,  how  the  blood  is  made 
to  circulate  and  the  limbs  to  move,  they 
would  not,  in  a thousand  years,  hit  upon  any- 
thing like  the  truth. 

Of  all  the  discoveries  that  have  been 


* Sc*  shore,  note  *,  p.  97.  b.«— H. 
[ 48-50] 


made  concerning  the  inward  structure  of 
the  human  body,  never  one  was  made  by 
conjecture.  Accurate  observations  of  ana- 
tomists have  brought  to  light  innumerable 
artifices  of  Nature  in  the  contrivance  of  this 
machine  of  the  human  body,  which  we  can- 
not but  admire  as  excellently  adapted  to 
their  several  purposes.  But  the  most  saga- 
cious physiologist  never  dreamed  of  them 
til)  they  were  disco vered.  On  the  other 
hand,  innumerable  conjectures,  formed  in 
different  ages,  with  regard  to  the  structure 
of  the  body,  have  been  confuted  by  obser- 
vation, and  none  ever  confirmed. 

What  we  have  said  of  the  internal  struc- 
ture of  the  human  body,  may  be  said,  with 
justice,  of  every  other  part  of  the  works  of 
God,  wherein  any  real  discovery  has  been 
made.  Such  discoveries  have  always  been 
made  by  patient  observation,  by  accurate 
experiments,  or  by  conclusions  drawn  by 
strict  reasoning  from  observations  and  ex- 
periments ; and  such  discoveries  have  always 
tended  to  refute,  but  not  to  confirm,  the 
theories  and  hypotheses  which  ingenious 
men  have  invented. 

As  this  is  a fact  confirmed  by  the  history 
of  philosophy  in  all  past  ages,  it  ought  to 
have  taught  men,  long  ago,  to  treat  with 
just  contempt  hypotheses  in  every  branch 
of  philosophy,  and  to  despair  of  ever  ad- 
vancing real  knowledge  in  that  way.  The 
Indian  philosopher,  being  at  a loss  to  know 
how  the  earth  was  supported,  invented  the 
hypothesis  of  a huge  elephant;  and  this 
elephant  he  supposed  to  stand  upon  the 
back  of  a huge  tortoise.  This  hypothesis, 
however  ridiculous  it  appears  to  us,  might 
seem  very  reasonable  [50]  toother  Indians, 
who  knew  no  more  than  the  inventor  of  it ; 
and  the  same  will  be  the  fate  of  all  hypo- 
theses invented  by  men  to  account  for  the 
works  of  God.  They  may  have  a decent 
and  plausible  appearance  to  those  who  are 
not  more  knowing  than  the  inventor ; but, 
when  men  come  to  be  more  enlightened, 
they  will  always  appear  ridiculous  and 
childish. 

This  has  l>een  the  case  with  regard  to 
hypotheses  that  have  been  revered  by  the 
most  enlightened  part  of  mankind  for  hun- 
dreds of  years ; and  it  will  always  be  the 
case  to  the  end  of  the  world.  For,  until 
tho  wisdom  of  men  bear  some  proportion  to 
the  wisdom  of  God,  their  attempts  to  find 
out  the  structure  of  his  works,  by  the  force 
of  their  wit  and  genius,  will  be  vain. 

The  finest  productions  of  human  art  are 
immensely  short  of  the  meanest  works  of 
Nature.  Tho  nicest  nrtist  cannot  make  a 
feather  or  the  leaf  of  a tree.  Human 
workmanship  will  never  bear  a comparison 
with  divine.  Conjectures  and  hypotheses 
arc  the  invention  and  tho  workmanship  of 
men,  and  must  bear  proper 'lion  to  the  capa- 
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city  and  skill  of  the  inventor ; and,  there- 
fore, will  always  be  very  unlike  to  the 
works  of  God,  which  it  is  the  business  of 
philosophy  to  discover. 

The  world  has  l>een  so  long  befooled  by 
hypotheses  in  all  parts  of  philosophy,  that 
it  is  of  the  utmost  consequence  to  every 
man  who  would  make  any  progress  in  real 
knowledge,  to  treat  them  with  iust  con- 
tempt, as  the  reveries  of  vain  and  fanciful 
men, whose  pride  makes  them  conceive  them- 
selves  able  to  unfold  the  mysteries  of  nature 
by  the  force  of  their  genius.  A learned  man, 
in  an  epistle  to  Des  Cartes,  has  the  follow- 
ing observation,  which  very  much  deserved 
the  attention  of  that  philosopher,  and  of  all 
that  come  after  him  : — “ When  men,  sit- 
ting in  their  closet,  and  consulting  only 
their  books,  attempt  disquisitions  into  nature, 
they  may,  indeed,  tell  how  they  would  have 
made  the  world,  if  God  had  given  them  that 
in  commission ; that  is,  they  may  describe 
[51]  chimeras,  which  correspond  with  the 
imbecility  of  their  own  minds,  no  less  than 
the  admirable  beauty  of  the  universe  cor- 
responds with  the  infinite  perfection  of  its 
Creator ; but  without  an  understanding 
truly  divine,  they  can  never  form  Buch  an 
idea  to  themselves  as  the  Deity  had  in 
creating  tilings.** 

Let  us,  therefore,  lay  down  this  as  a 
fundamental  principle  in  our  inquiries  into 
the  structure  of  the  mind  and  its  opera- 
tions-—that  no  regard  is  due  to  the  conjec- 
tures or  hypotheses  of  philosophers,  how- 
ever ancient,  however  generally  received. 
Let  us  accustom  ourselves  to  try  every 
opinion  by  the  touchstone  of  fact  and  ex- 
perience. What  can  fairly  be  deduced 
from  facts  duly  observed  or  sufficiently  at- 
tested, is  genuine  and  pure ; it  is  the  voice 
of  God,  and  no  fiction  of  human  imagina- 
tion. 

The  first  rule  of  philosophising  laid  down 
by  the  great  Newton,  is  this  : — Caustu  re- 
run* naturalium , non  plum  admitti  debere , 
guam  qua  et  verm  sinl,  et  earum  phana 
menu  explicnndis  nufficiant.  “ No  more 
causes,  nor  any  other  causes  of  natural 
effects,  ought  to  be  admitted,  but  such  as 
are  both  true,  and  are  sufficient  for  ex- 
plaining their  appearances.  ’*  This  is  a golden 
rule  ; it  is  the  true  and  proper  test,  by 
which  wliat  is  sound  and  solid  in  philoso- 
phy may  be  distinguished  from  what  is  hol- 
low and  vain.* 

If  a philosopher,  therefore,  pretends  to 
shew  us  the  cause  of  any  natural  effect, 
whether  relating  to  matter  or  to  mind,  let 
us  first  consider  whether  there  is  sufficient 


• For  this  rule  we  arc  not  indchtcd  to  Newton. 
It  ia  only  the  old  law  of  paramour,  and  that  ambigu- 
nu»'y  expretacd  For.  In  their  plain  meaning,  the 
«n TtH  *•  et  vtYiT  s>nt'  arc  redundant ; or  what  follow*  it 

redund.mt,  and  the  whole  rule  a baricn  truttm.— II. 
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evidence  that  the  cause  he  assigns  does 
really  exist.  If  there  is  not,  reject  it  with 
disdain,  as  a fiction  which  ought  to  liave  no 
place  in  genuine  philosophy.  If  the  cause 
assigned  really  exists,  consider,  in  the  next 
place,  whether  the  effect  it  is  brought  to 
explain  necessarily  follows  from  it.  Un- 
less it  has  these  two  conditions,  it  is  good 
for  nothing. 

When  Newton  had  shewn  the  admirable 
effects  of  gravitation  in  our  planetary  sys- 
tem, he  must  have  felt  a strong  desire  to 
know  [52]  its  cause.  He  could  have  in- 
vented a hypothesis  for  this  purpose,  as 
many  had  done  before  him.  But  bis  phi- 
losophy was  of  another  complexion.  Let 
us  hear  what  he  says  : Rationem  harum 
gravitati s proprictatum  ex  phannmenit  n >n 
jut  ui  de  iuerre , et  hypotheses  non  Jingo . 
Quirguid  enim  ex  phanomenis  non  deduci- 
tur  hyjxdhesu  vocanda  e*t.  Et  hyjtothe.stx. 
sen  metaphysirm , seu  phy  nicer,  tru  qnali'a- 
tum  occultarum , sen  nu ch  iwcmt  in  philoso- 
phies experimental*  locum  non  habent. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

OP  ANALOGY. 

It  is  natural  to  men  to  judge  of  things 
less  known,  by  some  similitude  they  ob- 
serve, or  think  they  observe,  between  them 
and  things  more  familiar  or  better  known. 
In  many  cases,  we  have  no  better  way  of 
judging.  And,  where  the  things  compared 
have  really  a great  similitude  in  their  na- 
ture, when  there  is  reason  to  think  that  they 
are  subject  to  the  same  law’s,  there  may  be 
a considerable  degree  of  probability  iu  con- 
clusions drawn  from  analogy. 

Thus,  we  may  observe  a very  great  si- 
militude between  this  earth  which  we  in- 
habit, and  the  other  planets,  Saturn,  Ju- 
piter, Mars,  Venus,  and  Mercury.  They 
all  revolve  round  the  sun,  as  the  earth 
does,  although  at  different  distances  and 
in  different  periods.  They  borrow  all  their 
light  from  the  sun,  as  the  earth  does. 
Several  of  them  are  known  to  revolve  round 
their  axis  like  the  earth,  and,  by  that 
means,  must  have  a like  succession  of  day 
and  night.  Some  of  them  have  moons, 
that  serve  to  give  them  light  in  the  absence 
of  the  sun,  as  our  moon  does  to  us.  They 
are  all,  in  their  motions,  subject  to  the 
same  law  of  gravitation,  as  the  earth  is. 
From  all  this  similitude,  it  is  not  unrea- 
sonable to  think,  that  those  planets  may, 
like  our  earth,  be  the  habitation  of  va- 
rious [ 53  ] orders  of  living  creatures.  There 
is  some  probability  in  this  conclusion  from 
analogy. 

In  medicine,  physicians  must,  for  the 
most  part,  bo  directed  in  their  prescriptions 
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by  analogy.  The  constitution  of  one  human 
body  is  so  like  to  that  of  another  that  it  is 
reasonable  to  think  that  what  is  the  cause 
of  health  or  sickness  to  one,  may  have  the 
same  effect  upon  another.  And  this  ge- 
nerally is  found  true,  though  not  without 
some  exceptions. 

In  politics  we  reason,  for  the  most  part, 
from  analogy.  The  constitution  of  human 
nature  is  so  similar  in  different  societies  or 
commonwealths,  that  the  causes  of  peace 
and  war,  of  tranquillity  and  sedition,  of 
riches  and  poverty,  of  improvement  and 
degeneracy,  are  much  the  same  in  alb 

Analogical  reasoning,  therefore,  is  not, 
in  all  cases,  to  be  rejected.  It  may  afford 
a greater  or  a less  degree  of  probability, 
according  as  the  things  compared  are  more 
or  less  similar  in  their  nature.  Rut  it 
ought  to  be  observed,  tliat,  as  this  kind  of 
reasoning  can  afford  only  probable  evidence 
at  beat ; so,  unless  great  caution  be  used, 
we  are  apt  to  l»c  led  into  error  by  it  For 
men  are  naturally  disposed  to  conceive  a 
greater  similitude  in  things  than  there 
really  is. 

To  give  an  instance  of  this  : Anatomists, 
in  ancient  ages,  seldom  dissected  human 
bodies ; but  very  often  the  bodies  of  those 
quadrupeds  whose  internal  structure  was 
thought  to  approach  nearest  to  that  of  the 
human  body.  Modern  anatomists  have 
discovered  many  mistakes  the  ancients 
were  led  into,  by  their  conceiving  a greater 
similitude  between  the  structure  of  men 
and  of  some  beasts  than  there  is  in  reality. 
By  this,  and  many  other  instances  that 
might  be  given,  it  appears  that  conclusions 
built  on  analogy  stand  on  a slippery  founda- 
tion ; and  that  we  ought  never  to  rest  upon 
evidence  of  this  kind,  when  we  can  have 
more  direct  evidence.  [ 54  ] 

I know  no  author  who  has  made  a more 
just  and  a more  happy  use  of  this  mode  of 
reasoning  than  Bishop  Butler,  in  his  “ Ana- 
logy of  Religion,  Natural  and  Revealed,  to 
the  Constitution  and  Course  of  Nature.” 
In  that  excellent  work  the  author  does  not 
ground  any  of  the  truths  of  religion  upon 
analogy,  as  their  proper  evidence.  He 
only  makes  use  of  analogy  to  answer  objec- 
tions against  them.  When  objections  arc 
made  against  the  truths  of  religion,  which 
may  be  made  with  equal  strength  against 
* what  we  know'  to  be  true  in  the  course 
of  nature,  such  objections  can  have  no 
weight. 

Analogical  reasoning,  therefore,  may  be 
of  excellent  use  in  answering  objections 
against  truths  which  have  other  evidence. 
It  may  likewise  give  a greater  or  a less 
degree  of  probability  in  cases  where  we  can 
find  no  other  evidence.  But  all  arguments, 
drawn  from  analogy,  are  still  the  weaker, 
the  greater  disparity  there  is  between  the 
f54.  55] 


things  compared  ; and,  therefore,  must  1m 
weakest  of  all  when  we  compare  body  with 
mind,  because  there  are  no  two  things  in 
nature  more  unlike. 

There  is  no  subject  in  which  men  have 
always  been  so  prone  to  form  their  notions 
by  analogies  of  this  kind,  as  in  what  re- 
lates to  the  inind.  We  form  an  early  ac- 
quaintance with  material  things  by  means 
of  our  senses,  and  are  bred  up  in  a con- 
stant familiarity  with  them.  Hence  we 
are  apt  to  measure  all  things  by  them  ; and 
to  ascribe  to  things  most  remote  from  mat- 
ter, the  qualities  that  belong  to  material 
things.  It  is  for  this  reason,  that  man- 
kind have,  in  all  ages,  been  so  prone  to 
conceive  the  mind  itself  to  he  some  sub- 
tile kind  of  matter : that  they  have  been 
disposed  to  ascribe  human  figure  and  hu- 
man organs,  not  only  to  angels,  but  even 
to  the  Deity.  Though  we  are  conscious  of 
the  operations  of  our  own  minds  when  they 
are  exerted,  and  are  capable  of  attending 
to  them,  so  as  to  form  a distinct  notion  of 
them,  this  in  so  difficult  a work  to  men 
whose  attention  is  constantly  solicited  by 
external  objects,  that  we  give  them  names 
from  things  that  are  familiar,  and  which 
[55]  are  conceived  to  have  some  similitude 
to  them  ; and  the  notions  we  form  of  them 
are  no  les)  analogical  than  the  names  we 
give  them.  Almost  all  the  words  by  which 
we  express  the  operations  of  the  mind,  are 
borrowed  from  material  objects.  To  un- 
derstand, to  conceive,  to  imagine,  to  com- 
prehend, to  deliberate,  to  infer,  and  many 
others,  are  words  of  this  kind  ; so  that  the 
very  language  of  mankind,  with  regard  to 
the  operations  of  our  minds,  is  analogical. 
Because  bodies  are  affected  only  by  con- 
tact and  pressure,  we  are  apt  to  conceivo 
that  what  is  an  immediate  object  of  thought, 
and  affects  the  mind,  must  be  in  contact 
with  it,  and  make  some  impression  upon 
it.  When  we  imagine  anything,  the  very 
word  loads  us  to  think  that  there  must  be 
some  image  in  the  mind  of  the  thing  con- 
ceived. It  is  evident  that  these  notions 
are  drawn  from  some  similitude  conceivtul 
between  body  and  mind,  and  between  the 
properties  of  body  and  the  operations  id 
mind- 

To  illustrate  more  fully  that  analogical 
reasoning  from  a supposed  similitude  of 
mind  to  body,  which  1 conceive  to  be  the 
most  fruitful  source  of  error  with  regard  to 
the  operations  of  our  minds,  I shall  give  an 
instance  of  it. 

When  a man  is  urged  by  contrary  motives 
— those  on  one  hand  inciting  him  to  do  soni* 
action,  those  on  the  other  to  forbear  it — lie 
deliberates  about  it,  and  at  last  resolves  to 
do  it,  or  not  to  do  it.  The  contrary  motiven 
arc  here  compared  to  the  weights  in  the 
opposite  scales  of  a balance  ; and  there 
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not,  perhaps,  any  instance  that  can  be 
named  of  a more  striking  analogy  between 
body  and  mhid.  Heuce  the  phrases  of 
weighing  motives,  of  deliberating  upon 
actions,  are  connnoir  to  all  languages- 

From  this  analogy,  some  philosophers 
draw  very  important  conclusions.  They 
say,  that,  as  the  balance  cannot  incline  to 
one  side  more  than  the  other  when  the 
opposite  weights  are  equal,  so  a man  can- 
not possibly  determine  himself  if  the  motives 
on  both  hands  are  equal ; and,  as  the  bal- 
ance must  necessarily  turn  to  that  side  [56] 
which  has  most  weight,  so  the  man  must 
necessarily  be  determined  to  that  hand 
where  the  motive  is  strongest.  And  on 
this  foundation  some  of  the  schoolmen* 
maintained  that,  if  a hungry  ass  were 
placed  between  two  bundles  of  hay  equally 
inviting,  the  beast  must  stand  still  and  starve 
to  death,  being  unable  to  turn  to  cither, 
because  there  are  equal  motives  to  both. 
This  is  an  instance  of  that  analogical  rea- 
soning which  I conceive  ought  never  to  be 
trusted  ; for  the  analogy  tatween  a balance 
and  a man  deliberating,  though  one  of  the 
strongest  that  can  be  found  between  matter 
and  mind,  is  too  weak  to  support  any  argu- 
ment. A piece  ot  dead  inactive  matter, 
and  an  active  intelligent  being,  are  things 
very  unlike ; and,  because  the  one  would 
remain  at  rest  in  a certain  case,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  other  would  t>c  inactive  in  a 
case  somewhat  similar.  The  argument  is 
no  better  than  this — That,  because  a dead 
animal  moves  only  as  it  is  pushed,  and,  if 
pushed  with  equal  force  in  contrary  direc- 
tions, must  remain  at  rest ; therefore,  the 
same  thing  must  happen  to  a living  animal ; 
for,  surely,  th-e  similitude  between  a dead 
animal  and  a living,  is  as  great  as  that 
between  a balance  and  a 'man. 

The  conclusion  I would  draw  from  all 
that  has  been  said  on  analogy,  is,  that,  in 
our  inquiries  concerning  the  mind  and  its 
operations,  we  ought  never  to  trust  to  rea- 
sonings drawn  from  some  supposed  simili- 
tude of  body  to  mind  ; and  that  we  ought 
to  be  very  much  upon  our  guard  that  we 
l>e  not  imposed  upon  by  those  analogical 
terms  and  phrases,  by  which  the  operations 
of  the  mind  are  expressed  in  all  languages. 

U>7] 


• This  U'uttratlon  la  apecially  oMociatcd  with 
Joanne*  Burulanua,  a celebrated  Nominalir  of  the 
l*lh  century,  anil  on  i* -of  the  arutoat  reaaoner*  on  the 
great  question  of  moral  liberty.  The  auin»o*itlon 
of  the  sat,  \c.,  is  not,  however,  a a 1 have  ascertained, 
to  be  found  in  hie  writing*.  Perhap*  it  wa*  orally 
advanced  m disputation,  or  in  lecturing,  as  an  ex. 
ample  in  illustration  of  hi*  IJcterminum  ; perhap*  it 
was  employed  by  his  opponent*  as  an  instance  to 
reduce  that  doctrine  to  absurd  it  v.  With  thi*  latter 
view,  a similar  refutation  of  the  principle*  of  <<ur 
mo  tern  l- at.,  list  a wu,  a*  «ve  have  * en,  ingeniously 
r**aycd  by  Kcid'*  friend  and  kinsman,  L>f  Jaine* 
Gregory.— H. 


CHAPTER  V. 

OF  THB  PROPER  MKAN8  OP  KNOWINO  THI 
OPERATIONS  OF  TUB  MIND. 

Since  we  ought  to  pay  no  regard  to  hypo- 
theses, and  to  be  very  suspicious  of  analo- 
gical reasoning,  it  may  be  asked.  From  wliat 
source  must  the  knowledge  of  the  mind 
and  its  faculties  be  drawn  ? 

I answer,  the  chief  and  proper  source  of 
this  branch  of  knowledge  is  accurate  reflec- 
tion upon  the  operations  of  our  own  minds. 
Of  this  source  we  shall  speak  more  fully, 
after  making  some  remkrks  upon  two  others 
that  may  be  subservient  to  it.  The  first  of 
them  is  attention  to  the  structure  of  lan- 
guage. 

The  language  of  mankind  is  expressive  of 
their  thoughts,  and  of  the  various  opera- 
tions of  their  minds.  The  various  opera- 
tions of  the  understanding,  will,  and  pas- 
sions, which  ore  common  to  mankind,  have 
various  forms  of  speech  corresponding  to 
them  in  all  languages,  which  arc  the  signs 
of  them,  and  by  w -Inch  they  are  expressed  : 
And  a due  attention  to  the  signs  may,  in 
many  cases,  give  considerable  light  to  the 
things  signified  by  them. 

There  are  in  all  languages  modes  of 
speech,  by  which  men  signify  their  judg- 
ment, or  give  their  testimony ; by  which 
they  accept  or  refuse ; by  which  they  ask 
information  or  advice  ; by  which  they  com- 
mand, or  threaten,  or  supplicate  ; by  which 
they  plight  their  faith  in  promises  or  con  - 
tracts.  If  such  operations  were  not  com- 
mon to  mankind,  we  should  not  find  in  all 
languages  forms  of  speech,  by  which  they 
are  expressed. 

Ail  languages,  indeed,  have  their  imper- 
fections—they  can  never  he  adequate  to  all 
the  varieties  of  human  thought ; and  there- 
fore things  may  be  really  distinct  in  their 
nature,  and  capable  of  being  distinguished 
by  the  human  mind,  which  are  not  distin- 
guished [58]  in  common  language.  We  can 
only  expect,  in  the  structure  of  languages, 
those  distinctions  which  all  mankind  in  the 
common  business  of  life  have  occasion  to 
make. 

There  may  be  peculiarities  in  a particular 
language,  of  the  causes  of  which  we  are 
ignorant,  and  from  which,  therefore,  we  can 
draw  no  conclusion.  But  whatever  we  find 
common  to  all  languages,  must  have  a com- 
mon cause ; must  bo  owing  to  some  coir 
nion  notion  or  sentiment  of  the  human 
mind. 

We  gave  some  examples  of  this  before, 
and  shall  here  add  another.  All  languages 
have  a plural  number  in  many  of  their 
nouns ; from  which  wo  may  infer  that  all 
men  have  notions,  not  of  individual  things 
[56-58] 
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only,  but  of  attribute*,  or  thing*  which  are 
common  to  many  individuals ; for  no  indi- 
vidual can  have  a plural  number. 

Another  source  of  information  in  this 
subject,  is  a due  attention  to  the  course  of 
human  actions  and  conduct.  The  actions 
of  men  are  effects ; their  sentiments,  their 
passions,  and  their  affections,  arc  the  causes 
of  those  effects ; and  we  may,  in  many  cases, 
form  a judgment  of  the  cause  from  the 
effect. 

The  behaviour  of  parents  towards  their 
children  gives  sufficient  evidence  even  to 
those  who  never  had  children,  that  the 
parental  affection  is  common  to  mankind. 
It  is  easy  to  see,  from  the  general  conduct 
of  men,  what  art?  the  natural  objects  of  their 
esteem,  their  admiration,  their  love,  their 
approbation,  their  resentment,  and  of  all 
their  other  original  dispositions.  It  is 
obvious,  from  the  conduct  of  men  in  all 
ages,  that  man  is  by  his  nature  a social 
animal ; that  he  delights  to  associate  with 
his  species  ; to  converse,  and  to  exchange 
good  offices  with  them. 

Not  only  the  actions,  but  even  the  opi- 
nions of  men  may  sometimes  give  light 
into  the  frame  of  the  human  mind.  The 
opinions  of  men  may  be  considered  as  the 
effects  of  their  intellectual  powers,  [59]  as 
their  actions  are  the  effects  of  their  active 
principles.  Even  the  prejudices  and  errors 
of  mankind,  when  they  are  general,  must 
have  some  cause  no  less  general ; the  dis- 
covery of  which  will  throw  some  light  upon 
the  frame  of  the  human  understanding. 

I conceive  this  to  be  the  principal  use  of 
the  history  of  philosophy.  When  we  trace 
the  history  of  the  various  philosophical  opin- 
ions that  have  sprung  up  among  thinking 
men,  we  are  led  into  a labyrinth  of  fanciful 
opinions,  contradictions,  and  absurdities, 
intermixed  with  some  truths  ; yet  w'e  may 
sometimes  find  a clue  to  lead  us  through  the 
several  windings  of  this  labyrinth.  W e may 
find  that  point  of  view  which  presented 
things  to  the  author  of  tho  system,  in  the 
litfht  in  which  they  appeared  to  him.  This 
will  often  give  a consistency  to  things  seem- 
ingly contradictory,  and  some  degree  of 
probability  to  those  that  appeared  most 
fanciful.* 

The  history  of  philosophy,  considered  as 
a map  of  the  intellectual  operations  of  men 
of  genius,  must  always  bo  entertaining,  and 
may  sometimes  give  us  views  of  the  human 
understanding,  which  could  not  easily  be  had 
any  other  way. 

I return  to  what  T mentioned  as  the  main 
source  of  information  on  this  subject — at- 
tentive reflection  upon  the  operations  of  our 
own  minds. 


• •»  Every  error,**  uji  Boa-uct,  ••  la  a truth 

•huaed."-  H. 
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All  the  notions  we  have  of  mind  and  of 
its  operations,  are,  by  Mr  Locke,  called 
idea*  of  reflection .•  A man  may  have  as 
distinct  notions  of  remembrance,  of  judg- 
ment, of  will,  of  desire,  as  he  has  of  any 
object  whatever.  Such  notions,  as  Mr 
Locke  justly  observes,  are  got  by  the  power 
of  reflection.  Rut  what  is  this  power  of 
reflection  ? “It  is,”  says  the  same  author, 

“ that  power  by  which  the  mind  turns  its 
view  inward,  and  observes  its  own  actions 
and  operations.”  He  observes  elsewhere, 
“ That  the  understanding,  like  the  eye, 
whilst  it  makes  us  see  and  perceive  all  [60] 
other  things,  takes  no  notice  of  itself ; and 
that  it  requires  art  and  pains  to  set  it  nt  a 
distance,  and  make  it  its  ow’n  object.” 
Cicero  hath  expressed  this  sentiment  most 
beautifully.  Tusc.  I.  28. 

This  power  of  the  understanding  to  make 
its  own  operations  its  object,  to  attend  to 
them,  and  examine  them  on  all  sides,  is  the 
power  of  reflection,  by  which  alone  we  can 
have  any  distinct  notion  of  the  powers  of  our 
own  or  of  other  minds. 

This  reflection  ought  to  be  distinguished 
from  consciousness,  with  which  it  is  too 
often  confounded,  even  by  Mr  Locke.  All 
men  are  conscious  of  the  opera  ions  of  their 
own  minds,  at  all  times,  while  they  are 
awake ; but  there  are  few  who  reflect  upon 
them,  or  make  them  objects  of  thought. 

From  infancy,  till  we  come  to  the  years 
of  understanding,  we  arc  employed  solely 
about  external  objects.  And,  although  the 
mind  is  conscious  of  its  operations,  it  does 
not  attend  to  them  ; its  attention  is  turned 
solely  to  the  external  objects,  about  which 
those  operations  are  employed.  Thus,  when 
a man  is  angry,  he  is  conscious  of  his  pas- 
sion ; hut  his  attention  is  turned  to  the 
person  who  offended  him,  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  offence,  while  the  passion  of 
anger  is  not  in  the  least  tho  object  of  his 
attention. 

I conceive  this  is  sufficient  to  shew  the 
difference  between  consciousness  of  the 
operations  of  our  minds,  and  reflection  upon 
them ; and  to  shew  that  we  may  liave  the 
former  without  any  degree  of  the  latter. 
The  difference  between  consciousness  and 
reflection,  is  like  to  the  difference  between 
a superficial  view  of  an  object  which  pre- 
sents itself  to  the  eye  while  we  are  engaged 
about  something  else,  and  that  attentive 
examination  which  we  give  to  an  object 
when  we  are  wholly  employed  in  surveying 
it.  Attention  is  a voluntary  act ; it  re- 
quires an  active  exertion  to  begin  and  to 
continue  it,  and  it  may  he  continued  as 
long  as  we  will ; but  consciousness  [61]  is 

• Locke  U not  (as  Reid  seems  think.  and  a*  Mi 
Stewart  expressly  says)  the  first  who  inti ouuct-d  If*, 
flection  either  as  a pstchologii  al  term,  or  apsyrhnlo 
j gical  principle.  See  Note  I.— II 
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involuntary  and  of  no  continuance,  changing 
with  every  thought. 

The  power  of  reflection  upon  the  oper- 
ations of  their  own  minds,  does  not  appear 
at  all  in  children.  Men  must  he  come  to 
some  ripeness  of  understanding  before  they 
are  capable  of  it.  Of  all  the  powers  of  the 
human  mind,  it  seems  to  be  the  last  that 
unfolds  itself.  Most  men  seem  incapable  of 
acquiring  it  in  any  considerable  degree. 
Like  all  our  other  powers,  it  is  greatly  im- 
proved by  exercise ; and  until  a man  has 
got  the  habit  of  attending  to  the  operations 
of  his  own  miud,  he  can  never  have  clear 
and  distinct  notions  of  them,  nor  form  any 
steady  judgment  concerning  them.  His 
opinions  must  be  borrowed  from  others,  his 
notions  confused  and  indistinct,  and  he  may 
easily  be  led  to  swallow  very  gross  absurd- 
ities. To  acquire  this  habit,  is  a work  of 
time  and  labour,  even  in  those  who  begin  it 
early,  and  whose  natural  talents  are  toler- 
ably fitted  for  it ; but  the  difficulty  will  be 
daily  diminishing,  and  the  advantage  of  it 
is  great.  They  will,  thereby,  be  enabled  to 
think  with  precision  and  accuracy  on  every 
subject,  especially  on  those  subjects  that 
are  more  abstract.  They  will  be  able  to 
judge  for  themselves  in  many  important 
points,  wherein  others  must  blindly  follow  a 
leader. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

OF  THK  DIFFICULTY  OF  ATTENDING  TO  THE 
OPERATIONS  OP  OUR  OWN  MINDS. 

The  difficulty  of  attending  to  our  mental 
operations,  ought  to  be  well  understood,  and 
justly  estimated,  by  those  who  would  make 
any  progress  in  this  science  ; that  they  may 
ueither.  on  the  one  hand,  expect  success 
without  pains  and  application  of  thought; 
nor,  on  the  other,  be  discouraged,  by  con- 
ceiving that  the  obstacles  that  lie  in  the  way 
are  insuperable,  and  that  there  is  no  cer- 
tainty to  be  attained  in  it.  I shall,  there- 
fore, endeavour  to  point  [02]  out  the  causes 
of  this  difficulty,  and  the  effects  that  have 
arisen  from  it,  that  we  may  be  able  to  form 
a true  judgment  of  both. 

1.  The  number  and  quick  succession  of 
the  operations  of  the  mind,  make  it  difficult 
to  give  due  attention  to  them.  It  is  well 
known  that,  if  a great  number  of  objects  be 
presented  in  quick  succession,  even  to  the 
eye,  they  are  confounded  in  the  memory 
and  imagination.  Wo  retain  a confuted 
notion  of  the  whole,  and  a more  confused 
one  of  the  several  }iarts,  especially  if  they 
are  objects  to  which  we  have  never  before 
given  particular  attention.  No  succession 
can  be  more  quick  than  that  of  thought. 
The  mind  is  busy  while  we  are  awake,  con- 


tinually passing  from  one  thought  and  one 
operation  to  another.  The  scene  is  con- 
stantly shifting.  Every  man  will  be  sen- 
sible of  this,  who  tries  but  for  one  minute 
to  keep  the  same  thought  in  his  imagination, 
without  addition  or  variation.  He  will  find 
it  impossible  to  keep  the  scene  of  his  imagin- 
ation fixed.  Other  objects  will  intrude, 
without  being  called,  and  all  he  can  do  is  to 
reject  these  intruders  as  quickly  as  possible, 
and  return  to  his  principal  object. 

2.  In  this  exercise,  wc  go  contrary  to 
habits  which  have  been  early  acquired,  and 
confirmed  by  long  unvaried  practice.  From 
infancy,  we  are  accustomed  to  attend  to 
objects  of  sense,  and  to  them  only ; and, 
when  sensible  objects  have  got  such  strong 
hold  of  the  attention  by  confirmed  habit,  it 
is  not  easy  to  dispossess  them.  When  we 
grow  up,  a variety  of  external  objects 
solicits  our  attention,  excites  our  curiosity, 
engages  our  affections,  or  touches  our  pas- 
sions ; and  the  constant  round  of  employ- 
ment, about  external  objects,  draws  off  the 
mind  from  attending  to  itself ; so  that 
nothing  is  more  just  than  the  observation 
of  Mr  Locke,  before  mentioned,  “That  the 
understanding,  like  the  eye,  while  it  sur- 
veys all  the  objects  around  it,  commonly 
takes  no  notice  of  itself.'* 

3.  The  operations  of  the  mind,  from  their 
very  nature,  lead  the  mind  to  give  its  atten- 
tion to  some  other  object.  Our  sensations, 
[63]  as  will  be  shewn  afterwards,  are  natu- 
ral signs,  and  turn  our  attention  to  the  things 
signified  by  them  ; so  much  that  most  of 
them,  and  those  the  most  frequent  and 
familiar,  have  no  name  in  any  language.  I n 
perception,  memory,  judgment,  imagination, 
and  reasoning,  there  is  an  object  distinct 
from  the  operation  itself ; and,  while  we  are 
led  by  a strong  impulse  to  attend  to  the 
object,  the  operation  escapes  our  notice. 
Our  passions,  affections,  and  all  our  active 
powers,  have,  in  like  manner,  their  objects 
which  engross  our  attention,  and  divert  it 
from  the  passion  itself. 

4.  To  this  wc  may  add  a just  observation 
made  by  Mr  Huine,  That,  when  the  mind 
is  agitated  by  any  passion,  as  soon  as  we 
turn  our  attention  from  the  object  to  the 
passion  itself,  the  passion  subsides  or  van- 
ishes, and,  by  that  means,  escapes  our 
inquiry.  This,  indeed,  iscommou  to  almost 
every  operation  of  the  mind.  When  it  is 
exerted,  wc  are  conscious  of  it ; but  then 
we  do  not  attend  to  the  operation,  but  to 
its- object.  When  the  mind  is  drawn  off 
from  the  object  to  attend  to  its  own  opera- 
tion, that  operation  ceases,  and  escapes  our 
notice. 

5.  As  it  is  not  sufficient  to  the  discovery 
of  mathematical  truths,  that  a man  be  able 
to  attend  to  mathematical  figures,  as  it  is 

I necessary  that  he  should  have  the  ability  to 

[ 62,  63] 
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listinguish  accurately  things  that  flitter,  I 
and  to  discern  clearly  the  various  relations  ! 
of  the  quantities  he  compares — an  ability 
which,  though  much  greater  in  those  who 
have  the  force  of  genius  than  in  others, 
yet,  even  in  them,  requires  exercise  and 
habit  to  bring  it  to  maturity — so,  in  order 
to  discover  the  truth  in  what  relates  to  the 
operations  of  the  mind,  it  Is  not  enough  thut 
a man  be  able  to  give  attention  to  them  : 
he  must  have  the  ability  to  distinguish  ac- 
curately their  minute  differences  ; to  resolve 
and  analyse  complex  operations  into  their 
simple  ingredients;  to  unfold  the  ambiguity 
of  words,  which  in  this  science  is  greater 
than  in  any  other,  and  to  give  them  the  same 
accuracy  and  precision  that  mathematical 
terms  have  ; for,  indeed,  the  same  precision 
in  the  use  of  words,  the  same  cool  attention 
to  [64]  the  minute  differences  of  things, 
the  same  talent  for  abstraction  and  analys- 
ing, which  fit  a man  for  the  study  of  math- 
ematics, are  no  less  necessary  in  this.  But 
there  is  this  great  difference  between  the  two 
sciences — that  the  objects  of  mathematics 
being  things  external  to  the  mind,  it  is 
much  more  easy  to  attend  to  them,  and  fix 
them  steadily  in  the  imagination. 

The  difficulty  attending  our  inquiries 
into  the  powers  of  the  mind,  serves  to 
account  for  some  events  respecting  this 
branch  of  philosophy,  which  deserve  to  be 
mentioned. 

While  most  branches  of  science  have, 
either  in  ancient  or  in  modem  times,  been 
highly  cultivated,  and  brought  to  a con- 
siderable degree  of  perfection,  this  remains, 
to  this  day,  in  a very  low  state,  and,  as  it 
were,  in  its  infancy. 

Every  science  invented  by  men  must 
have  its  beginning  and  its  progress ; and, 
from  various  causes,  it  may  happen  that 
one  science  shall  be  brought  to  a great 
degree  of  maturity,  while  another  is  yet  in 
its  infancy.  The  maturity  of  a science  may 
be  judged  of  by  this — When  it  contains  a 
system  of  principles,  and  conclusions  drawn 
from  them,  which  are  so  firmly  established 
that,  among  thinking  and  intelligent  men, 
there  remains  no  doubt  or  dispute  about 
them ; so  that  those  who  come  after  may 
raise  the  superstructure  higher,  hut  shall 
never  be  able  to  overturn  what  is  already 
built,  in  order  to  begin  on  a new  founda- 
tion. 

Geometry  seems  to  have  been  in  its  in- 
fancy about  the  time  of  Thales  and  Pytha- 
goras ; because  many  of  the  elementary 
propositions,  on  which  the  whole  science  is 
built,  are  ascribed  to  them  as  the  inventors. 
Euclid’s  u Elements,”  which  were  written 
some  nges  after  Pythagoras,  exhibit  a sys- 
tem of  geometry  which  deserves  the  name 
of  a science ; and,  though  great  additions 
have  been  made  by  Apollonius,  Archi- 
[64-66] 


medes,  Pappus,  and  others  among  the  an- 
cients, and  still  greater  by  the  modems  ; 
yet  what  [65]  was  laid  down  in  Euclid’s 
4‘  Elements”  was  never  set  aside.  It  re- 
mains as  the  firm  foundation  of  all  future 
superstructures  in  that  science. 

Natural  philosophy  remained  in  its  in- 
fant state  near  two  thousand  years  after 
geometry  had  attained  to  its  manly  form  : 
for  natural  philosophy  seems  not  to  have 
been  built  on  a stable  foundation,  nor  carried 
to  any  degree  of  maturity,  till  the  last  cen- 
tury. The  system  of  Des  Cartes,  which  was 
all  hypothesis,  prevailed  in  the  most  enlight- 
ened part  of  Europe  till  towards  the  end  of 
last  century.  Sir  Isaac  Newton  has  the 
merit  of  giving  the  form  of  a science  to  this 
branch  of  philosophy  ; and  it  need  not  ap- 
pear surprising,  if  the  philosophy  of  the 
human  mind  should  be  a century  or  two 
later  in  being  brought  to  maturity. 

It  has  received  great  accessions  from  the 
labours  of  several  modern  authors  ; and 
perhaps  wants  little  more  to  entitle  it  to  the 
name  of  a science,  but  to  be  purged  of  cer- 
tain hypotheses,  which  have  imposed  on 
some  of  the  most  acute  writers  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  led  them  into  downright  scepticism* 

What  the  ancient9  have  delivered  to  us 
concerning  the  mind  and  its  operations,  is 
almost  entirely  drawn,  not  from  accurate 
reflection,  but  from  some  conceived  analogy 
between  body  and  mind.  And,  although 
the  modern  authors  I formerly  named  have 
given  more  attention  to  the  operations  of 
their  own  minds,  and  by  that  means  have 
made  important  discoveries,  yet,  by  re- 
taining some  of  the  ancient  analogical  no- 
tions, their  discoveries  have  been  less  use- 
ful than  they  might  have  been,  nnd  have 
led  to  scepticism. 

It  may  happen  in  science,  as  in  building, 
that  an  error  in  the  foundation  shall  weaken 
the  whole ; nnd  the  farther  the  building  is 
carried  on,  this  weakness  shall  become  the 
nu*re  apparent  and  the  more  threatening. 
Something  of  this  kind  seems  to  have  hap- 
|>oned  in  our  systems  concerning  the  mind. 
The  accession  they  [66]  have  received  by 
modern  discoveries,  though  very  important  in 
itself,  has  thrown  darkness  nnd  obscurity 
upon  the  whole,  and  lias  led  men  rather  to 
scepticism  than  to  knowledge.  This  must 
he  owing  to  some  fundamental  errors  that 
have  not  been  observed  ; and  when  these 
are  corrected,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  im- 
provements that  have  been  made  will  have 
their  due  effect. 

The  Inst  effect  I observe  of  the  difficulty 
of  inquiries  into  the  powers  of  the  mind,  is, 
that  there  is  no  other  part  of  human  know- 
ledge in  which  ingenious  authors  have  been 
so  apt  to  run  into  strange  paradoxes,  and 
even  into  gross  absurdities. 

When  we  find  philosophers  maintaining 
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that  there  is  no  heat  in  the  fire,  nor  colour 
in  the  rainbow  ;*  when  we  find  the  gravest 
philosophers,  from  Deg  Cartes  down  to 
Bishop  Berkeley,  mustering  up  arguments 
to  prove  the  existence  of  a material  world, 
and  unable  to  find  any  that  will  bear  ex- 
amination : when  we  find  Bishop  Berkeley 
and  Mr  Hume,  the  aeutest  metaphysicians 
of  the  age,  maintaining  that  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  matter  In  the  universe — that  sun, 
moon,  and  stare,  the  earth  which  wo  inhabit, 
our  own  bodies,  and  those  of  our  friends,  are 
only  ideas  in  our  minds,  and  have  no  exist- 
ence but  in  thought ; when  we  find  the 
last  maintaining  that  there  is  neither  body 
nor  mind — nothing  in  nature  but  ideas  and 
impressions,  without  any  substance  on  which 
they  are  impressed — tliat  there  is  no  cer- 
tainty, nor  indeed  probability,  even  in  ma- 
thematical axioms : 1 say,  when  we  consider 
such  extravagancies  of  many  of  the  most 
acute  writers  on  this  subject,  we  may  be  apt 
to  think  the  whole  to  be  only  a dream  of 
fanciful  men,  who  have  entangled  them- 
selves in  cobwebs  spuu  out  of  their  own 
brain.  But  we  ought  to  consider  that  the 
more  closely  and  ingeniously  men  reason 
from  false  principles,  the  more  absurdities 
they  will  be  led  into ; and  when  such  absur- 
dities help  to  bring  to  light  the  false  prin- 
ciples from  which  they  are  drawn,  they  may 
be  the  more  easily  forgiven.  [67  ] 

CHAPTER  VII. 

DIVISION  OF  TUB  TOWERS  OF  THE  MIND. 


Although  this  general  division  may  be  of 
use  in  order  to  our  proceeding  more  metho- 
dically in  our  subject,  we  are  not  to  under- 
stand it  as  if,  in  those  operations  which  arc 
ascribed  to  the  understanding,  there  were 
no  exertion  of  will  or  activity,  or  as  if  the 
understanding  were  not  employed  in  the 
operations  ascribed  to  the  will ; for  I cou- 
ceive  there  is  no  operation  of  the  under- 
standing wherein  the  mind  is  not  active  in 
some  degree.  We  have  some  command 
over  our  thoughts,  and  can  attend  to  this 
or  to  that,  of  many  objects  which  present 
themselves  to  our  senses,  to  our  memory, 
or  to  our  imagination.  We  can  survey  an 
object  on  this  side  or  that,  superficially  or 
accurately,  for  a longer  or  a shorter  time ; 
so  that  our  contemplative  powers  are  under 
the  guidance  and  direction  of  the  active ; 
and  the  former  never  pursue  their  object 
without  being  led  and  directed,  urged  or 
restrained  by  the  latter ; and  because  the 
understanding  is  always  more  or  less  di- 
rected by  the  will,  mankind  have  ascribed 
some  degree  of  activity  to  [fill]  the  mind  in 
its  intellectual  operations,  as  well  as  in  thoso 
which  belong  to  the  will,  and  have  ex- 
pressed them  by  active  verbs,  such  as  see- 
ing, hearing,  judging,  reasoning,  and  the 
like. 

And  as  the  mind  exerts  some  degree  of 
activity  even  in  the  operations  of  under- 
standing, so  it  is  certain  that  there  can  be 
no  act  of  will  which  is  not  accompanied 
w ith  some  act  of  understanding-  The  w ill 
must  have  an  object,  and  that  object  must 
be  apprehended  or  conceived  in  the  under- 
standing. It  is,  therefore,  to  be  remem- 
bered, that,  in  most,  if  not  all  operations  of 
the  mind,  both  faculties  concur ; and  we 
range  the  operation  under  that  faculty  which 
hath  the  largest  share  in  it.  • 

The  intellectual  powers  are  commonly  | 
divided  into  simple  apprehension,  judgment, 
and  reasoning. ■f  As  this  division  has  in 
its  favour  the  authority  of  antiquity,  and  of 
a very  goneral  reception,  it  would  im- 
proper to  set  it  aside  without  giving  any 
reason  : I shall,  therefore,  explain  it  briefly, 
and  give  the  reasons  why  I choose  to  follow 
another. 


« It  «hould  Ik*  always  rrmcmberrd  bat  IhelilkHU 
mental  energies  are  all  only  possible  in  and  through 
each  other;  and  rhatour  psychological  analysevdn  not 
suppose  any  real  distinction  of  the  operation*  winch 
we  discriminate  by  different  name*.  Thought  and 
volition  ran  no  more  be  exe  rtrd  apart,  than  the  sides 
amt  angles  of  a square  can  exist  separately  from  each 
other  — H. 

f This  is  a singular  misapprehension.  The  divi. 
■ion  in  question.  1 make  hold  to  sav,  nevir  was 
proposed  by  any  philosopher  as  a piycholoptcai  dl*. 
tributinn  of  the  cognitive  faculties  in  central ; on 
th<  contrary,  it  is  only  a topical  distribution  of.tha' 
section  of  the  cognitive  (acuities  which  we.denomi- 
nate  discunirr,  as  those  alone  which  are  proa imatcly 
concerned  in  the  process  ot  reasoning— or  thought,  ir 
its  strictest  signification.—  H. 
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The  powers  of  the  mind  are  so  many,  so 
various,  and  so  connected  aud  complicated 
in  most  of  its  o|>crations,  that  there  never 
lias  been  any  division  of  them  proposed 
which  is  not  liable  to  considerable  objec- 
tions. W e shall,  therefore,  take  tliat  gene- 
ral division  which  is  the  most  common,  into 
the  powers  of  understanding  and  those  of 
Under  the  will  we  comprehend  our 
active  powers,  and  all  that  lend  to  action, 
or  influence  the  mind  to  act — such  as  appe- 
tites, passions,  affections.  The  understand- 
ing comprehends  our  contemplative  powers ; 
by  which  we  perceive  objects ; by  which 
we  conceive  or  rein  timber  them  ; by  which 
we  analyse  or  compound  thorn ; and  by  which 
we  judge  and  reason  concerning  them. 

• A merely  verbal  dispute.  See  before,  p.  5b  5,  b, 
note.— H. 

f It  would  bo  out  of  place  to  enter  on  the  ex  ten. 
«ive  field  ol  history  and  discussion  relative  to  the 
distribution  of  our  mental  towers.  It  is  sufficient 
to  aay,  that  the  vulgar  division  of  the  faculties, 
adopted  by  Reid,  into  those  of  the  I'nan  itimdmc 
and  those  of  the  M 'HI  is  to  be  traced  to  the  rlasufi. 
cation,  taken  in  the  A ristotelic  school,  of  the  power* 
into  rnuthc,  or  cognitive,  and  oreette,  or  appeteni 
On  this  the  reader  may  consult  the  admirable- intro, 
duction  of  Pr.iloponus—  or  rather  of  Ammotiius  Her- 
inue— to  tbe  book*  ol  Aiututle  upon  the  Soul.— H. 


Digitized  by  Google 


24:1 


CBip.  vii.]  DIVISION  OF  THE  POWERS  OF  THE  MIND. 


It  may  be  observed  that,  without  appre- 
hension of  the  objects  concerning  which 
we  judge,  there  can  be  no  judgment;  as 
little  can  there  be  reasoning  without  both 
apprehension  and  judgmeut : these  three 
operations,  therefore,  are  not  independent 
of  each  other.  The  second  includes  the 
first,  and  the  third  includes  both  the  first 
and  second ; but  the  first  may  be  exer- 
cised without  either  of  the  other  two. * It 
is  on  that  account  called  simple  apprehen- 
sion ; that  is,  apprehension  unaccompanied 
with  any  judgment  about  the  object  appre- 
hended. This  simple  apprehension  of  an 
object  is,  in  common  language,  called  having 
a notion , or  having  a conception  of  the  ob- 
ject, and  by  late  authors  is  called  having 
an  idea  of  it.  In  speaking,  it  is  expressed 
by  a word,  or  by  a part  of  a proposition, 
without  that  composition  and  structure 
which  makes  a complete  sentence ; as  a 
many  a man  of  fortune.  Such  words,  taken 
by  themselves,  signify  simple  apprehen- 
sions. They  neither  affirm  nor  [byj  deny; 
they  imply  no  judgment  or  opinion  of  the 
thing  signified  by  them ; and,  therefore, 
cannot  be  said  to  be  either  true  or  false. 

The  second  operation  in  this  division  is 
judgment ; in  which,  say  the  philosopher-, 
there  must  be  two  objects  of  thought  com- 
pared, and  some  agreement  or  disagree- 
ment, or,  in  general,  some  relation  discerned 
between  them ; in  consequence  of  which, 
there  is  an  opinion  or  belief  of  that  relation 
which  we  discern.  This  operation  is  ex- 
pressed in  speech  by  a proposition,  in  which 
some  relation  between  the  things  compared 
is  affirmed  or  denied  : as  when  we  say,  All 
men  are  fallible. 

Truth  and  falsehood  arc  qualities  which 
belong  to  judgment  only ; or  to  proposi- 
tions by  which  judgment  is  expressed. 
Every  judgment,  every  opinion,  and  every 
proposition,  is  either  true  or  false.  But 
words  which  neither  affirm  nor  deny  any- 
thing, can  have  neither  of  those  qualities  ; 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  simple  appre- 
hensions, which  are  signified  by  such  words. 

The  third  operation  is  reasoning ; in 
which,  from  two  or  more  judgments,  we 
draw  a conclusion. 

This  division  of  our  intellectual  powers 
corresponds  perfectly  with  the  account  com- 
monly given  by  philosophers,  of  the  suc- 
cessive steps  by  which  the  mind  proceeds 
in  the  acquisition  of  its  knowledge  ; which 
are  these  three : First , By  the  senses,  or 

by  other  means,  it  is  furnished  with  various 


• This  l». not  correct.  Apprehension  is  a-  impo*. 
sib’e  without  judgment,  judgment  is  :tnpo*sihle 
without  ippnhdMio  •.  The appreheminn  of  a thing 
or  notion,  is  only  realised  in  the  mental  affirmation 
that  the  concept  Ideally  exists,  ami  this  affirmation  is 
a judgment.  In  fact,  all  r«  nsciou-nr**  -uppnaca  a 
judgment,  as  all  consciousness  tup|>uce*  a diHTumna- 
lion  — H 
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simple  apprehensions,  notions,  or  ideas. 
These  are  the  materials  which  nature  gives 
it  to  work  upon  ; and  from  the  simple  ideas 
it  is  furnished  with  by  nature,  it  forum 
various  others  more  complex.  Second  ly 
By  comparing  its  ideas,  and  by  perceiving 
their  agreements  and  disagreements,  it 
lot  ms  its  judgments.  And,  Lastly , From 
two  or  more  judgments,  it  deduces  con- 
clusions of  reasoning. 

Now,  if  all  our  knowledge  is  got  by  a 
procedure  of  this  kind,  170)  certainly  the 
threefold  division  of  the  powers  of  under- 
standing, into  simple  apprehension,  judg- 
ment, and  reasoning,  is  the  most  natural 
and  the  most  proper  tliat  can  be  devised. 
This  theory  and  that  division  are  so  closely 
connected  that  it  is  difficult  to  judge  which 
of  them  has  given  rise  to  the  other ; and 
they  must  stand  or  fall  together.  But,  if 
all  our  knowledge  is  not  got  by  a process 
of  this  kind — il  there  arc  other  avenues 
of  knowledge  besides  the  comparing  our 
ideas,  and  perceiving  their  agreements  and 
disagreements — it  is  probable  that  there  may 
be  operations  of  the  understanding  which 
cannot  be  properly  reduced  under  any  of 
the  three  that  huve  been  explained. 

Let  us  consider  some  of  the  most  familiar 
operations  of  our  minds,  and  see  to  which 
of  the  three  they  belong.  I begin  with 
consciousness.  1 know'  that  I think,  ami 
this  of  all  knowledge  is  the  most  certain. 
Is  that  operation  of  my  mind  which  gives 
me  this  certain  knowledge,  to  be  called 
simple  apprehension  ? No,  surely.  Simple 
apprehension  neither  affirms  nor  denies. 
It  will  not  be  said  that  it  is  by  reason- 
ing that  I know  that  I think.  It  re- 
mains, therefore,  that  it  must  be  by  judg- 
ment— that  is,  according  to  the  account 
given  of  judgment,  by  comparing  two  ideas, 
and  perceiving  the  agreement  between 
them.  But  what  are  the  ideas  compared  ? 
They  must  be  the  idea  of  myself,  and  the 
idea  of  thought,  for  they  are  the  terniH  of 
the  proposition  I think.  According  to  this 
account,  then,  first,  1 have  the  idea  of  my- 
self and  the  idea  of  thought ; then,  by  com- 
paring these  two  ideas,  I perceive  tliat  I 
think. 

Let  any  man  who  is  capable  of  reflection 
judge  for  himself,  whether  it  is  by  an  ope  ra- 
tion of  this  kind  that  lie  comes  to  be  con- 
vinced that  he  thinks  ? To  me  it  appears 
evident,  that  the  conviction  I have  that  I 
think,  is  not  got  in  this  way  ; and,  therefore, 

I conclude,  cither  that  consciousness  is  not 
judgment,  or  that  judgment  is  not  rightly 
defined  to  he  the  perception  of  some  agree- 
ment oi  disagreement  between  two  ideas. 

The  perception  of  an  object  by  my 
senses  is  another  operation  of  [71]  the 
understanding.  1 would  know  whether  it 
be  simple  apprehension,  or  judgment,  or 
it  2 
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reasoning.  It  is  not  simple  apprehension, 
because  I am  persuaded  of  the  existence  of 
the  object  as  much  as  1 could  be  by  demon- 
stration. It  is  not  judgment,  if  by  judg- 
ment be  meant  the  coui{>aring  ideas,  and 
perceiving  their  agreements  or  disagree- 
ments. It  is  not  reasoning,  because  those 
who  cannot  reason  can  perceive. 

I find  the  same  difficulty  in  classing  me- 
mory under  any  of  the  operations  men- 
tioned. 

There  is  not  a more  fruitful  source  of 
error  in  this  branch  of  philosophy,  than 
divisions  of  things  which  are  taken  to  be 
complete  when  they  are  not  really  so.  To 
make  a perfect  division  of  any  class  of 
things,  a man  ought  to  have  the  whole 
under  his  view  at  once.  Rut  the  greatest 
capacity  very  often  is  not  sufficient  for 
this.  Something  is  left  out  which  did  not 
come  under  the  philosopher's  view  when 
he  made  his  division  : and  to  suit  this  to 
the  division,  it  must  be  made  what  nature 
never  made  it.  This  has  been  so  common 
a fault  of  philosophers,  that  one  who  would 
avoid  error  ought  to  bo  suspicious  of  divi- 
sions, though  long  received,  and  of  great 
authority,  especially  when  they  are  grounded 
on  a theory  that  may  be  called  in  question. 
In  a subject  imperfectly  known,  we  ought 
not  to  pretend  to  perfect  divisions,  but  to 
leave  room  for  such  additions  or  alterations 
ns  a more  perfect  view  of  the  subject  may 
afterwards  suggest. 

I shall  not,  therefore,  attempt  a com- 
plete enumeration  of  the  powers  of  the  hu- 
man understanding.  I shall  only  mention 
those  which  I propose  to  explain  ; and  they 
are  the  following : — 

1 sty  The  powers  we  have  by  means  of 
our  external  senses.  2 d/y,  Memory.  3 <//»/, 
Conception.  4 thly,  The  powers  of  resol  v: 
ing  and  analysing  complex  objects,  and 
compounding  those  that  are  more  simple. 
bthli /,  Judging.  6th tv.  Reasoning.  7 Oily, 
Taste.  Bthlyy  Moral  Perception  ;•  and,  last 
of  all,  Consciousness.  + [72] 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

or  SOCIAL  OPERATIONS  OF  MIND. 

Thkrk  is  another  division  of  the  powers 
of  the  mind,  which,  though  it  has  been, 
ought  not  to  be  overlooked  bv  writers  on 
this  subject,  because  it  has  a real  founda- 
tion in  nature.  Some  operations  of  our 
minds,  from  their  very  nature,  are  social. 
others  are  solitary. 


• Moral  Prrcrotion  I*  treated  under  the  Active 
Power*,  In  Ecsay  V.  — H. 

t Con*elou«neM  obtain*  only  an  incidental  roiui. 
deration,  under  Judgment.  In  the  Filth  Chapter  ot 
ttw  Sixth  tuay  <— H. 


By  the  first,  I understand  such  operations 
as  necessarily  suppose  an  intercourse  with 
some  other  intelligent  being.  A man  may 
understand  and  will ; he  may  apprehend, 
and  judge,  and  reason,  though  he  should 
know  of  no  intelligent  being  in  the  universe 
besides  himself.  Rut,  when  he  asks  inform- 
ation. or  receives  it ; when  he  bears  tes- 
timony, or  receives  the  testimony  of  an- 
other ; when  he  asks  a favour,  or  accepts 
one  ; when  he  gives  a command  to  his  ser- 
vant, or  receives  one  from  a superior ; when 
he  plights  his  faith  in  a promise  or  con- 
tract—these  are  acts  of  social  intercourse 
l>etwcen  intelligent  beings,  and  can  have  no 
place  in  solitude.  They  suppose  under- 
standing and  will ; but  they  suppose  some- 
thing more,  which  is  neither  understanding 
nor  will ; that  is,  society  with  other  intelli- 
gent beings.  They  may  be  called  intellec- 
tual, because  they  can  only  be  in  intellectual 
beings;  but  they  are  neither  simple  appre- 
hension, nor  judgment,  nor  reasoning,  nor  are 
they  any  combination  of  these  operations. 

To  ask  a question,  is  as  simple  an  opera- 
tion ns  to  judge  or  to  reason ; yet  it  is 
neither  judgment  nor  reasoning,  nor  simple 
apprehension,  nor  is  it  any  composition  of 
these.  Testimony  is  neither  simple  appre- 
hension, nor  judgment,  nor  reasoning.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  a promise,  or  of  a con- 
tract. These  acts  of  mind  are  perfectly 
understood  by  every  man  of  common  under- 
standing ; but,  when  philosophers  attempt 
to  bring  them  within  the  pale  of  their  divi- 
sions, by  analysing  them,  they  find  inex- 
plicable mysteries,  ["3]  and  even  contradic- 
tions, in  them.  One  may  see  an- instance 
of  this,  of  many  that  might  be  mentioned, 
in  Mr  Hume's  u Enquiry  concerning  the 
Principles  of  Morals,”  § 3,  part  2,  note, 
near  the  end. 

The  attempts  of  philosophers  to  reduce 
the  social  operations  under  the  common 
philosophical  divisions,  resemble  very  much 
the  attempts  of  some  philosophers  to  re- 
duce all  our  social  affections  to  certain 
modifications  of  self-love.  The  Author  of 
our  being  intended  us  to  be  social  beings, 
and  has,  for  that  end,  given  us  social  intel- 
lectual powers,  as  well  as  social  affections.* 
Roth  are  original  parts  of  our  constitution, 
and  the  exertions  of  both  no  less  natural 
than  the  exertions  of  those  powers  that  are 
solitary  and  selfish. 

Our  social  intellectual  operations,  as  well 
as  our  . social  affections,  appear  very  early 
in  life,  before  we  are  capable  of  reasoning ; 
yet  both  suppose  a conviction  of  the  exist- 
ence of  other  intelligent  beings.  When  a 
child  asks  a question  of  bis  nurse,  this  act 

• •*  Man,"  «ay»  Ariitotle,  ••  ia,  by  nature,  nv  re 
ittlitical  than  any  bee  or  ani."  And,  In  another 
wn»k,  ••  Man  i*  the  rwrrtnt  thing  to  man”— 
l T*r  Hifll  — H. 

I 72,  73] 
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of  Ilia  mind  supposes  not  only  a desire  to 
know  what  he  asks ; it  Bup|K>se&,  likewise, 
a conviction  that  the  nurse  is  an  intelligent 
leing,  to  whom  he  can  communicate  his 
thoughts,  and  who  can  communicate  her 
thoughts  to  him.  How  he  came  by  this 
conviction  so  early,  is  a question  of  some 
importance  in  the  knowledge  of  the  human 
inind,  and,  therefore,  worthy  of  the  con- 
sideration of  philosophers.  But  they  seem 
to  have  given  no  attention,  cither  to  this 
early  conviction,  or  to  those  operations  of 
mind  which  suppose  it.  Of  this  we  shall 
have  occasion  to  treat  afterwards. 

All  languages  are  fitted  to  express  the 
social  as  well  as  the  solitary  operations  of 
tli«  mind.  It  may  indeed  be  affirmed,  that, 
to  express  the  former,  is  the  primary  and 
direct  intention  of  language.  A man  who 
had  no  intercourse  with  any  other  intelli- 
gent l*?ing,  would  never  think  of  language. 
He  would  be  as  mute  as  the  beasts  of  the 
fit  Id ; even  more  so,  because  they  have 
some  degree  of  social  intercourse  with  one 
another,  and  some  of  them  [74]  with  man. 
When  language  is  once  learned,  it  may  be 
useful  even  in  our  solitary  meditations ; and 
by  clothing  our  thoughts  with  words,  we 
may  have  a firmef  hold  of  them.  But 
this  was  not  its  first  intention  ; and  the 
structure  of  every  language  shews  that  it  is 
not  intended  solely  for  this  purpose. 

In  every  language,  a question,  a com- 
mand, a promise,  which  art?  social  acts,  can 
be  expressed  as  easily  and  as  properly  as 
judgment,  which  is  a solitary  act.  The  ex- 
pression of  the  last  has  been  honoured  with 
u particular  name  ; it  is  called  a proposition ; 
it  has  been  an  object  of  great  attention  to  i 


philosophers ; it  has  been  analysed  into  its 
very  elements  of  subject  predicate,  and  co- 
pula. All  the  various  modifications  of  these, 
and  of  propositions  which  are  compounded  of 
them,  have  been  anxiously  examined  in 
many  voluminous  tracts.  The  expression 
of  a question,  of  a command,  or  of  a pro- 
mise, is  as  capable  of  being  analysed  as  a 
proposition  is  ; but  we  do  not  find  that  this 
has  been  attempted  ; we  have  not  so  much 
as  given  them  a name  different  from  the 
operations  which  they  express. 

Why  have  speculative  men  laboured  so 
anxiously  to  analyse  our  solitary  operations, 
and  given  so  little  attention  to  the  social  ? 
I know  no  other  reason  but  this,  that,  in 

I the  divisions  that  have  been  made  of  the 

1 mind's  operations,  the  social  have  been 
omitted,  and  thereby  thrown  behind  the 
curtain. 

' In  all  languages,  the  second  person  of 
verbs,  the  pronoun  of  the  second  person,  and 
the  vocative  case  in  nouns,  are  appropriated 
to  the  expression  of  social  operations  of  mind, 
and  could  never  have  had  place  in  language 
but  for  this  purpose  : nor  is  it  a good 
argument  against  this  observation,  that,  by 
a rhetorical  figure,  we  sometimes  address 
persons  that  are  absent,  or  even  inanimated 
beings,  in  the  second  person.  For  it  ought 
to  be  remembered,  that  all  figurative  ways 
of  using  words  or  phrases  suppose  a natural 
and  literal  meaning  of  them.*  [75] 

• What,  throughout  thU chapter,  ia  implied,  ought 
to  hare  been  explicitly  *Utcd—  that  language  it  natu- 
ral to  man  ; and  consequently  ihc  faculty  of  apecch 
ought  to  have  been  enumerated  among  the  xneutal 
power*. — H. 


ESSAY  II. 

OF  THE  POWERS  WE  HAVE  BY  MEANS  OF  OUR  ' 
EXTERNAL  SENSES. 


CHAPTER  I. 

OP  THE  ORGANS  OP  SENSE. 

Op  all  the  operations  of  our  minds,  the 
perception  of  external  objects  is  the  most 
familiar.  The  senses  come  to  maturity 
even  in  infancy,  when  other  powers  have 
not  yet  sprung  up.  They  are  common  to 
us  with  brute  animals,  and  furnish  us  with 
the  objects  about  which  our  other  powers 
are  the  most  frequently  employed.  We 
find  it  easy  to  attend  to  their  operations ; 
and,  because  they  are  familiar,  the  names 
which  properly  belong  to  them  are  applied 


to  other  powers  which  are  thought  to  re- 
semble them.  For  these  reasons,  they  claim 
to  be  first  considered. 

The  perception  of  external  objects  is  one 
main  link  of  that  mysterious  chain  which 
connects  the  material  world  with  the  intel- 
lectual. We  shall  find  many  things  in  this 
operation  unaccountable  ; sufficient  to  con- 
vince us  that  we  know  but  little  of  our  own 
frame  ; and  that  a perfect  comprehension 
of  our  mental  powers,  and  of  the  manner  of 
their  operation,  is  beyond  the  reach  of  our 
understanding. 

In  perception,  there  are  impressions  upon 
the  orgaus  of  sense,  the  nerves,  and  braii^ 
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perceiving  external  objects  without  such  or- 
gans.* We  have  reason  to  believe  that,  when 
we  put  off  these  bodies  and  all  the  organs 
belonging  to  them,  our  perceptive  powers 
shall  rather  be  improved  than  destroyed  or 
impaired.  We  have  reason  to  believe  that 
the  Supreme  Being  perceives  everything  in 
a much  more  perfect  niauuer  than  we  do, 
without  bodily  organs.  We  have  reason  to 
believe  that  there  arc  other  created  beings 
endowed  with  powers  of  perception  more 
perfect  and  more  extensive  than  ours,  with- 
out any  such  organs  as  we  find  necessary. 

We  ought  not,  therefore,  to  conclude, 
that  such  bodily  organs  are,  in  their  own 
nature,  necessary  to  perception ; but  rather 
that,  by  the  will  of  God,  our  power  of  per- 
1 ceiving  external  objects  is  limited  and  cir- 
cumscribed by  our  organs  of  sense ; so  that 
we  perceive  objects  in  a certain  manner, 
and  in  certain  circumstances,  and  in  no 
other,  ■f 

1 f a man  was  shut  up  in  a dark  room,  so 
that  he  could  see  nothing  but  through  one 
small  hole  in  the  shutter  of  a window, 
would  he  conclude  tliat  the  hole  was  the 
cause  of  his  seeing,  and  tliat  it  is  impos- 
sible to  see  any  other  way  ? Perhaps,  if  he 
had  never  iu  his  life  seen  but  in  this  way. 
lie  might  be  apt  to  think  so;  but  the  con- 
clusion is  rash  and  groundless.  He  sees, 
because  God  lias  given  him  the  power  of 
seeing  ; and  he  sees  only  through  this  small 
hole,  because  his  power  of  seeing  is  circum- 
scribed by  impediments  on  all  other  hands. 

Another  necessary  caution  in  this  matter 
is,  tliat  we  ought  uot  to  confound  the  or- 
gans of  perception  with  the  being  that  per- 
ceives. Perception  must  be  the  act  of  some 
being  that  perceives.  The  eye  [78]  i»  not 
that  which  sees;  it  is  only  the  organ  by  which 
w e see.i£  The  car  is  not  that  which  hears, 
but  the  organ  by  which  wre  hear ; and  so  of 
the  rcst.§ 

A man  cannot  see  the  satellites  of  J upiter 
but  by  a telescope.  Does  be  conclude  from 
thin,  that  it  is  the  telescope  that  sees  those 
stars  ? By  no  means — such  a conclusion 
would  be  absurd.  It  is  no  less  absurd  to 


which,  by  tho  laws  of  our  nature,  are  fol-  | 
lowed  by  certain  operations  of  mind.  These 
two  tliingB  are  apt  to  be  confounded  ; but 
ought  most  carefully  to  be  distinguished. 
Some  philosophers,  without  good  reason, 
have  concluded,  that  the  [76]  impressions 
made  on  the  body  aro  the  proper  efficient 
cause  of  perception.  Others,  with  as  little 
reason,  have  concluded  that  impressions  are 
made  on  the  mind  similar  to  those  made  on 
the  body.  From  these  mistakes  many  others 
have  arisen.  The  wrong  notions  men  have 
rashly  taken  up  with  regard  to  the  senses, 
have  led  to  wrong  notions  with  regard  to 
other  powers  which  are  conceived  to  resemble 
them.  Many  important  powers  of  mind 
have,  especially  of  late,  been  called  internal 
s *nscs,  from  a supposed  resemblance  to  the 
external — such  as,  the  sense  of  beauty,  the 
sense  of  h&nnony,  the  moral  sense.*  And 
it  is  to  bo  apprehended  that  errors,  with 
regard  to  the  external,  have,  from  analogy, 
led  to  similar  errors  with  regard  to  tho 
internal ; it  is,  therefore,  of  some  conse- 
quence, even  with  regard  to  other  branches 
of  our  subject,  to  have  just  notions  concern- 
ing the  external  senses. 

In  order  to  this,  we  shall  begin  with  some 
observations  on  the  organs  of  sense,  and  on 
the  impressioi  s tvhich  in  perception  are 
made  upon  them,  and  upon  the  nerves  and  , 
brain. 

Wo  perceive  tin  external  object  Out  by 
means  of  certain  buddy  organs  which  God 
has  given  us  for  that  purpose.  The  Su- 
preme Being  who  made  us,  and  placed  us 
in  this  world,  hath  given  us  such  powers  of 
mind  as  he  saw'  to  be  suited  to  our  state 
and  rank  in  his  creation.  He  has  given  us 
tho  power  of  perceiving  many  objects  around 
us — the  sun,  moon,  and  stars,  the  earth  and 
sea,  and  a variety  of  animals,  vegetables, 
and  inanimate  bodies.  But  our  power  of 
perceiving  these  objects  is  limited  in  various 
ways,  and  particularly  in  this — that,  with- 
out the  organs  of  the  several  senses,  we 
perceive  no  external  object.  We  cannot 
see  without  eyes,  nor  hear  without  ears  ; it 
is  not  only  necessary  that  we  should  have 
these  organs,  but  that  they  should  be  in  a 
sound  and  natural  state.  There  are  many 
disorders  of  the  eye  that  cause  total  blind- 
ness ; others  that  impair  the  powers  of  vi- 
sion, without  destroying  it  altogether  : and 
the  same  may  be  said  of  tho  organs  of  all 
the  other  senses.  [77] 

All  this  is  so  well  known  from  experience, 
that  it  needs  no  proof ; but  it  ought  to  be 
observed,  that  we  know  it  from  experience 
only.  \Vc  can  give  no  reason  for  it,  but 
that  such  is  the  will  of  our  Maker.  No 
man  can  shew  it  to  be  impossible  to  the 
Supreme  Being  to  have  giveu  us  the  power  of 


• He  refer*  to  Hutchcwn.— H 


• However  astonishing,  it  is  now  proved  beyond 
all  rational  doubt,  that,  in  certain  abnormal  ttite* 
of  the  nervous  organism,  perceptions  are  possible, 
through  other  than  the  ordinary  channels  of  the 
•en»es  — H 

f The  doctrine  ot  Plato  and  of  many  other  phi. 
lo^opliem.  lleid  ought,  however,  to  have  said, 
limited  to,  instead  of  " by  our  organs  of  tenie  ;*•  for, 
if  the  body  be  viewed  as  the  prison  of  the  soul,  the 
senses  mu-t  be  viewed  at  least  a a partial  outlets.— 

H. 

t ifduXuHr,  i{9*).u47<  says  Plato,  followed 
by  a host  ot  philosophers,  comparing  the  tenses  to 
windows  of  the  mind.  — II. 

\ " I he  mind  sees,"  says  Epic  harm  us— “ the  mind 
hears,  all  else  is  deaf  and  blind"— a saying  alluded  to 
as  proverbial  by  Aristotle,  in  a passage  to  the  same 
effect,  which  cannot  adequately  tic  translated 

XsfirAirs  et'tfflwt  $ia»si«r,  ■ «*«.r4*-rs» 

»e»®»  l\i<>  £»*ir  re,  Ni(  «{■.  * mi  »*f 

• '1  his  has  escaped  the  commentators.— II. 

Sec  |.  11  f 76—71*1 
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conclude  that  it  is  the  eye  that  sees,  or  I 
the  ear  that  hears.  The  telescope  is  an 
artificial  organ  of  sight,  but  it  sees  not 
The  eye  is  a natural  organ  of  sight,  by 
which  we  see ; but  the  natural  organ  sees 
as  little  as  the  artificial. 

The  eye  is  a machine  n**»t  admirably 
contrived  for  refracting  the  rays  of  light, 
and  forming  a distinct  picture  of  objects 
upon  the  retina ; but  it  sees  neither  the 
object  nor  the  picture.  It  can  form  the 
picture  after  it  is  taken  out  of  the  head ; 
but  no  vision  ensues.  Even  when  it  is  in 
its  proper  place,  and  perfectly  sound,  it  is 
well  known  that  an  obstruction  in  the  optic 
nerve  takes  away  vision,  though  the  eye 
has  performed  all  that  belongs  to  it. 

If  anything  more  were  necessary  to  be 
said  on  a point  so  evident,  we  might  ob- 
serve that,  if  the  faculty  of  seeing  were  in 
the  eye,  that  of  hearing  in  the  ear,  and  so 
of  the  other  sei  ses,  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  this  would  In*,  that  the  thinking 
principle,  which  I call  myself,  is  not  one, 
but  many.  But  this  is  contrary  to  the  ir- 
resistible conviction  of  every  man.  When 
I say  I see,  I hear,  I feel,  1 remember, 
this  implies  that  it  is  one  and  the  same  self 
that  performs  all  these  operations ; and,  as 
it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  my  memory', 
another  man's  imagination,  and  a third 
man's  reason,  may  make  one  individual 
intelligent  being,  it  would  be  equally  ab- 
surd to  say  that  one  piece  of  matter  see- 
ing, another  hearing,  and  a third  feeling, 
may  make  one  and  the  same  percipieut 
being. 

These  sentiments  are  not  new ; they  have 
occurred  to  thinking  men  from  early  ages. 
Cicero,  in  his  “ Tusculan  Questions,"  Book 
I.,  chap.  20,  has  expressed  them  very  dis- 
tinctly. Those  who  choose  may  consult  the 
passage.*  [79] 


CHAPTER  II. 

OPT8*  IMPRESSIONS  ON  TH  B ORGANS,  NERVES, 
AND  BRAINS. 

A second  law  of  our  nature  regarding 
perception  is,  that  tee  perceive  no  object, 
u nt ess  some  impression  is  made  upon  the 
organ  of  sense , either  by  the  immediate 
application  of  the  object , or  by  some  medium 
trhich  passes  between  the  object  ami  the 
organ. 

In  two  of  our  senses—  to  wit,  touch  and 
taste — there  must  be  an  immediate  applica- 
tion of  the  object  to  the  organ.  In  the 
other  three,  the  object  is  perceived  at  a dis- 
tance, but  still  by  menus  of  a medium,  by 


• Cicero  says  nothing  on  this  head  that  bad  not 
been  said  before  him  by  the  Greek  |hilo*ophcrs  — H. 

[79,  807 


1 which  some  impression  is  made  upon  the 
organ.* 

The  effluvia  of  bodies  drawn  into  tbe 
nostrils  with  the  breath,  are  the  medium  of 
smell ; the  uiidulatious  of  the  air  ate  the 
medium  of  hearing ; and  the  rays  of  light 
{tossing  from  visible  objects  to  the  eye,  are 
the  medium  of  sight.  We  see  no  object 
unless  rays  of  light  come  from  it  to  the  eye. 
We  hear  not  the  sound  of  any  body,  unless 
tbe  vibrations  of  some  elastic  medium,  oc- 
casioned by  tbe  tremulous  motion  of  the 
sounding  body,  reach  our  ear.  We  per- 
ceive no  smell,  unless  the  effluvia  of  the 
smelling  body  enter  into  the  nostrils.  We 
perceive  no  taste,  unless  the  sapid  body  be 
applied  to  the  tongue,  or  some  part  of  the 
organ  of  taste.  Ijlor  do  we  perceive  any 
tangible  quality  of  a body,  unless  it  touch 
the  hands,  or  some  part  erf  our  bodies. 

These  are  factH  known  from  experience 
to  hold  universally  and  invariably,  both  in 
men  and  brutes.  By  this  law  of  our  na- 
ture, our  powers  of  perceiving  external  ob- 
jects, are  farther  limited  and  circumscribed. 
Nor  can  we  give  any  other  reason  for  this, 
than  [80]  that  it  is  the  will  of  our  Maker,  who 
knows  best  what  powers,  and  what  degrees 
of  them,  are  suited  to  our  state.  We  were 
once  in  a state,  I mean  in  the  womb,  wherein 
our  powers  of  perception  were  more  limited 
than  in  the  present,  and,  in  a future  state, 
they  may  be  more  enlarged. 

It  is  likewise  a law  of  our  nature,  that, 
in  order  to  our  perceiving  objects,  the  im- 
pressions made  upon  the  organs  of  sense 
must  be  communicated  to  tbe  nerves,  and 
by  them  to  the  brain.  This  is  perfectly 
known  to  those  who  know  anything  of  ana- 
tomy. 

The  nerves  are  fine  cords,  which  pass 
from  the  brain,  or  from  the  spinal  marrow, 
which  is  a production  of  the  brain,  to  all 
parts  of  tbe  body,  dividing  into  smaller 
branches  as  they  proceed,  until  at  last  they 
escape  our  eyesight  : and  it  is  found  by 
experience,  that  all  the  voluntary  and  in- 
voluntary motions  of  the  body  are  performed 
by  their  means.  When  the  nerves  that 
nerve  any  limb,  are  cut,  or  tied  hard,  we 
have  then  no  more  power  to  move  that  limb 
than  if  it  was  no  part  of  the  body. 

As  there  are  nerves  that  serve  the  mus- 
cular motions,  so  there  are  others  that  serve 
the  several  senses  ; and  as  without  the  for- 
mer wc  cannot  move  a limb,  so  without  the 
latter  wc  can  have  no  perception. 

• ThU  distinction  of  a mediate  and  immediate  ob. 
)ect.  or  of  an  object  and  a medium,  in  perception,  is 
inaccurate,  and  a source  of  sad  confusion.  We  per. 
reive,  and  can  perceive,  nothing  but  what  Is  in  rel*. 
tion  to  the  organ,  and  nothing  is  in  relation  to  tha 
organ  that  is  not  present  to  it.  AU  the  senses  are,  in 
fact,  modifications  of  touch,  as  Democritus  of  old 
taught.  Wc  reach  the  distant  reality,  not  t>y  sense, 
not  by  perception,  but  by  inference.  Raid,  ho* 
ev»r,  in  this  only  follows  his  predecessors  — M. 
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This  train  of  machinery  the  wisdom  of 
Ood  has  made  necessary  to  our  perceiving 
objects.  Various  parts  of  the  body  concur 
to  it,  and  each  has  its  own  function,  /’in?/, 
The  object,  either  immediately,  or  by  some 
medium,  must  make  an  impression  on  the 
organ.  The  organ  serves  only  as  a medium 
by  which  an  impression  is  made  on  the 
nerve ; and  the  nerve  serves  as  a medium 
to  make  an  impression  upon  the  brain. 
Here  the  material  part  ends;  at  least  we 
can  trace  it  no  farther ; the  rest  is  all  in- 
tellectual.* 

The  proof  of  these  impressions  upon  the 
nerves  and  brain  in  [HI]  perception  is  this, 
that,  from  many  observations  and  experi- 
ments, it  is  found  that,  when  the  organ  of 
any  sense  is  perfectly  sound,  and  has  the 
impression  made  upon  it  by  the  object  ever 
so  strongly,  yet,  if  the  nerve  which  serves 
that  organ  be  cut  or  tied  hard,  there  is  no 
perception  ; and  it  is  well  known  that  dis- 
orders in  the  brain  deprive  us  of  the  power 
of  perception  when  both  the  organ  and  its 
nerve  are  sound. 

There  is,  therefore,  sufficient  reason  to 
conclude  that,  in  perception,  the  object  pro- 
duces some  change  in  the  organ  ; that  the 
organ  produces  some  change  upon  the 
nerve ; and  that  the  nerve  produces  some 
change  in  the  brain.  And  we  give  the 
name  of  an  impression  to  those  changes, 
because  we  have  not  a name  more  proper  to 
express,  in  a general  manner,  any  change 
produced  in  a body,  by  an  external  cause, 
without  specifying  the  nature  of  that 
change.  Whether  it  be  pressure,  or  at- 
traction, or  repulsion,  or  vibration,  or  some- 
thing unknown,  for  which  we  have  no 
name,  still  it  may  be  called  an  impression. 
Hut,  with  regard  to  the  particular  kind  of 
this  change  or  impression,  philosophers 
have  never  been  able  to  discover  anything 
at  all. 

But,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  those  im- 
pressions upon  the  organs,  nerves,  and 
brain,  we  perceive  nothing  without  them. 
Experience  informs  that  it  is  so ; but  we 
cannot  give  a reason  why  it  is  so.  In  the 
constitution  of  man,  perception,  by  fixed 
laws  of  nature,  is  connected  with  those  im- 
pressions ; but  we  can  discover  no  neces- 
sary connection.  The  Supreme  Being  has 
seen  fit  to  limit  our  power  of  perception  ; so 
that  we  perceive  not  without  such  impres- 
sions; and  this  is  all  we  know  of  the 
matter. 

This,  however,  wc  have  reason  to  con- 


• There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  whole  organism 
of the  sense,  from  periphery  to  centre.  must  cooperate 
runuitaneouaiy  in  perception  ; but  there  it  no  rca- 
■on  to  ptare  the  mind  at  the  central  extremity  alone, 
and  to  bold  that  not  only  a certain  series  of  organic 
change*,  but  a sensation,  muit  precede  the  mental  \ 
cognition  Thif  U mere  hypothec*,  and  opposed  10 
the  teat  monj  of  consciousness.— H. 
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dude  in  general — that,  as  the  impressions  on 
the  organs,  nerves,  and  brain,  correspond 
exactly  to  the  nature  and  conditions  of  the 
objects  by  which  they  are  made,  so  our 
perceptions  and  sensations  correspond  to 
those  impressions,  ami  vary  in  kind,  and  in 
degree,  as  they  vary.  [82)  Without  thiscxact 
correspondence,  the  information  we  receive 
by  our  senses  would  not  only  be  imperfect, 
as  it  undoubtedly  is,  but  would  be  fallacious, 
which  we  have  no  reason  to  think  it  is. 


CHAPTER  III. 

IIVPOTHKSKS  CONCERNING  THE  NERVES  AND 
BRAIN. 

W s arc  informed  by  anatomists,  that,  al- 
though the  two  coats  which  inclose  a nerve, 
and  which  it  derives  from  the  coats  of  the 
brain,  are  tough  and  clastic,  yet  the  nerve 
itself  has  a very  small  degree  of  consistence, 
being  almost  like  marrow.  It  has,  how- 
ever, a fibrous  texture,  and  may  be  divided 
and  subdivided,  till  its  fibres  escape  our 
senses  ; and,  as  we  know  so  very  little  about 
the  texture  of  the  nerves,  there  is  great 
room  left  for  those  who  choose  to  indulge 
themselves  in  conjecture. 

The  ancients  conjectured  that  the  ner- 
vous fibres  are  fine  tubes,  filled  with  a very 
subtile  spirit,  or  vapour,  which  they  called 
animal  spirits  ; that  the  brain  is  a gland, 
by  which  the  animal  spirits  are  secreted 
from  the  finer  part  of  the  blood,  and  their 
continual  waste  repaired  ; and  that  it  is  by 
these  animal  spirits  that  the  nerves  perform 
their  functions,  Des  Cartes  has  shewn 
how,  by  these  animal  spirits,  going  and  re- 
turning in  the  nerves,  muscular  motion, 
perception,  memory,  and  imagination,  are 
effected.  All  this  lie  has  described  as  dis- 
tinctly as  if  he  had  been  an  eye-witness  of 
all  those  operations.  But  it  happens  that 
the  tubular  structure  of  the  nerves  was 
never  perceived  by  the  human  eye,  nor 
shewn  by  the  nicest  injections  ; and  all  that 
has  been  said  about  animal  spirits,  through 
more  titan  fifteen  centuries,  is  mere  con- 
jecture. 

Dr  Briggs,  who  was  Sir  Isaac  Newton’s 
master  in  anatomy,  was  the  first,  as  far  as 
I know,  who  advanced  a new  system 
concerning  [83]  the  nerves.*  He  conceived 
them  to  be  solid  filaments  of  prodigious 


• Briggs  *u  not  the  first  The  Jesuit,  Hon*-, 
ratus  rilxy,  had  before  him  denied  the  old  hypothe- 
tia  of  spirits  • and  the  new  hypothesis  of  cerebral 
fibre*,  and  fibril*,  by  which  he  explain!  (he  phiriio. 
inei  a of  acute , imagination  and  memory,  is  not  only 
the  first,  but  perhaps  the  moat  ingenious  of  the  cla*a 
! that  haa  been  proposed-  Yet  the  very  name  of  Fabry 
| is  wholly  uii  latticed  by  those  historians  of  philosophy 
; who  do  not  deem  it  sui  crfluciu  to  dwell  on  the  tire 
j some  reverie*  of  Brigg*,  Hartley,  and  Bonnet— II. 
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tenuity;  and  this  opinion,  aa  it  accords  bet- 
ter with  observation,  seems  to  have  been 
more  generally  received  since  his  time.  As 
to  the  manner  of  performing  their  office. 
Dr  Briggs  thought  that,  likn  musical  cords, 
they  have  vibrations  differing  according  to 
their  length  and  tension.  They  seem,  how- 
ever, very  unfit  for  this  purpose,  on  account 
of  their  want  of  tenacity,  their  moisture, 
uitd  being  through  their  whole  length  in 
contact  with  moist  substances  ; so  that,  al- 
though Dr  Briggs  wrote  a book  upon  this 
system,  called  Nova  Vitionit  Theoria , it 
seems  not  to  have  been  much  followed. 

Sir  Isaac  Newton,  in  all  hiB  philosophical 
writings,  took  great  care  to  distinguish  his 
doctrines,  which  he  pretended  to  prove  by 
just  induction,  from  his  conjectures,  which 
were  to  stand  or  fall  according  os  future 
experiments  and  observations  should  esta- 
blish or  refute  them.  His  conjectures  he 
lias  put  in  the  form  of  queries,  that  they 
might  not  be  received  as  truths,  but  be 
inquired  into,  and  determined  according  to 
the  evidence  to  be  found  for  or  against 
them.  Those  who  mistake  his  queries  for 
a part  of  his  doctriue,  do  him  great  injus- 
tice, and  degrade  him  to  the  rank  of  the 
common  herd  of  philosophers,  who  have  in 
all  ages  adulterated  philosophy,  by  mixing 
conjecture  with  truth,  and  their  own  fancies 
with  the  oracles  of  Nature.  Among  other 
queries,  this  truly  great  philosopher  pro- 
p«N*ed  this.  Whether  there  may  not  be  an 
elastic  medium,  or  aether,  immensely  more 
rare  than  air,  which  pervades  all  bodies, 
and  which  is  the  cause  of  gravitation  ; of 
the  refraction  and  reflection  of  the  rays  of 
light ; of  the  transmission  of  heat,  through 
spaces  void  of  air ; and  of  many  other  phe- 
nomena ? In  the  23d  query  subjoined  to  his 
“Optics,”  he  puts  this  question  with  regard 
to  the  impressions  made  on  the  nerves  and 
brain  in  perception,  Whether  vision  is 
effected  chiefly  by  the  vibrations  of  this 
medium,  excited  in  the  bottom  of  the  eye 
by  the  rays  of  light,  and  propagated  along 
tlio  solid,  pellucid,  and  uniform  capillainenta 
of  the  optic  nerve  ? And  whether  hearing 
is  effected  [84]  by  the  vibrations  of  this  or 
some  other  medium,  excited  by  the  tremor 
of  die  air  In  the  auditory  nerves,  and  pro- 
pagated along  the  solid,  pellucid,  and  uni- 
form capillaiuents  of  those  nerves  ? And 
so  with  regard  to  the  other  senses. 

What  Newton  only  proposed  as  a matter 
to  lie  inquired  into,  Dr  Hartley  conceived 
to  have  such  evidence,  that,  in  his  “ Ob- 
servations on  Man,”  he  has  deduced,  in  a 
mathematical  form,  a very  ample  system 
concerning  the  faculties  of  the  mind,  from 
the  doctrine  of  vibrations,  joined  with  that 
of  association. 

His  notion  of  the  vibrations  excited  in 
the  nerves,  is  expressed  in  Propositions  4 
[81,  85] 


and  5 of  the  first  part  of  his  u Observa- 
tions on  Man.”  “ Prop.  4.  External  objects 
impressed  on  the  senses  occasion,  first  in 
the  nerves  on  which  they  are  impressed, 
and  then  in  the  brain,  vibrations  of  the 
small,  and,  as  one  may  say,  infinitesimal 
medullary  particles.  Prop.  5.  The  vibra- 
tions mentioned  in  the  last  proposition  are 
excited,  propagated,  and  kept  up,  partly  by 
the  aether — that  is,  by  a very  subtile  elastic 
fluid  ; partly  by  the  uniformity,  continuity, 
softness,  and  active  powers  of  the  medullary 
substance  of  the  brain,  spiqal  marrow,  and 
nerves.” 

The  modesty  and  diffidence  with  which 
Dr  Hartley  offers  his  system  to  the  world — 
by  desiring  his  reader  “ to  expect  nothing 
but  hints  and  conjectures  in  difficult  and 
obscure  matters,  and  a short  detail  of  tho 
principal  reasons  and  evidences  in  those 
that  are  clear ; by  acknowledging,  that  ho 
shall  not  be  able  to  execute,  with  any  ac- 
curacy, the  proper  method  of  philosophising, 
recommended  and  followed  by  Sir  Isaac 
Newton  ; and  that  he  will  attempt  a sketch 
only  for  the  benefit  of  future  enquirers”— 
seem  to  forbid  any  criticism  upon  it.  One 
cannot,  without  reluctance,  criticise  what  is 
proposed  in  such  a manner,  and  with  so 
good  intention  ; yet,  os  the  tendency  of  this 
system  of  vibrations  is  to  make  all  the  oper- 
ations of  the  mind  mere  mechanism,  depend- 
ent [85]  on  the  laws  of  matter  and  motion, 
and,  as  it  has  been  held  forth  by  its  vota- 
ries, at  in  a manner  demonstrated , I shall 
make  some  remarks  on  that  part  of  the  sys- 
tem which  relates  to  the  impressions  made 
on  the  nerves  and  brain  in  perception. 

It  may  be  observed,  in  general,  that  Dr 
Hartley’s  work  consists  of  a chain  of  pro- 
positions,  with  their  proofs  and  corollaries, 
digested  in  good  order,  and  in  a scientific 
form.  A great  part  of  them,  however,  are, 
as  he  candidly  acknowledges,  conjectures 
and  hints  only ; yet  these  are  mixed  with 
the  propositions  legitimately  proved,  with- 
out any  distinction.  Corollaries  are  drawn 
from  them,  and  other  propositions  grounded 
upon  them,  which,  all  taken  together,  make 
up  a system.  A system  of  this  kind  re- 
sembles a chain,  of  which  some  links  are 
abundantly  strong,  others  very  weak.  The 
strength  of  the  chain  is  determined  by  that 
of  the  weakest  links;  for,  if  they  give  way, 
the  whole  falls  to  pieces,  and  the  weight 
supported  by  it  falls  to  the  ground. 

Philosophy  lias  been,  in  all  ages,  adul- 
terated by  hypotheses  ; that  is,  by  systems 
built  partly  on  facts,  and  much  upon  con- 
jecture. It  is  pity  that  a man  of  Dr  Hart- 
ley’s knowledge  and  candour  should  have 
followed  the  multitude  in  this  fallacious 
tract,  after  expressing  his  approbation  of 
the  proper  method  of  philosophising,  pointed 
, out  by  Bacon  and  Newton.  The  laet  cot»- 
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sidcred  it  u a reproach  when  his  system 
was  called  his  hypothesis ; and  says,  with 
disdain  of  such  imputation,  Hypotheses  non 
Jin</o.  And  it  is  very  strange  that  Dr 
Hartley  should  not  only  follow  such  a me- 
thod of  philosophising  himself,  but  that  he 
should  direct  others  in  their  inquiries  to 
follow  it.  So  he  does  in  Proposition  87, 
Part  I.,  where  he  deduces  rules  for  the 
ascertainment  of  truth,  from  the  rule  of 
false,  in  arithmetic,  and  from  the  art  of 
decyphering ; and  in  other  places. 

As  to  the  vihrutious  and  vibratiuncles, 
whether  of  an  elastic  tether,  or  of  the  in- 
finitesimal particles  of  the  brain  and  nerves, 
there  [88]  may  be  such  things  for  what  we 
kuow ; and  men  may  rationally  inquire 
whether  they  can  find  any  evidence  of  their 
existence ; but,  while  we  have  no  proof  of 
their  existence,  to  apply  them  to  the  solu- 
tion of  pliEenomena,  and  to  build  a system 
upon  them,  is  what  I conceive  we  call  build- 
ing a castle  in  the  air. 

When  men  pretend  to  account  for  any 
of  the  operations  of  Nature,  the  causes 
assigned  by  them  ought,  as  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton has  taught  us,  to  have  two  conditions, 
otherwise  they  are  good  for  nothing.  First, 
They  ought  to  be  true,  to  have  a real  exist- 
ence, and  not  to  be  barely  conjectured  to 
exist,  without  proof.  Secondly,  They  ought 
to  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  effect. 

As  to  the  existence  of  vibratory  motions 
in  the  medullary  substance  of  the  nerves 
and  brain,  the  evidence  produced  is  this  : 
First,  It  is  observed  tliat  the  sensations  of 
seeing  and  hearing,  and  some  sensations  of 
touch,  have  some  short  duration  and  con- 
tinuance. Secondly , Though  there  be  no 
direct  evidence  that  the  sensations  of  taste 
and  sineli,  and  the  greater  part  of  these  of 
touch,  have  the  like  continuance,  yet,  says 
the  author,  analogy  would  incline  one  to 
believe  that  they  must  resemble  the  sensa- 
tions of  sight  and  hearing  in  this  particular. 
Thirdly , The  continuance  of  all  our  sensa- 
tions being  thus  established  it  follows,  that 
external  objects  impress  vibratory  motions 
ou  tlie  medullary  substance  of  the  nerves 
and  brain  ; because  no  motion,  besides  a 
vibratory  one,  can  reside  in  any  part  for  a 
moment  of  time. 

This  is  the  chain  of  proof,  in  which  the 
first  link  is  strong,  being  confirmed  by  ex- 
perience ; the  second  is  very  weak  ; and  the 
third  still  weaker.  For  other  kinds  of  mo- 
tion, besides  that  of  vibration,  may  have 
snniccontinuance — such  as  rotation,  bending 
or  unbending  of  aspring,  and  perhaps  others 
which  we  are  unacquainted  with;  nor  do 
wo  know  whether  it  is  motion  that  is  pro- 
duced in  the  nerves— it  may  be  pressuro, 
attract  ion,  repulsion,  or  something  we  do 
not  know.  This,  indeed,  is  the  common 
refuge  of  all  hypotheses,  [87]  that  we  know 


no  other  way  in  which  the  phenomena  may- 
be produced,  and,  therefore,  they  must  be 
produced  in  this  way.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  proof  of  vibrations  in  the  infinitesimal 
particles  of  the  brain  and  nerves. 

It  may  be  thought  tliat  the  existence  of 
an  elastic  vibrating  (ether  stands  on  a firmer 
foundation,  having  the  authority  of  Sir 
I saAC  Newton.  But  it  ought  to  be  observed 
that,  although  this  great  man  had  formed 
conjectures  about  this  cether  near  fifty 
years  before  he  died,  and  had  it  in  his  eye 
during  that  long  sjuice  as  a subject  of  in- 
quiry, yet  it  does  not  appear  that  he  ever 
found  any  convincing  proof  of  its  existence, 
but  considered  it  to  the  last  as  a question 
whether  there  be  such  an  tether  or  not. 
In  the  premonition  to  the  reader,  prefixed 
to  the  second  edition  of  his  “ Optics,” 
anno  1 7 1 7»  ho  expresses  himself  thus  with 
regard  to  it : — “ Lest  any  one  should  think 
that  I place  gravity  among  the  essential 
properties  of  bodies,  I have  subjoined  one 
question  concerning  its  cause  ; a question, 
I say,  for  I do  not  hold  it  as  a thing  estab- 
lished.” If,  therefore,  we  regard  the 
authority  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  we  ought 
to  hold  the  existence  of  such  an  tether  as  a 
matter  not  established  by  proof,  but  to  be 
examined  into  by  experiments  ; and  I have 
never  heard  that,  since  his  time,  any  new 
evidence  has  been  found  of  its  existence. 

“ But,”  says  Dr  Hartley,  “ supposing 
the  existence  of  the  tether,  and  of  its  pro- 
perties, to  be  destitute  of  all  direct  evidence, 
still,  if  it  serves  to  account  for  a great 
variety  of  phenomena,  it  will  have  an  in- 
direct evidence  in  its  favour  by  this  means.” 
There  never  was  an  hypothesis  invented  by 
an  ingenious  man  which  lias  not  this  evi- 
dence in  its  favour.  The  vortices  of  Dos 
Cartes,  the  sylphs  and  gnomes  of  Mr  Pope, 
serve  to  account  for  a great  variety  of 
phenomena. 

When  a man  has,  with  labour  and  in- 
genuity, wrought  up  an  hypothesis  into  a 
system,  he  contracts  a fondness  for  it, 
which  is  apt  [88]  to  warp  the  best  judgment. 
This,  I humbly  think,  appears  remarkably 
in  Dr  Hartley.  In  his  preface,  he  declares 
his  approbation  of  the  method  of  philoso- 
phising recommended  and  followed  by  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  ; but,  having  first  deviated 
from  this  method  in  his  practice,  he  is 
brought  at  last  to  justify  this  deviation  in 
theory,  and  to  bring  arguments  in  defence 
of  a method  diametrically  opposite  to  it. 
“ W c admit,”  says  he,  **  the  key  of  a cypher 
to  be  a true  oue  when  it  explains  the  cypher 
completely.”  I answer,  To  find  the  key 
requires  an  understanding  equal  or  supe- 
rior to  tliat  which  made  the  cypher.  This 
instance,  therefore,  will  then  Ihj  in  point, 
when  he  who  attempts  to  decypher  the 
works  of  Nature  by  an  hypothesis,  lias  an 
[86-88'] 
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understanding  equal  or  superior  to  that 
which  made  them.  The  votaries  of  bypo- 
t hoses  have  often  been  challenged  to  shew 
one  useful  discovery  in  the  works  of  Nature 
that  was  ever  made  in  that  way.  If  in- 
stances  of  this  kind  could  be  produced,  we 
ought  to  conclude  that  Lord  Bacon  and 
Sir  Isaac  Newton  have  done  great  disser- 
vice to  philosophy  by  what  they  have  said 
against  hypotheses.  But,  if  no  such  in- 
stance can  be  produced,  we  must  conclude, 
with  those  great  men,  that  every  system 
which  pretends  to  account  for  the  pluetio- 
mena  of  Nature  by  hypotheses  or  conjecture, 
is  spurious  and  illegitimate,  and  serves  only 
to  Hatter  the  pride  of  man  with  a vain  con- 
ceit of  knowledge  which  he  lias  not  attained. 

The  author  tells  us,  “ that  any  hypo- 
thesis that  has  so  much  plausibility  as  to 
explain  a considerable  number  of  facts,  helps 
us  to  digest  these  facts  in  proper  order,  to 
bring  uew  ones  to  light,  and  to  make  ex - 
prrnnenta  crude  for  the  sake  of  future 
inquirers.” 

Let  hypotheses  be  put  to  any  of  these 
uses  as  far  as  they  can  serve.  Let  them 
suggest  experiments,  or  direct  our  inquiries; 
but  let  just  induction  alone  govern  our 
belief. 

“ The  rule  of  false  affords  an  obvious  and 
strong  instance  of  the  possibilityof  being  led, 
with  precision  and  certainty,  to  a [89]  true 
conclusion  from  a false  position.  And  it  is 
of  tho  very  essence  of  algebra  to  proceed  in 
the  way  of  supposition.” 

This  is  true  ; but,  when  brought  to  jus- 
tify the  accounting  for  natural  pliauiomena 
by  hypotheses,  is  foreign  to  the  purpose. 
When  an  unknown  number,  or  any  un- 
known quantity,  is  sought,  w hich  must  have 
certain  conditions,  it  may  be  found  in  a 
scientific  manner  by  the  rule  of  false,  or 
by  an  algebraical  analysis ; and,  when 
found,  may  be  synthetically  demonstrated 
to  be  the  number  or  tho  quantity  sought, 
by  its  answering  all  the  conditions  required. 
But  it  is  one  thing  to  find  a quantity  which 
shall  have  certain  conditions  ; it  is  a verv 
different  thing  to  find  out  the  laws  by  which 
it  pleases  God  to  govern  the  world  and 
produce  the  pbtenomena  which  fall  under 
our  observation.  And  we  can  then  only 
allow  some  weight  to  thisargument  in  favour 
of  hypotheses,  when  it  can  be  shewn  that 
the  cause  of  anyone  phenomenon  in  nature 
has  been,  or  can  be  found,  as  an  unknown 
quantity  is,  by  the  rule  of  false,  or  by  alge- 
braical analysis.  This,  I apprehend,  will 
never  be,  till  the  mm  arrives,  which  Dr 
Hartley  seems  to  foretell,  “ When  future 
generations  shall  put  all  kinds  of  evidences 
and  enquiries  into  mathematical  forms ; 
and,  as  it  were,  reduce  Aristotle's  ten  Ca- 
tegories, and  Bishop  Wilkin’s  forty  Summa 
(■ienera  to  the  head  of  quantity  alone,  so  as 
[H9,  90] 


to  make  mathematics  and  logic,  natural 
history  and  civil  history,  natural  philoso- 
phy and  philosophy  of  all  other  kinds, 
coincide  owni  ex  parte.*' 

Since  Sir  Isaac  Newton  laid  down  the 
rules  of  philosophising  in  our  inquiries  into 
the  works  of  Nature,  many  philosophers 
have  deviated  from  them  in  practice ; per- 
haps few  have  paid  that  regard  to  them 
which  they  deserve.  But  they  have  met 
with  very  general  approbation,  as  being 
founded  in  reason,  and  pointing  out  the 
only  path  to  the  knowledge  of  Nature's 
works.  Dr  Hartley  is  the  only  author  I 
have  met  with  who  reasons  against  them, 
and  has  taken  pains  to  find  out  arguments 
in  defence  of  the  exploded  method  of  hy- 
pothesis. [90] 

Another  condition  which  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton requires  in  the  causes  of  natural  things 
assigned  by  philosophers,  is,  that  they  be 
sufficient  to  accouut  for  the  phenomena. 
Vibrations,  and  vibratiuncles  of  the  me- 
dullary substance  of  the  nerves  and  brain, 
aro  assigned  by  Dr  Hartley  to  account  for 
all  our  sensations  and  ideas,  and,  in  a word, 
for  all  the  operations  of  our  minds.  Let 
us  consider  very  briefly  how  far  they  are 
sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

It  would  be  injustice  to  this  author  to 
conceive  him  a materialist.  He  proposes 
his  sentiments  with  great  candour,  and  they 
ought  not  to  be  carried  beyond  what  his 
words  express.  He  thinks  it  a consequence 
of  his  theory,  that  matter,  if  it  can  be 
endued  with  the  most  simple  kinds  of  sens- 
ation, might  arrive  at  all  that  intelligence 
of  which  the  human  mind  is  possessed. 
He  thinks  that  his  theory  overturns  all 
the  arguments  that  are  usually  brought  for 
the  immateriality  of  the  sou),  from  the 
subtilty  of  the  internal  senses,  and  of  the 
rational  faculty  ; but  he  does  not  take  upon 
him  to  determine  whether  matter  can  be 
endued  with  sensation  or  no.  He  even 
acknowledges  that  matter  and  motion, 
however  subtilly  divided  and  reasoned  upon, 
yield  nothing  more  than  mutter  and  motion 
still ; and  therefore  he  would  not  be  any 
way  interpreted  so  as  to  oppose  the  imma- 
teriality of  the  soul. 

It  would,  therefore,  be  unreasonable  to 
require  that  his  theory  of  vibrations  should, 
in  the  proper  sense,  account  for  our  sensa- 
tions. It  would,  indeed,  be  ridiculous  in 
any  man  to  pretend  that  thought  of  any  kind 
must  necessarily  result  from  motion,  or 
that  vibrations  in  the  nerves  must  neces- 
sarily produce  thought,  any  more  than  the 
vibrations  of  a pendulum.  Dr  Hartley 
disclaims  this  way  of  thinking,  and  there- 
fore it  ought  not  to  be  imputed  to  him. 
All  that  he  pretends  is,  that,  in  the  human 
constitution,  there  is  a certain  connection 
between  vibrations  in  the  medullary  sub- 
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stance  of  the  nerves  and  brain,  and  the 
thoughts  of  the  mind  ; so  that  the  last  de- 
pend entirely  upon  the  first,  and  every  kind 
of  thought  [91  ] in  the  mind  arises  in  conse- 
quence of  a corresponding  vibration,  or 
vibratiuncle  in  the  nerves  and  brain.  Our 
sensations  arise  from  vibrations,  and  our 
ideas  from  vibrati uncles,  or  miniature  vibra- 
tions ; and  he  comprehends,  under  these 
two  words  of  aennations  and  idaaat  all  the 
operations  of  the  mind. 

But  how  can  we  expect  any  proof  of  tho 
connection  between  vibrations  and  thought, 
when  the  existence  of  such  vibrations  was 
never  proved  ? The  proof  of  their  connec- 
tion cannot  be  stronger  than  the  proof  of 
their  existence  ; for,  as  the  author  acknow- 
ledges that  we  cannot  infer  the  existence 
of  the  thoughts  from  the  existence  of  the 
vibrations,  it  is  no  lees  evident  that  we  can- 
not infer  the  existence  of  vibrations  from 
the  existence  of  our  thoughts.  Tho  exist- 
ence of  both  must  be  known  before  we  can 
know  their  connection.  As  to  the  exist- 
ence of  our  thoughts,  we  have  the  evidence 
of  consciousness,  a kind  of  evidence  that 
never  was  called  in  question.  But  os  to 
the  existence  of  vibrations  in  the  medullary 
substance  of  the  nerves  and  brain,  no  proof 
has  yet  been  brought. 

All,  therefore,  we  have  to  expect  from 
this  hypothesis,  is,  that  in  vibrations,  con- 
sidered abstractly,  there  should  be  a variety 
in  kind  and  degree,  which  tallies  so  exactly 
with  the  varieties  of  the  thoughts  they  are  to 
account  for,  as  may  lead  us  to  suspect  some 
connection  between  tho  one  and  the  other. 
If  the  divisions  and  subdivisions  of  thought 
be  found  to  run  parallel  with  the  divisions 
and  subdivisions  of  vibrations,  this  would 
give  that  kind  of  plausibility  to  tho  hypo- 
thesis of  their  connection,  which  we  com- 
monly expect  even  in  a mere  hypothesis ; 
hut  we  do  not  find  even  this. 

For,  to  omit  all  those  thoughts  and  oper- 
ations which  the  author  comprehends  under 
the  name  of  idta*y  and  which  ho  thinks  are 
connected  with  vibratiuncles ; to  omit  the 
perception  of  external  objects,  which  he 
comprehends  under  the  name  of  aensati-ms  ; 
to  omit  the  sensations,  properly  so  called, 
which  accompany  our  passions  [92]  and 
affections,  and  to  confine  ourselves  to  the 
sensations  which  we  have  by  means  of  our 
external  senses,  we  can  perceive  no  corre- 
spondence between  the  variety  wc  find  in 
their  kinds  and  degrees,  and  that  which  may 
l>e  supposed  in  vibrations. 

We  have  five  senses,  whose  sensations 
differ  totally  in  kind.  By  each  of  these, 
excepting  perhaps  that  of  hearing,  we  have 
a variety  of  sensations,  which  differ  specific- 
ally, and  not  in  degree  only.  How  many 
tastes  and  smells  are  there  which  are  spe- 
fically  different,  each  of  them  capable  of  all 
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degrees  of  strength  and  weakness  ? Heat 
and  cold,  roughness  and  smoothness,  hard- 
ness and  softness,  pain  and  pleasure,  are 
sensations  of  touch  that  differ  in  kind,  and 
each  has  an  endless  variety  of  degrees. 
Sounds  have  the  qualities  of  acute  and 
grave,  loud  and  low,  with  all  different  de- 
grees of  each.  The  varieties  of  colour  are 
many  more  than  we  liave  names  to  express. 
How  shall  we  find  varieties  in  vibrations 
corresponding  to  all  this  variety  of  sensa- 
tions which  we  have  by  our  five  senses 
only  ? 

1 know  two  qualities  of  vibrations  in  an 
uniform  elastic  medium,  and  I know  no 
more.  They  may  he  quick  or  Blow  in  vari- 
ous degrees,  and  they,  may  he  strong  or 
weak  iti  various  degrees ; but  I cannot  find 
any  division  of  our  sensations  that  will  make 
them  tally  with  those  divisions  of  vibra- 
tions. If  we  luul  no  other  sensations  but 
those  of  hearing,  the  theory  would  answer 
well ; for  sounds  are  either  acute  or  grave, 
which  may  answer  to  quick  or  slow  vibra- 
tions ; or  they  are  loud  or  low,  which  an- 
swer to  strong  or  weak  vibrations.  But 
then  we  have  no  variety  of  vibrations  cor- 
responding to  tho  immense  variety  of  sens- 
ations whicli  we  have  by  sight,  smell,  taste, 
and  touch. 

Dr  Hartley  has  endeavoured  to  find  out 
other  two  qualities  of  vibrations  ; to  wit, 
that  they  may  primarily  affect  one  part  of 
the  brain  or  another,  and  that  they  may 
vary  in  their  direction  according  as  they 
enterby  different  external  nerves  ; hutthese 
[93]  seem  to  be  added  to  make  a number; 
for,  os  far  as  we  know,  vibrations  in  an 
uniform  elastic  substance  spread  over  tho 
whole,  and  in  all  directions.  However, 
that  wc  may  be  liberal,  we  shall  grant  him 
four  different  kinds  of  vibrations,  each  of 
them  having  as  many  degrees  as  he  pleases. 
Can  he,  or  any  man,  reduce  all  our  sensa- 
tions to  four  kinds  ? We  have  five  senses, 
and  by  each  of  them  a variety  of  sensations, 
more  than  sufficient  to  exhaust  all  the 
varieties  we  are  able  to  conceive  in  vibra- 
tions. 

Dr  Hartley,  indeed,  was  sensible  of  the 
difficulty  of  finding  vibrations  to  suit  all  the 
variety  of  our  sensations.  His  extensive 
knowledge  of  physiology  and  pathology 
could  yield  him  hut  a feeble  aid  ; and,  there- 
fore, he  is  often  reduced  to  the  necessity  of 
heaping  supposition  upon  supposition,  con- 
jecture upon  conjecture,  to  give  some  credi- 
bility to  his  hypothesis;  and,  in  seeking  out 
vibrations  which  may  correspond  with  the 
sensations  of  one  sense,  he  seems  to  forget 
that  those  must  be  omitted  which  have  been 
appropriated  to  another. 

Philosophers  have  accounted  in  some  de- 
gree for  our  various  sensations  of  sound  by 
the  vibrations  of  elastic  air;  but  it  is  to  he 
I 91-93] 
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observed,  yfraf,  That  wc  know  that  such  vi- 
brations do  really  exist ; and,  secondly  y That 
they  tally  exactly  with  the  must  remarkable 
pluenomcna  of  sound.  We  cannot,  indeed, 
shew  how  any  vibration  should  produce  the 
sensation  of  sound.  This  must  be  resolved 
into  the  will  of  God,  or  into  some  cause 
altogether  unknown.  But  we  know  that, 
as  the  vibration  is  strong  or  weak,  the 
sound  is  loud  or  low  ; we  know  that,  as  the 
vibration  is  quick  or  slow,  the  sound  is 
acute  or  grave.  We  can  point  out  that 
relation  of  synchronous  vibrations  which 
produces  harmony  or  discord,  and  that 
relation  of  successive  vibrations  which  pro- 
duces melody ; and  all  this  is  not  conjec- 
tured, but  proved  by  a sufficient  induction. 
This  account  of  sounds,  therefore,  is  philo- 
sophical : although,  perhaps,  there  may  be 
many  things  relating  to  sound  that  we  can- 
not account  for,  and  of  which  the  causes 
remain  latent.  The  connections  described 
[941  in  this  branch  of  philosophy  are  the 
work  of  God,  and  not  the  fancy  of  men. 

If  any  thing  similar  to  this  could  be  shewn 
in  accounting  for  all  our  sensations  by 
vibrations  in  the  medullary  substance  of  the 
nerves  and  brain,  it  would  deserve  a place 
in  sound  philosophy  ; but,  when  we  are  told 
of  vibrations  in  a substance  which  no  man 
could  ever  prove  to  have  vibrations,  or  to 
be  capable  of  them  ; when  such  imaginary 
vibrations  are  brought  to  account  for  all  our 
sensations,  though  we  can  perceive  no  cor- 
respondence in  their  variety  of  kind  and 
degree  to  the  variety  of  sensations — the  con- 
nections described  in  such  a system  are  the 
creatures  of  human  imagination,  not  the 
work  of  God. 

The  rays  of  light  make  an  impression 
upon  the  optic  nerves  ; but  they  make  none 
upon  the  auditory  or  olfactory.  The  vibra- 
tions of  the  air  make  an  impression  upon 
the  auditory  nerves;  but  none  upon  the 
optic  or  the  olfactory.  The  effiuvia  of 
bodies  make  an  impression  upon  the  olfac- 
tory nerves;  but  make  none  upon  the  optic 
or  auditory.  No  man  has  been  able  to  give 
a shadow  of  reason  for  this.  While  this  is 
the  case,  is  it  not  better  to  confess  our 
ignorance  of  the  nature  of  those  impressions 
made  u}>on  the  nerves  and  brain  in  percep- 
tion, than  to  flatter  our  pride  with  the  con- 
ceit of  knowledge  which  we  have  not,  and 
to  adulterate  philosophy  with  the  spurious 
brood  of  hypotheses  ?• 


• Reid  appear*  to  hare  been  unarquainted  with 
the  worn  ami  theory  of  Bonnet.—  V\  it h our  author'* 
strictures  on  the  physiological  hypot hear*,  the  reader 
mar  com pare  those  of  Tetens,  in  hi*  '•  Veuuche.” 
and  of  Siewa.t  In  hi*"  Philosophical  F ssay*  H. 
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pai.sk  conclusions  drawn  prom  thi 

IMPRESSIONS  BEFORE  MENTIONED. 

Somk  philosophers  among  the  ancients, 
us  well  as  among  the  modems,  imagined 
I that  man  is  nothing  but  a piece  of  matter, 
so  curiously  organized  that  the  impressions 
of  external  objects  produce  in  it  sensation, 
perception,  remembrance,  and  all  the  other 
operations  [96]  we  are  conscious  of. * This 
foolish  opinion  could  only  take  its  rise  from 
observing  the  constant  connection  which 
the  Author  of  Nature  hath  established  be- 
tween certain  impressions  made  upon  our 
seuses  and  our  perception  of  the  objects  by 
which  the  impression  is  made;  from  which 
they  weakly  inferred  that  those  impressions 
were  the  proper  efficient  causes  of  the  cor- 
responding perception. 

But  no  reasoning  is  m re  fallacious  than 
this— that,  because  two  tilings  are  always 
conjoined,  therefore  one  must  lie  the  cause* 
of  the  other.  Day  and  night  have  been 
joined  in  a constant  succession  since  the 
begittningof  the  world;  but  who  is  so  foolish 
as  to  conclude  from  this  that  day  is  the 
cause  of  night,  or  night  the  cause  of  the 
following  day  ? There  is  indeed  nothing 
more  ridiculous  than  to  imagine  that  any 
motion  or  modification  of  matter  should  pro- 
duce thought. 

If  one  should  tell  of  a telescope  so  exactly 
made  as  to  have  the  power  of  seeing  ; of  a 
whispering  gallery  that  had  the  ]>ower  of 
hearing ; of  a cabinet  so  nicely  framed  as  to 
liave  the  power  o£  memory ; or  of  a machine 
so  delicate  as  to  feel  pain  when  it  was 
touched  — such  absurdities  are  so  shocking  to 
common  sense  that  they  would  not  find  belief 
even  among  savages;  yet  it  is  the  same 
absurdity  to  think  that  the  impressions  of 
external  objects  upon  the  machine  of  our 
bodies  can  be  the  real  efficient  cause  off 
thought  and  perception. 

Passing  this,  therefore,  as  a notion  too 
absurd  to  admit  of  reasoning,  another  con- 
clusion very  generally  made  by  philoso- 
phers is,  that,  in  perception,  an  impression 
is  made  upon  the  mind  as  well  os  upon  the 
organ,  nerves,  and  brain.  Aristotle,  as 
was  before  observed,  thought  that  the  form 
or  image  of  the  object  perceived,  enters  by 

* The  Stoics  arc  leprehcndcd  for  such  a doctrine 
by  Boethius:— 

•*  Quondam  porticos  attulit 
Ot«curos  ninuum  senes, 

itiil  Mtmi*  rt  imagines 
i corponbuc  extiims 
C'reoant  mentibu*  inipnnii, 
ft  qui  n<!«m  ccleri  stylo 
Mn»  cst  ipquorc  pagn  » 
use  nulla*  hi  heat  nota*, 
ie*u*  flgere  litcras  **  ac 
The  inhula  r.Mo  remounts,  however,  to  AiisiotL 
—indeed  to  Plato— a*  an  illu*trat.oii.— H. 
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the  organ  of  sense,  and  strikes  upon  the 
mind.*  Mr  Hume  gives  the  name  of  im- 
pressions to  all  our  perceptions,  to  ail  our 
sensations,  and  even  to  the  objects  which 
we  perceive.  Mr  Locke  affirm*  very  posi- 
tively, that  the  ideas  of  external  objects  are 
produced  [96]  in  our  niindA  by  impulse, 
“ that  being  the  only  way  wc  can  conceive 
Itodies  to  oj>erate  in.”  It  ought,  however,  to 
be  observed,  in  justice  to  Mr  Locke,  that  he 
retracted  this  notion  in  his  first  letter  to  the 
Bishop  of  Worcester,  and  promised,  in  the 
next  edition  of  his  Essay,  to  have  that  pas- 
sage rectified  ; but,  either  from  forgetful- 
ness in  the  author,  or  negligence  in  the 
printer,  the  passage  reinaius  in  all  the  sub- 
sequent editions  1 have  seen. 

Then?  is  no  prejudice  more  natural  to 
man  than  to  conceive  of  the  mind  a*  hav- 
ing some  similitude  to  body  in  its  opera- 
tions. Hence  men  have  been  prone  to 
imagine  that,  a*  bodies  are  put  in  motion 
by  some  impulse  or  impression  made  upon 
them  by  contiguous  bodies,  so  the  mind  is 
made  to  think  and  to  perceive  by  some  im- 
pression made  upon  it,  or  some  impulse 
given  to  it  by  contiguous  objects.  If  we 
nave  such  a notion  of  the  mind  as  Ilonier 
had  of  his  gods— who  might  be  bruised  or 
wounded  with  swords  and  spears— we  may 
then  understand  what  is  meant  by  impres- 
sions made  upon  it  by  a body ; but,  if  we 
conceive  the  mind  to  be  immaterial — of 
which  I think  we  have  very  strong  proofs — 
we  shall  find  it  difficult  to  affix  a meaning 
to  impressions  made  upnn  it. 

There  is  a figurative  meaning  of  impres- 
sions on  the  mind  which  is  well  authorized, 
and  of  which  we  took  notice  in  the  observa- 
tion* made  on  that  word;  but  this  meaning 
applies  only  to  objects  that  are  interesting. 
To  say  that  an  object  which  I see  with  per- 
fect indifference  makes  an  impression  upon 
my  mind,  is  not,  as  I apprehend,  good 
English.  If  philosophers  mean  no  more 
but  that  I see  the  object,  why  should  they 
invent  an  improper  phrase  to  express  what 
every  man  knows  how  to  express  in  plain 
English  ? 

But  it  is  evident,  from  the  manner  in 
which  this  phrase  is  used  by  modern  philo- 
sophers, that  they  mean,  not  barely  to  ex- 
press by  it  my  perceiving  an  object,  but  to 
explain  the  manner  of  perception.  They 
think  that  the  object  perceived  acts  u|M)n 
the  mind  in  some  way  similar  to  that  in 
W'hich  one  body  acts  upon  another,  by 
making  [97]  an  impression  upon  it.  The 
impression  upon  the  mind  is  conceived  to 
be  something  wherein  the  mind  is  alto- 
gether passive,  and  has  some  effect  pro- 


• A mere  metaphor  in  Ariitotle.  (See  Note*  K ’ 
ami  M ) At  any  rule,  the  impr  uion  wu  •up|>OM‘tl 
to  be  mule  on  the  animated  nn*or>,  ami  not  on  the 
intellect— H. 


i duced  in  it  by  the  object.  But  this  is  a 
hypothesis  which  contradicts  the  Common 
sense  of  mankind,  and  which  ought  not  to 
be  admitted  without  proof. 

When  I look  upon  the  wall  of  my  room, 
the  wall  does  not  act  at  all,  nor  is  capable 
of  acting  ; the  perceiving  it  is  ail  act  or 
operation  in  me.  That  this  is  the  common 
apprehension  of  mankind  with  regard  to 
perception,  is  evident  from  the  manner  of 
expressing  it  in  all  languages. 

The  vulgar  give  themselves  no  trouble 
how  they  perceive  objects — they  express 
what  they  are  conscious  of,  and  they  express 
it  with  propriety  ; but  philosophers  have  an 
avidity  to  know  how  wo  perceive  objects ; 
and,  conceiving  some  similitude  between  a 
body  that  is  put  in  motion,  auda  mind  that 
is  made  to  perceive,  they  are  led  to  think 
that,  as  the  body  must  receive  some  impulse 
to  make  it  move,  so  the  mind  must  receive 
some  impulse  or  impression  to  make  it  per- 
ceive. This  analogy  seems  to  be  confirmed, 
by  observing  that  we  perceive  objects  only 
when  they  make  some  impression  upon  the 
organs  of  sense,  and  upon  the  nerves  and 
brain  ; but  it  ought  to  l>e  observed,  that 
such  is  the  nature  of  body  that  it  cannot 
change  its  state,  but  by  some  force  impressed 
upon  it.  This  is  not  the  nature  of  inind. 
All  that  wo  know  about  it  shews  it  to  be  in 
its  nature  living  and  active,  and  to  ha\e 
the  power  of  perception  in  its  constitution, 
but  still  within  those  limits  to  which  it  is 
confined  by  the  laws  of  Nature. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  this  phrase  of 
the  mind's  having  impressions  made  upon 
it  by  corporeal  objects  in  perception,  is 
either  a phrase  without  any  distinct  mean- 
ing, and  contrary  to  the  propriety  of  the 
English  language,  or  it  is  grounded  upon 
an  hypothesis  which  is  destitute  of  proof. 
(In  that  account,  though  we  grant  that  in 
perception  there  is  an  impression  made 
upon  the  organ  of  [98]  sense,  and  upon  the 
nerves  and  brain,  we  do  not  admit  thut 
the  object  makes  any  impressiou  upon  the 
mind. 

There  is  another  conclusion  drawn  from 
the  impressions  made  upon  the  brain  in 
perception,  which  I conceive  to  have  no 
solid  foundation,  though  it  has  been  adopted 
very  generally  by  philosophers.  It  is,  that, 
by  the  impressions  made  cn  the  brain, 
images  are  formed  of  the  object  |»erceived  ; 
and  that  the  inind,  being  seated  in  the  brain 
as  its  chamber  of  presence,  immediately 
perceives  those  images  only,  and  has  no 
perception  of  the  external  object  but  by 
them.  This  notion  of  our  perceiving  ex- 
ternal objects,  not  immediately,  but  in  cer- 
tain images  or  species  of  them  conveyed  by 
the  senses,  seems  to  l>e  the  most  ancient 
philosophical  hypothesis  we  have  on  the 
subject  of  perception,  and  to  lm\e  with 
[96—99] 
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small  variations  retained  its  authority  to 
this  day. 

Aristotle,  as  was  before  observed,  main- 
tained, that  the  species,  images,  or  forms 
of  external  objects,  coming  from  the  object, 
are  impressed  on  the  mind.  The  followers 
of  Democritus  and  Epicurus  held  the  same 
tiling,  with  regard  to  slender  films  of  sub- 
tile matter  coming  from  the  object,  thut 
Aristotle  did  with  regard  to  his  immaterial 
species  or  forms. 

Aristotle  thought  every  object  of  human 
understanding  enters  at  tirst  by  the  senses  ;* 
and  that  the  notions  got  by  them  are  by 
the  powers  of  the  mind  refined  and  spirit- 
ualized, so  us  at  last  to  become  objects  of 
the  most  sublime  and  abstracted  sciences. 
Plato,  on  the  other  hand,  had  a very  mean 
opinion  of  all  the  knowledge  we  get  by  the 
senses.  He  thought  it  did  not  deserve  the 
name  of  knowledge,  and  could  not  be  the 
foundation  of  science  ; because  the  objects 
of  sense  are  individuals  only,  and  are  in  a 
constant  fluctuation.  All  scieuce,  according 
to  him,  must  be  employed  about  those 
eternal  and  immutable  ideas  which  existed 
before  the  objects  of  sense,  and  arc  not  liable 
to  any  change.  In  this  there  was  an  essen- 
tial difference  between  the  systems  of  these 
two  philosophers.  [1)9]  The  notion  of  eter- 
nal and  immutable  ideas,  which  Plato  bor- 
rowed from  the  Pythagorean  school,  wat- 
totally  rejected  by  Aristotle,  who  held  it  as 
a maxim,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  intel- 
lect, which  was  not  at  first  in  the  senses. 

But,  notwithstanding  this  great  difference 
in  those  two  ancient  systems,  they  might 
both  agree  as  to  the  manner  in  which  we 
perceive  objects  by  our  senses : and  that 
they  did  so,  I think,  is  probable  ; because 
Aristotle,  as  far  as  I know,  neither  takes 
notice  of  any  difference  between  himself 
and  his  master  upon  this  point,  nor  lays 
claim  to  his  theory  of  the  manner  of  our 
perceiving  objects  as  his  own  invention. 
It  is  still  more  probable,  from  the  hints 
which  Plato  gives  in  the  seventh  hook  of  his 
Republic,  concerning  the  manner  in  which 
wo  perceive  the  objects  of  sense ; which  he 
cum  pares  to  persons  in  a deep  and  dark  cave, 
who  see  not  external  objects  themselves  but 
only  their  shadows,  by  a light  let  into  the 
cave  through  a small  opening.  + 

It  seems,  therefore,  probable  that  the  Py- 
thagoreans and  Platonists  agreed  with  the 
Peripatetics  in  this  general  theory  of  per- 
ception—to  wit,  that  the  objects  of  sense 

• Thi*  i«  a very  doubtful  point,  and  haa  accord, 
ingly  divided  hi*  follower*.  Irxta  can  he  quoted  to 
prove,  on  tr.c  one  *idc,  that  Aristotle  dciived  all  our 
notion »ta  potttriori.  from  the  experience  of  wn*c; 
and,  on  the  other,  that  he  viewed  *en»e  only  a*  afford, 
ing  to  intellect  thee  nditkon  requisite  for  it  to  be. 
comp  actually  con*ciotis  of  the  native  and  ncce»*ary 
notion*  it,  a priori,  virtually  potirwcd — H. 

f Reid  wholly  mistake*  the  mcariiiifr  of  Plato's 
•■mile  of  the  cave.  See  below,  under  p I I ft,— II.  i 

[9&,  100] 


are  perceived  only  by  certain  images,  nr 
shadows  of  them,  let  into  the  mind,  as  into 
a cam  ra  oftscura.  • 

The  notions  of  the  ancients  were  very 
various  with  regard  to  the  seat  of  the  soul 
Since  it  lias  been  discovered,  by  the  im- 
provements in  anatomy,  that  the  nerves 
are  the  instruments  of  perception,  and  of 
the  sensations  accompanying  it,  and  that 
the  nerves  ultimately  terminate  in  the 
brain, *|*  it  has  been  the  general  opinion  of 
philosophers  that  tho  brain  is  the  seut  of 
the  soul ; and  that  she  perceives  the  images 
that  are  brought  there,  aud  external  things, 
only  by  means  of  them. 

l)cs  Cartes,  observing  that  the  pineal 
gland  is  the  only  part  of  the  brain  that  is 
single,  all  the  other  parts  being  double, £ 
and  thinking  that  the  soul  must  have  one 
seat,  was  determined  by  this  [100]  to  make 
that  gland  the  soul's  habitation,  to  which, 
by  means  of  the  animal  spirits,  intelligence 
is  brought  of  all  objects  thut  affect  the 
senses.  § 

Others  have  not  thought  proper  to  con- 
fine the  habitation  of  the  soul  to  the  pineal 
gland,  hut  to  the  brain  in  general,  or  to 
some  part  of  it,  which  they  call  the  sen- 
> orium.  Even  the  great  Newton  favoured 
this  opinion,  though  he  proposes  it  only  as 
a query,  with  that  modesty  which  dis- 
tinguished him  no  less  than  his  great  genius. 
“ Is  not,"  says  he,  “ the  sensorium  of  aniiiinls 
the  place  where  the  sentient  substance  is 
{-resent,  and  to  which  the  sensible  species  of 
things  are  brought  through  the  nerves  aud 
brain,  that  there  they  may  be  perceived  by 
the  mind  present  in  tliat  place  ? And  is 
there  not  an  incorporeal,  living,  intelligent, 
aud  omnipresent  Being,  who,  in  infinite 
space,  as  if  it  were  in  his  sensorium,  inti- 
mately perceives  things  themselves,  and 
comprehends  them  perfectly,  as  being  pre- 
sent to  them  ; of  which  things,  that  prin- 
ciple in  us,  which  perceives  and  thinks, 
discerns  only,  in  its  little  sensorium,  the 
images  brought  to  it  through  the  organa  of 
the  senses  ?"H 

His  great  friend  Dr  Samuel  Clarke 
adopted  the  same  sentiment  with  more  con- 
fidence. In  his  papers  to  Leibnitz,  we 
find  the  following  passages:  “Without 

being  present  to  the  images  of  the  thinga 
perceived,  it  (the  aoul)  could  not  possibly 
perceive  them.  A living  substance  can 
only  there  perceive  where  it  is  present, 
either  to  the  things  themselves,  (as  the 
omnipresent  God  Is  to  the  whole  universe,) 

• An  error.  See  below,  under  p.  1 16  — H. 

+ That  I*.  «mce  (he  time  of  Kraantratusand  Galen. 

— H. 

t Which  la  not  the  ca*e.  The  Hypophyaia,  the 
Vermiform  proccs*,  Ac., . re  nut  leva  single  thautlic 
C'onariuni  — H. 

i See  above,  p.  2*14,  b,  note  • — H. 

[|  Before  Reid,  these  crude  con jref ore*  of  Newton 
| were  juiuly  censured  by  (ieiiuve»i,  aud  other - — 1 1. 
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or  to  the  images  of  things,  (as  the  soul  of 
man  in  in  its  proper  sensory.)  Nothing 
can  any  more  act,  or  be  acted  upon,  where 
it  is  not  present,  than  it  can  be  where  it  is 
not.  We  are  sure  the  soul  cannot  perceive 
what  it  is  not  present  to,  because  nothing 
can  act,  or  be  acted  upon,  where  it  is  not.” 

Mr  Locke  expresses  himself  so  upon 
this  point,  that,  for  the  [ 10 1 ] most  part, 
one  would  imagine  that  he  thought  that 
the  ideas,  or  images  of  things,  which  he  be- 
lieved to  be  the  immediate  objects  of  per- 
ception, are  impressions  upon  the  mind  it- 
self ; yet,  in  some  passages,  he  rather 
places  them  in  the  brain,  and  makes  them 
to  be  perceived  by  the  mind  there  present. 
“ There  are  some  ideas,”  says  he,  ‘ which 
have  admittance  only  through  one  sense  { 
and,  if  the  organs  or  the  nerves,  which  are 
the  conduits  to  convey  them  from  without 
to  their  audience  in  the  brain,  the  mind's 
presence  room,  if  I may  so  call  it,  are  so 
disordered  as  not  to  perform  their  function, 
they  have  no  postern  to  be  admitted  by. 

“ There  seems  to  be  a constant  decay  of 
all  our  ideas,  even  of  those  that  are  struck 
deepest.  The  pictures  drawn  in  our  minds 
arc  laid  in  fading  colours.  Whether  the 
temper  of  the  brain  makes  this  difference, 
that  in  some  it  retains  the  characters  drawn 
on  it  like  marble,  in  others  like  freestone, 
and  in  others  little  better  than  sand,  I shall 
not  enquire.”* 

From  these  passages  of  Mr  Locke,  and 
others  of  a like  nature,  it  is  plain  that  he 
thought  that  there  are  images  of  external 
objects  conveyed  to  the  brain.  But  whether 
be  thought  with  Des  Cartetrf  and  Newton, 
that  the  images  in  the  brain  are  perceived 
by  the  mind  there  present,  or  that  they  are 
imprinted  on  the  mind  itself,  is  not  so  evi- 
dent. 

Now,  with  regard  to  tilts  by  j mi  thesis, 
there  are  three  things  that  deserve  to  be 
considered,  because  the  hypothesis  leans 
upon  them  ; and,  if  any  one  of  them  fail,  it 
must  fall  to  the  ground.  The  first  is,  That 
the  soul  has  its  seat,  or,  as  Mr  Locke  calls 
it,  its  presence  room  in  the  brain.  The 
That  there  are  images  formed  in 
the  brain  of  all  the  objects  of  souse.  The 
third,  That  the  mind  or  soul  perceives  these 
images  in  the  brain ; and  that  it  perceives 
not  external  objects  immediately,  but  only 
perceives  them  by  means  of  those  images. 
1102] 

As  to  ihe  first  point — that  the  soul  has  its 


• No  groat  «tr<  «i  ahoukl  bo  laid  on  auch  figurative 
pjuangea  a*  indication*  nf  the  real  opinion  of  Locke, 
which,  on  tint  point,  it  it  not  ejuy  t»duc»vtr.  See 
N’  te  <).— II. 

f Drt  Cart  s U perhap*  an  erratum  for  Dr  Clarke 
If  not,  the  opinion  of  !K*a  ( arte*  ii  ini*r« -preaented ; 
h r he  denied  to  the  mind  a I rnn*n<>u»ncM  nr  imu  c- 
riiate  knowledge  of  matter  and  ita  modi  tint  inn, 
Bui  of  thia  again.  See  N«te  N.— II. 


seat  in  the  brain — this,  surely,  is  not  so  well 
established  as  that  we  can  safely  build 
other  principles  upon  it.  There  have  been 
various  opinions  aud  much  disputation  about 
the  place  of  spirits : whether  they  have  a 
place  ? and,  if  they  have,  how  they  occupy 
that  place  ? After  men  had  fought  in  tho 
dark  about  those  points  for  ages,  the  wiser 
part  seem  to  have  left  off*  disputing  about 
them,  as  matters  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
human  faculties. 

As  to  theorem/  point — that  images  of  all 
the  objects  of  sense  are  formed  in  the  brain — 
we  may  venture  to  affirm  that  there  is  no 
proof  nor  probability  of  this,  with  regard  to 
any  of  the  objects  of  sense  ; and  that,  with 
regard  to  the  greater  part  of  them,  it  is 
words  without  any  meaning.® 

We  have  not  the  least  evidence  that  the 
image  of  any  external  object  is  formed  in 
the  brain.  The  brain  lias  been  dissected 
times  innumerable  by  the  nicest  ana- 
tomists ; every  part  of  it  examined  by  the 
naked  eye,  and  with  the  help  of  microscopes ; 
hut  no  vestige  of  an  image  of  any  external 
object  was  ever  found.  The  brain  seems 
to  he  the  most  improper  substance  that  can 
he  imagined  for  receiving  or  retaining  images, 
being  a soft,  moist,  medullary  substance. 

But  how  are  these  images  formed  ? or 
whence  do  they  come  ? Says  Mr  I.*ocke,  the 
orgaua  of  sense  and  nerves  convey  them  from 
without.  This  is  just  the  Aristotelian 
hypothesis  of  sensible  species,  which  modem, 
philosophers  have  been  at  great  pains  to 
refute,  and  which  must  be  acknowledged  to 
he  one  of  the  most  unintelligible  parts  of 
the  Peripatetic  system.  Those  who  con- 
sider species  of  colour,  figure,  sound,  and 
smell,  coming  from  the  object,  and  entering 
by  the  organs  of  sense,  as  a part  of  the 
scholastic  jargon  long  ago  discarded  from 
sound  philosophy,  ought  to  have  discarded 
images  in  the  brain  along  with  them. 
There  never  was  a shadow  of  argument 
brought  by  any  author,  to  shew  that  an 
[KM]  image  of  any  external  object- ever 
entered  by  any  of  the  organs  of  sense. 

That  external  objects  make  some  impres- 
sion on  the  organs  of  sense,  and  by  them  on 
the  nerves  and  brain,  is  granted  ; hut  that 
those  impressions  resemble  the  objects 
they  are  made  by,  so  as  that  they  may  he 
called  images  of  the  objects,  is  most  impro- 
bable. Every  hypothesis  that  lias  been 
contrived,  slu-ws  that  there  can  be  no  such 
resemblance  ; for  neither  the  motions  of 
animal  spirits,  nor  the  vibrations  of  elastic 
chords,  or  of  elastic  aether,  or  of  theiufinites- 


• It  would  t o mih  to  a*autr.r  that,  bocait**  a phi. 
InMpht-r  uws  the  term  image,  or  impn  stion.  or  idea, 
•nd  place*  wl.it  it  denote*  in  the  brain,  that  Pc 
therefore  imana  that  the  mind  wa«  cognisant  of  aurli 
I c«  rjNireal  sBtctimi,  as  oi  ita  object,  either  in  perccp- 
4 t;on  or  Imagination,  see  .Note  K — II. 
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iraal  particles  of  the  nerves,  can  he  sup- 
posed to  resemble  the  objects  by  which 
they  are  excited. 

We  know  that,  iu  vision,  an  image  of  the 
visible  object  is  formed  in  the  bottom  of  the 
eye  by  the  rays  of  light.  But  we  know, 
also,  that  this  image  cannot  ho  conveyed  to 
the  brain,  because  the  optic  nerve,  and  all 
the  parts  that  surround  it,  are  opaque  and 
impervious  to  the  rays  of  light ; and  there 
is  no  other  organ  of  sense  in  which  any 
image  of  the  object  is  formed 

It  is  farther  to  be  observed,  that,  with 
regard  to  some  objects  of  sense,  we  may 
understand  what  is  meant  by  an  image  of 
them  imprinted  ou  the  brain ; but,  with 
regard  to  most  objects  of  sense,  the  phrase 
is  absolutely  unintelligible,  and  conveys  no 
meaning  at  all.  As  to  objects  of  sight,  I 
understand  what  is  meant  by  an  image  of 
. their  figure  in  the  brain.  But  how  shall  we 
* conceive  an  image  of  theircolour  where  there 
is  absolute  darkness  ? And  as  to  all  other 
objects  of  sense,  except  figure  and  colour, 
1 am  unable  to  conceive  what  is  nienut  by  ail 
image  of  them.  Let  any  man  say  w hat  he 
means  by  an  image  of  heat  and  cold,  an  image 
of  hardness  or  softness,  an  image  of  sound, 
or  smell,  or  taste.  The  word  image , w hen 
applied  to  these  objects  of  sense,  has  abso- 
lutely no  meaning.  Upon  what  a weak 
foundation,  then,  does  this  hypothesis  stand, 
when  it  supposes  that  images  of  all  the 
objects  of  sense  are  imprinted  on  the  brain, 
being  conveyed  thither  by  the  conduits  of  the 
organs  and  nerves  !*  [ 104] 

The  third  point  in  this  hypothesis  is, 
That  the  mind  perceives  the  images  in  the 
brain,  and  external  objects  only  by  means 
of  them.  This  is  as  improbable  as  that 
there  are  such  images  to  be  perceived.  If 
our  powers  of  perception  be  not  altogether 
fallacious,  the  objects  we  perceive  are  not 
in  our  brain,  but  without  u$.+  We  are  so 
far  from  perceiving  images  in  the  brain, 
that  we  do  not  perceive  our  brain  at  all ; 
aor  would  any  man  ever  have  known  that 
he  had  a brain,  if  anatomy  lmd  not  dis- 
covered, by  dissection,  that  the  brain  is  a 
constituent  part  of  the  human  body. 

To  sum  up  what  has  been  said  with  re- 
gard to  the  organs  of  perception,  and  the 
impressions  made  upon  our  nerves  and 
brain.  It  is  a law  of  our  nature,  estab- 
lished by  the  will  of  the  Supreme  Being, 
that  we  perceive  no  external  object  but  by 


* 1 h«e  objection*  to  the  hypothesis  in  question, 
hare  beer,  frequently  urged  both  hi  ancient  ..ini  tn 
modern  time*.  See  Note  K. — H 

t If  this  i e taken  literd'jr  and  by  me  If,  then,  ac- 
cording to  Reid,  |>erception  is  not  an  immanent  og. 
nlliott;  extension  and  fL-urc  are,  in  that  a*t,  rot 
merely  -uggest-  d conception*;  amt,  an  we  are  perri. 
pient  "I  the  non-ego,  and,  conscious  nf  the  nercrption, 
we  a»e  therefore  conscious  of  the  non. ego.  Rut  *ee 
Note  C.— H 
[_10i  105] 


| means  of  the  organs  given  us  for  that  pur- 
pose. But  these  organs  do  not  perceive. 
The  eye  is  the  organ  of  sight,  but  it  secs 
not.  A telescope  is  an  artificial  organ  of 
sight.  The  eye  is  a natural  organ  of  sight, 
but  it  sees  as  little  as  the  telescope.  We 
know  how  the  eye  forms  a picture  of  the 
visible  object  upon  the  retina  ; but  how  this 
picture  makes  us  see  the  object  wc  know 
not ; and  if  experience  had  not  informed  us 
that  such  a picture  is  necessary  to  vision, 
we  should  never  have  known  it.  We  can 
give  no  rcasou  why  the  picture  on  the  re- 
tina should  be  followed  by  vision,  while  a 
1 like  picture  on  any  other  part  of  the  body 
produces  nothing  like  vision. 

It  is  likewise  a law  of  our  nature,  that  we 
perceive  not  external  objects,  unless  certain 
impressions  be  made  by  the  object  upon  tliex 
organ,  and  by  means  of  the  organ  upon  the 
nerves  and  brain.  But  of  the  nature  of 
those  impressions  we  arc  perfectly  ignorant ; 
and  though  they  are  conjoined  with  percep- 
tion by  the  will  of  our  Maker,  yet  it  does 
not  appear  that  they  have  any  necessary  con- 
nection with  it  in  their  own  nature,  farle6s 
that  they  can  be  the  proper  efficient  cause 
of  it.  [105]  We  perceive,  because  God  lies 
given  us  tne  power  of  perceiving,  and  not 
because  wo  have  impressions  from  objects. 
We  perceive  nothing  without  those  impres- 
sions, because  our  Maker  has  limited  ami 
circuinscrilted  our  powers  of  j>erception,  by 
such  laws  of  Nature  as  to  his  w isdom  seemed 
meet,  and  such  as  suited  our  rank  in  his 
creation.  • 


* The  doctrine  of  Reid  and  Stewart,  in  regard  to 
our  perception  of  external  thing*,  hear*  a close  ana. 
logy  to  the  ( artesian  scheme  of  dtrinc  «;r 

ot  occasional  causes  It  seems,  however,  to  coirc  ri- 
most  completely  with  the  opinion  of  Runrdu*  Audita, 
a Dutch  Cartesian,  who  attempted  to  reconcile  the 
theory  of  assistance  with  that  of  physical  tnjlucncr 
“Maluo,**  he  says,  ‘‘nosclaristimam  - l liislinct  usitnam 
hujus  operotionis  ft  untun  is  posse  ham-re  idct.m,  si 
mudo,  quod  omntno  fan  re  oportet,  ad  Dei  mi.  cam. 
sam  ejus  primam  et  liberam  ascend itmu*,  et  abejt;* 
beneplacito  admirundum  hunc  eflectum  uerivi  mu*. 
No*  poasumu*  huic  vel  illi  ciotui  e gr.  campanie, 
sic  et  hedera?  suspense  litcrl*  scriptis,  verbis  quit  us- 
cunque  ptonunciatis,  aliisque  signis,  vaiias  idea* 
slligare,  its,  ut  per  visum,  vel  aumtum  in  monte  ex. 
citentur  varus  Idee,  |x- rest >t lone*  et  «en»atkonrs  • 
annon  hmc  elate  ct  facile  intediKimu*,  Drum  crest, 
torrm  m n t is  et  corporis  potuis»e  instituerc  ct  or  i. 
i ate,  ut  per  »a  ioa  in  corpote  mot  us  variir  in  metric 
excitentur  idea*  et  perception*.-* ; et  Tici*«iin,  ut  |-ct 
varia*  mentis  volitiones,  varii  in  cotporc  excitentur 
ct  producantur  tm  tu*  Y H nc  et  pio  sari*  alter, 
utrius  parti*  di-poaltione  altera  par*  varii*  Mttli* 
affici  potest.  Hoc  aulem  a Don  ita  ordtnstum  et 
eflectum  enc,  a posteriori,  continua,  certUsima  et 
rlarisstma  ex]»erientta  docct  Testes  irrrfragahile* 
omnique  t-xceptione  mnj-rta  reeiprocl  hujua  cem- 
nurcii,  n|«raiionl«  men  is  iu  corpus,  et  corporis  in 
mentem,  nee  non  com  in  un  on  is  status,  sunt  immi 
untie*  turn  extern i,  turn  mlcrni ; ut  ct  omne»  et 
sit-gulse  et  continual  actioms  mentis  in  rorp  s,  dc 
qutbus  tnodo  full  actum.  M qul»  veto  a pn-prichr. 
abut  mentis  ad  propr tetaies  corporis  prngmn  v«  lir, 
nut  exnnfirradivt-tsisMmariim  harum  *ul»tantiarum 
deltu  are  mntum  in  corpore,  ft  perceptione*  in  menu-, 
aut  t o*  effectu*  ut  neceiuar.o  connexos  spectare  ; 
n*  is  frustraerit,  nihil  intelhgrt,  pervetsissime  \ hk 
s 
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CHAPTER  V. 

OP  PERCEPTION. 

In  speaking  of  the  impressions  made  on 
our  organs  in  perception,  we  build  upon 
facts  borrowed  from  anatomy  and  physio  - 
logy,  for  which  we  have  the  testimony  of 
our  senses.  But,  being  now  to  speak  of 
perception  itself,  which  is  solely  an  act  of 
the  mind,  we  must  appeal  to  another 
authority.  The  operations  of  our  minds 
are  known,  not  by  sense,  but  by  conscious- 
ness, the  authority  of  which  is  as  certain 
and  as  irresistible  as  that  of  sense. 

In  order,  however,  to  our  having  a distinct 
notion  of  any  of  the  operations  of  our  own 
minds,  it  is  not  enough  that  we  be  conscious 
of  them ; for  all  men  have  this  consciousness. 
It  is  farther  necessary  that  we  uttend  to  them 
while  they  are  exerted,  and  reflect  upon  them 
with  care,  while  they  are  recent  and  fresh 
in  our  memory.  It  is  necessary  that,  by 
employing  ourselves  frequently  in  this  way, 
we  get  the  habit  of  this  attention  and  reflec- 
tion ; and,  therefore,  for  the  proof  of  facts 
which  I shall  have  occasion  to  mention  upon 
this  subject,  I can  only  appeal  to  the  reader’s 
own  thoughts,  whether  such  facts  are  not 
agreeable  to  what  he  is  conscious  of  in  his 
own  mind.  [106] 

If,  therefore,  we  attend  to  that  act  of 
our  mind  which  we  call  the  perception  of  an 
external  object  of  sense,  we  shall  And  in  it 
these  three  things : — First , Some  con- 
ception or  notion  of  the  object  perceived ; 
Secondly , A strong  and  irresistible  convic- 
tion and  belief  of  its  present  existence  ; and, 
Thirdly , That  this  conviction  and  belief  arc 
immediate,  and  not  the  effect  of  reasoning.* 

First , It  is  impossible  to  perceive  an 
object  without  having  some  notion  or  con- 
ception of  that  which  we  perceive.  We 
may,  indeed,  conceive  an  object  which  we 
do  not  perceive ; but,  when  we  perceive  the 
object,  we  must  have  some  conception  of  it 
at  the  same  time  ; and  we  have  commonly 
a more  clear  and  steady  notion  of  the  object 
while  we  perceive  it,  than  we  have  from 
memory  or  imagination  when  it  is  not  per- 
Oei ved.  Y et,  even  in  perception,  the  notion 
which  our  senses  give  of  the  object  may  be 
more  or  less  clear,  more  or  less  distinct,  in 
all  possible  degrees. 

Thus  we  see  more  distinctly  an  object  at 
a small  than  at  a great  distance.  An  object 
at  a great  distance  is  seen  more  distinctly  in 

kieophabitur  null, cinque  huju*  rel  ideam  hnbrre  po- 
tent Si  tiro  ad  I k-um  Creaforrm  ad-cinriamu*, 
eumque  veto  aftnmratmit,  nth. I hie  erit  obacurl, 
bunc  cffectum  c'ari-iime  intelliftemu*,  Ft  quidem  per 
eau>*am  ejua  primam  ; qua  perfectiMiroa  dim  urn 
eat  acientia  H. 

• SFe  above,  p 183.  a,  not*  « ; n b.  n.,t*  • ; 
aud  Not*C.—  II.  * 


a clear  than  in  a foggy  day.  An  object 
seen  indistinctly  with  the  naked  eye,  on 
account  of  its  smallness,  may  be  seen  dis- 
tinctly with  a microscope.  The  objects  in 
this  room  will  be  seen  by  a person  in  the 
room  less  and  less  distinctly  as  the  light  of 
the  day  fails ; they  pass  through  all  the 
various  degrees  of  distinctness  according  to 
the  degrees  of  the  light,  and,  at  lust,  in 
total  darkness  they  arc  not  seen  at  all. 
Wluit  has  been  said  of  the  objects  of  sight 
is  so  easily  applied  to  the  objects  of  tho 
other  senses,  that  the  application  may  be 
left  to  the  reader. 

In  a matter  so  obvious  to  every  person 
capable  of  reflection,  it  is  necessary  only 
farther  to  observe,  that  the  notion  which 
we  get  of  an  object,  merely  by  our  external 
sense,  ought  not  to  be  confounded  with  that 
more  scientific  notion  which  a man,  come  to 
the  years  of  understanding,  may  have  of  the 
same  object,  by  attending  to  its  various 
attributes,  or  to  its  various  parts,  aud  their 
relation  to  each  other,  and  to  the  whole. 
[107]  Thus,  the  notion  which  a child  has  of 
a jack  for  roasting  meat,  will  be  acknow  ledged 
to  be  very  different  from  that  of  a man  who 
understands  its  construction,  and  perceives 
the  relation  of  the  parts  to  one  another,  and 
to  the  whole.  The  child  secs  the  jack  and 
every  part  of  it  as  well  as  the  man.  The 
child,  therefore,  has  all  the  notion  of  it 
which  sight  gives  ; whatever  there  is  more 
in  the  notion  which  the  man  forms  of  it, 
must  be  derived  from  other  powers  of  tho 
mind,  which  may  afterwards  be  explained. 
This  observation  is  made  here  only  that  we 
may  not  confound  the  operations  of  differ- 
ent powers  of  the  mind,  which  by  being 
always  conjoined  after  we  grow  up  to  under- 
standing, arc  apt  to  pass  for  one  and  the  same. 

Secondly,  In  perception  we  not  only  have 
a notion  more  or  less  distinct  of  the  object 
perceived,  but  also  an  irresistible  conviction 
aud  belief  of  its  existence.  This  is  always 
the  case  w hen  we  are  certain  that  we  per- 
ceive it.  There  may  be  a perception  so 
faint  and  indistinct  as  to  leave  us  in  doubt 
whether  wo  perceive  the  object  or  not. 
Thus,  when  a star  begins  to  twinkle  as  the 
light  of  the  sun  withdraws,  one  may,  for  a 
short  time,  think  he  sees  it  without  being 
certain,  uutil  the  perception  acquire  some 
strength  and  steadiness.  When  a ship  just 
begins  to  appear  in  the  utmost  verge  of  the 
horizon,  we  may  at  first  be  dubious  whether 
we  perceive  it  or  not ; but  when  the  percep- 
tion is  in  any  degree  clear  and  stead},  there 
remains  no  doubt  of  its  reality  ; and  when 
the  reality  of  the  perception  is  ascertained, 
the  existence  of  the  object  perceived  can  no 
longer  be  doubted." 


• In  i hi*  paragraph  there  U a confufclon  of  that 
which  i*  pttea n nil  that  which  i«  inj.  ned  from 
the  perception.— H. 
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By  the  laws  of  all  nations,  in  the  most 
solemn  judicial  trials,  wherein  men's  for- 
tunes and  lives  are  at  stake,  the  sentence 
passes  according  to  the  testimony  of  eye  or 
ear  witnesses  of  good  credit.  An  upright 
judge  will  give  a fair  hearing  to  every  objec- 
tion that  can  be  made  to  the  integrity  of  a 
witness,  and  allow  it  to  be  possible  that  he 
may  be  corrupted ; but  no  judge  will  ever 
suppose  that  witnesses  may  be  imposed  upon 
by  trusting  to  their  eyes  and  ears.  And  if 
a sceptical  counsel  should  plead  against  the 
testimony  of  the  witnesses,  that  they  had 
no  other  evidence  for  what  they  [108]  de- 
clared but  the  testimony  of  their  eyes  and 
ears,  and  that  we  ought  not  to  put  so  much 
faith  in  our  senses  as  to  deprive  men  of  life 
or  fortune  upon  their  testimony,  surely  no 
upright  judge  would  admit  a plea  of  this 
kind.  I believe  no  counsel,  however  scep- 
tical, ever  dared  to  offer  such  an  argument ; 
and,  if  it  was  offered,  it  would  be  rejected 
with  disdain. 

Can  any  stronger  proof  be  given  that  it 
is  the  universal  judgment  of  mankind  that 
the  evidence  of  sense  is  a kind  of  evidence 
which  we  may  securely  rest  upon  in  the 
most  momentous  concerns  of  mankind ; 
that  it  is  a kind  of  evidence  against  which 
we  ought  not  to  admit  any  reasoning ; and, 
therefore,  that  to  reason  either  for  or  Against 
it  is  an  insult  to  common  sense  ? 

The  whole  conduct  of  mankind  in  the 
daily  occurrences  of  life,  as  well  os  the  so- 
lemn procedure  of  judicatories  in  the  trial 
of  causes  civil  and  criminal,  demonstrates 
this.  I know  only  of  two  exceptions  that 
may  be  offered  against  this  being  the  uni- 
versal belief  of  mankind. 

The  first  exception  is  that  of  some  luna- 
tics who  have  been  persuaded  of  things  that 
seem  to  contradict  the  clear  testimony  of 
their  senses.  It  is  said  there  have  been 
lunatics  and  hypochondriacal  persons,  who 
seriously  believed  themselves  to  be  made  of 
glass ; and,  in  consequence  of  this,  lived  in 
continual  terror  of  having  their  brittle  frame 
shivered  into  pieces. 

All  I have  to  say  to  this  is,  that  our 
minds,  in  our  present  state,  are,  as  well  ns 
our  bodies,  liable  to  strange  disorders  ; and, 
as  we  do  not  judge  of  the  natural  constitu- 
tion of  the  body  from  the  disorders  or  dis- 
eases to  which  it  is  subject  from  accidents, 
so  neither  ought  we  to  judge  of  the  natural 
powers  of  the  mind  from  its  disorders,  but 
from  its  sound  state.  It  is  natural  to  man, 
and  common  to  the  species,  to  have  two 
hands  and  two  feet  j yet  I have  seen  a man, 
and  n very  ingenious  one,  who  was  born 
without  either  hands  or  feet.  [109J  It  is 
natural  to  man  to  have  faculties  superior  to 
those  of  brutes ; yet  we  see  some  indivi- 
duals whose  faculties  are  not  equal  to  those 
cf  many  brutes  ; and  the  wisest  man  may, 
[108-110] 
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] by  various  accidents,  be  reduced  to  this 
state.  General  rules  that  regard  those 
I whose  intellects  are  sound  are  not  over- 
thrown by  instances  of  men  whose  intellects 
j are  hurt  by  any  constitutional  or  accidental 
disorder. 

The  other  exception  that  may  be  made 
to  the  principle  we  have  laid  down  is  that 
of  some  philosophers  who  have  maintained 
that  the  testimony  of  sense  is  fallacious, 
and  therefore  ought  never  to  be  trusted. 
Perhaps  it  might  be  a sufficient  answer  to 
this  to  say,  that  there  is  nothing  so  absurd 
which  some  philosophers  have  not  main- 
tained.* It  is  one  thing  to  profess  a doc- 
trine of  this  kind,  another  seriously  to  be- 
lieve it,  and  to  be  governed  by  it  in  the 
conduct  of  life.  It  is  evident  that  a n an 
who  did  not  believe  his  senses  could  not 
keep  out  of  harm  s way  an  hour  of  his  life  ; 
yet,  in  all  the  history  of  philosophy,  we 
never  read  of  any  sceptic  that  ever  stepped 
into  fire  or  water  because  he  did  not  believe 
his  senses,  or  that  shewed  in  the  conduct  of 
life  less  trust  in  his  » uses  than  other  men 
have.-f*  This  gives  us  just  ground  to  appre- 
hend that  philosophy  was  never  able  to 
conquer  that  natural  belief  which  men  have 
in  their  senses ; and  that  all  their  subtile 
reasonings  against  this  belief  were  never 
able  to  persuade  themselves. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  clear  and 
distinct  testimony  of  our  senses  carries 
irresistible  conviction  along  with  it  to  ever) 
man  in  his  right  judgment. 

I observed,  Thirdly,  That  this  conviction 
is  not  only  irresistible,  but  it  is  immediate 
that  is,  it  is  not  by  a train  of  reasoning 
and  argumentation  that  we  come  to  be 
convinced  of  the  existence  of  what  we 
perceive ; we  ask  no  argument  for  the 
existence  of  the  object,  but  that  we  per- 
ceive it;  perception  commands  our  belief 
upon  its  own  authority,  and  disdains  to 
rest  its  authority  upon  any  reasoning  what- 
' soever.  t 1110] 

The  conviction  of  a truth  may  be  irre- 
sistible, and  yet  not  immediate.  Thus,  my 
conviction  that  the  three  angles  of  every 
plain  triangle  are  equal  to  two  right  angle*, 
is  irresistible,  but  it  is  not  immediate  ; I 
am  convinced  of  it  by  demonstrative  rea- 
soning. There  are  other  truths  in  mathe- 
matics of  which  we  have  not  only  an  irre- 
sistible but  an  immediate  conviction.  Such 
are  the  axioms.  Our  belief  of  the  axioms 
in  mathematics  is  not  grounded  upon  argu- 

• A »aymg  of  V'arro  — H. 

T All  thUweread,  however,  in  Laertlui,  of  Pyrrho* 
ai  d on  the  authority  of  Antigooua  C'aryrttu*.  the 
great  tccptic’t  contemporary.  Whether  we  are  to 
believe  the  narrative  U another  question.—  H. 

t If  Reid  hold*  that  in  perception  we  hare  only  a 
conception  of  the  Non-Eto  in  the  Ego,  thta  belief  it 
either  not  the  reflex  of  a cognition,  l blind  faith, 
or  it  it  mediate,  at  held  by  mew.irt, — Phi  o-.  Ett  Ik 
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inent  —arguments  are  grounded  upon  them  ; 
but  their  evidence  is  discerned  immediately 
by  the  human  understanding. 

It  is,  no  doubt,  one  thing  to  have  an 
immediate  conviction  of  a self-evident 
axiom  ; it  is  another  thing  to  have  an  im- 
mediate conviction  of  the  existence  of  what 
we  see ; but  the  conviction  is  equally  imme- 
diate and  equally  irresistible  in  both  cases. 
No  man  thinks  of  seeking  a reason  to  believe 
what  he  sees  ; and,  before  we  are  capable  of 
reasoning,  we  put  no  less  confidence  in  our 
senses  than  after.  The  rudest  savage  is  a* 
fully  convinced  of  what  he  sees,  and  hears, 
and  feels,  as  the  most  expert  logician.  The 
constitution  of  our  understanding  deter- 
mines us  to  hold  the  truth  of  a mathematical 
axiom  as  a first  principle,  from  which  other 
truths  may  be  deduced,  but  it  is  deduced 
from  none ; and  the  constitution  of  our 
power  of  perception  determines  us  to  hold 
the  existence  of  what  we  distinctly  perceive 
as  a first  principle,  from  which  other  truths 
may  be  deduced  ; but  it  is  deduced  from 
none.  What  has  been  said  of  the  irresis- 
tible and  immediate  belief  of  the  existence 
of  objects  distinctly  perceived,  I mean  only 
to  affirm  with  regard  to  persons  so  far  ad- 
vanced in  understanding  as  to  distinguish 
objects  of  mere  imagination  from  tilings 
which  have  a real  existence.  Every  inan 
knows  that  he  may  have  a notion  of  Don 
Quixote,  or  of  Garagnutua,  without  any 
belief  that  such  persons  ever  existed ; and 
that  of  Julius  Ctesar  and  Oliver  Crom- 
well, he  has  not  only  a notion,  but  a belief 
that  they  did  really  exist.  [Ill]  But 
whether  children,  from  the  time  that  they 
begin  to  use  their  senses,  make  a distinction 
between  things  which  are  only  conceived  or 
imagined,  and  things  which  really  exist, 
may  be  doubted.  Until  we  are  able  to 
make  this  distinction,  we  cannot  properly 
be  said  to  believe  or  to  disbelieve  the 
existence  of  anything.  The  belief  of  the 
existence  of  anything  seems  to  suppose  a 
notion  of  existence — a notion  too  abstract, 
perhaps,  to  enter  into  the  mind  of  an  in- 
fant. I speak  of  the  power  of  perception 
in  those  that  are  adult  and  of  a sound 
mind,  who  believe  that  there  are  some 
things  which  do  really  exist ; and  that  there 
are  many  things  conceived  by  themselves, 
and  by  others,  which  have  no  existence. 
That  such  persons  do  invariably  ascribe 
existence  to  everything  which  they.distinctly 
perceive,  without  seeking  reasons  or  argu- 
ments for  doing  so,  is  perfectly  evident  from 
the  whole  tenor  of  human  lile. 

The  account  I liave  given  of  our  |H?rcep- 
tion  of  external  objects,  is  intended  as  a 
faithful  delineation  of  what  every  man,  come 
to  years  of  understanding,  and  capable  of 
giving  attention  to  what  passes  in  his  own 
mind,  may  feel  in  himself.  In  what  man- 


ner the  notion  of  external  objects,  and  the 
immediate  belief  of  their  existence,  is  pro- 
duced by  means  of  our  senses,  1 am  not 
uble  to  shew,  and  1 do  not  pretend  to  shew. 
If  the  power  of  perceiving  external  objects 
in  certain  circumstances,  be  a part  of  the 
original  constitution  of  the  human  mind, 
all  attempts  to  account  for  it  will  be  vain. 
No  other  account  can  be  given  of  the  con- 
stitution of  things,  but  the  will  of  Him  that 
made  them.  As  we  can  give  no  reason  why 
matter  is  extended  and  inert,  why  the  mind 
thinks  and  is  conscious  of  its  thoughts,  but 
the  will  of  Him  who  made  both  ; so  I sus- 
pect we  can  give  no  other  reason  why,  in 
certain  circumstances,  we  perceive  external 
objects,  and  in  others  do  not.* 

The  Supreme  Being  intended  that  wo 
should  have  such  knowledge  of  the  material 
objects  that  surround  us,  as  is  necessary  in 
order  to  our  supplying  the  wants  of  nature, 
and  avoiding  the  dangers  to  which  we  are 
constantly  exposed ; and  he  has  admirably 
fitted  our  powers  of  perception  to  this 
purpose.  [112]  If  the  intelligence  we  have 
of  external  objects  were  to  be  got  by 
reasoning  only,  the  greatest  part  of  men 
would  be  destitute  of  it ; for  the  greatest 
part  of  men  hardly  ever  learn  to  reason  ; 
and  in  infancy  and  childhood  no  man  can 
reason : Therefore,  as  this  intelligence  of 
the  objects  that  surround  us,  and  from 
which  we  may  receive  so  much  benefit  or 
harm,  is  equally  necessary  to  children  and 
to  men,  to  the  ignorant  and  to  the  learned, 
God  in  his  wisdom  conveys  it  to  us  in  a 
way  that  puts  all  upon  a level.  The  inform- 
ation of  the  senses  is  as  perfect,  and  gives 
as  full  conviction  to  the  most  ignorant  as  to 
the  most  learned. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

WHAT  IT  IS  TO  ACCOUNT  POR  A PHENOMENON 
IN  NATURS. 

An  object  placed  at  a proper  distance, 
and  in  a good  light,  while  the  eyes  arc  shut, 
is  not  perceived  at  all ; but  no  sooner  do 
we  open  our  eyes  upon  it  than  we  have,  as 
it  were  by  inspiration,  a certain  knowledge 
of  its  existence,  of  its  colour,  figure,  and 
distance.  This  is  a fact  which  every  one 
knows.  The  vulgar  are  satisfied  with  know, 
ing  the  fact,  and  give  themselves  no  trouble 
about  the  cause  of  it : but  a philosopher  is 
impatient  to  know  how  this  event  is  pro- 
duced, to  account  for  it,  or  assign  its  cause. 

This  avidity  to  know  the  causes  of  things 
is  the  parent  of  all  philosophy,  true  and 
false.  Men  of  speculation  place  a great 
part  of  their  happiness  in  such  knowledge. 

• See  af>o»e,  u 1?S.  |>.  note  A.  and  ISU.b,  note  • s 
alao  Note  A.— H. 
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Felix  qni  potvit  rerum  cognocerr  causa*,  ! 
lias  always  been  a sentiment  of  human 
nature.  But,  as  in  the  pursuit  of  other 
kinds  of  happiness  men  often  mistake  the 
road,  so  in  none  have  they  more  frequently 
done  it  than  in  the  philosophical  pursuit  of 
the  causes  of  things.  [113] 

It  is  a dictate  of  common  sense,  that  the 
causes  we  assign  of  appearances'  ought  to 
he  real,  and  not  Actions  of  human  imagina- 
tion. It  is  likewise  self-evident,  that  such 
causes  ought  to  be  adequate  to  the  effects 
that  are  conceived  to  be  produced  by  them. 

That  those  who  arc  less  accustomed  to 
inquiries  into  the  causes  of  natural  appear- 
ances, may  the  better  understand  what  it 
is  to  shew  the  cause  of  such  appearances, 
or  to  account  for  them,  I shall  borrow  a 
plain  instance  of  a phenomenon  or  appear- 
ance, of  which  a full  and  satisfactory  ac- 
count has  been  given.  The  phenomenon 
is  this  : That  a stone,  or  any  heavy  body, 
falling  from  a height,  continually  iucrea&es 
its  velocity  as  it  descends ; so  that,  if  it 
acquire  a certain  velocity  in  one  second  of 
time,  it  will  have  twice  that  velocity  at  the 
end  of  two  seconds,  thrice  at  the  end  of 
three  seconds,  and  so  on  in  proportion  to 
the  time.  This  accelerated  velocity  in  a 
stone  falling  must  have  been  observed  from 
the  beginning  of  the  world ; but  the  first 
person,  as  far  as  we  know,  who  accounted 
for  it  in  a proper  and  philosophical  manner, 
was  the  famous  Galileo,  after  innumer- 
able false  and  fictitious  accounts  had  been 
given  of  it. 

He  observed,  that  bodies  once  put  in 
motion  continue  that  motion  w-ith  the  same 
velocity,  and  in  the  same  direction,  until 
they  be  stopped  or  retarded,  or  have  the 
direction  of  their  motion  altered,  by  some 
force  impressed  upon  them.  This  property 
of  bodies  is  called  their  inertia , or  inac- 
tivity ; for  it  implies  no  more  than  that 
bodies  cannot  of  themselves  change  their 
state  from  rest  to  motion,  or  from  motion 
to  rest.  He  observed  also,  that  gravity  acts 
constantly  and  equally  upon  a body,  and 
therefore  will  give  equal  degrees  of  velocity 
to  a body  in  equal  times.  From  these 
principles,  which  are  known  from  experi- 
ence to  be  fixed  laws  of  nature,  Galileo 
shewed  that  heavy  bodies  must  descend 
with  a velocity  uniformly  accelerated,  as 
by  experience  they  are  found  to  do.  [114] 

For  if  the  body  by  its  gravitation  ac- 
quire a certain  velocity  at  the  end  of  one 
second,  it  would,  though  its  gravitation 
should  cease  that  moment,  continue  to  go  on 
with  that  velocity  ; but  its  gravitation  con- 
tinues, and  will  in  another  second  give  it  an 
additional  velocity,  equal  to  that  which  it  gave 
in  the  first ; so  that  the  whole  velocity  at 
the  end  of  two  seconds,  will  be  twice  as  grent 
a*  at  the  end  of  one.  In  like  manner,  this 
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velocity  being  continued  through  the  third 
second,  and  having  the  same  addition  by 
gravitation  as  in  any  of  the  preceding,  the 
whole  velocity  at  the  end  of  the  third  second 
will  be  thrice  as  great  as  at  the  end  of  the 
first,  and  so  on  continually. 

We  may  here  observe,  that  the  causes 
assigned  of  this  pluenomenon  are  two:  First f 
That  bodies  once  put  in  motion  retain  their 
velocity  and  their  direction,  until  it  ischanged 
by  some  force  impressed  upon  them.  Se- 
condly, That  the  weight  or  gravitation  of  a 
body  is  always  the  same.  These  are  laws 
of  Nature,  confirmed  by  universal  experi- 
ence, and  therefore  are  not  feigned  but  true 
causes.  Then,  they  are  precisely  adequate 
to  the  effect  ascribed  to  them ; they  must 
necessarily  produce  that  very  motion  in 
descending  bodies  which  we  find  to  tako 
place ; and  neither  more  nor  less.  The 
account,  therefore,  given  of  this  phienom- 
non,  is  just  and  philosophical ; no  other 
will  ever  be  required  or  admitted  by  those 
who  understand  this. 

It  ought  likewise  to  be  observed,  that 
the  causes  assigned  of  this  phumomenon, 
are  things  of  which  we  can  assign  no  cause. 
Why  bodies  once  put  in  motion  continue  to 
move — why  bodies  constantly  gravitate  to- 
wards the  earth  with  the  same  force — no 
man  has  been  able  to  shew  : these  are  facts 
confirmed  by  universal  experience,  and 
they  must  no  doubt  have  a cause  ; but  their 
cause  is  unknown,  and  we  call  them  laws 
of  Nature,  because  we  know  no  cause  ol 
them,  but  the  will  of  the  Supreme  Being. 

But  may  we  not  attempt  to  find  the  cause 
of  gravitation,  and  of  other  pheenomena, 
which  we  call  laws  of  Nature  ? No  doubt 
we  may.  [115]  We  know  not  the  limit  which 
has  been  set  to  human  knowledge,  and  our 
knowledge  of  the  works  of  God  can  never 
be  carried  too  far.  But,  supposing  gravita- 
tion to  be  accounted  for,  by  an  (ethereal 
elastic  medium,  for  instance,  this  can  only  be 
done,./?™/,  by  proving  the  existence  and  the 
elasticity  of  this  medium  ; and,  secondly , 
by  shewing  that  this  medium  must  neces- 
sarily produce  that  gravitation  which  bodies 
are  known  to  have.  Until  this  be  done, 
gravitation  is  not  accounted  for.  nor  is 
its  cause  known ; and  when  this  is  done, 
the  elasticity  of  this  medium  will  be  consi- 
dered as  a law  of  nature  whose  cause  is 
unknown.  The  chain  of  natural  causes  has, 
not  unfitly,  been  compared  to  a chain  hang- 
ing down  from  heaven  : a link  that  is  dis- 
covered supports  the  links  below  it,  but  it 
must  itself  be  supported  ; and  that  which 
supports  it  must  be  supported,  until  we 
come  to  the  first  link,  which  is  supported 
by  the  throne  of  the  Almighty.  Every  na- 
tural cause  must  have  a cause,  until  we 
ascend  to  the  first  cause,  which  is  uncaused, 
aud  operates  not  by  necessity  but  by  will 
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By  what  has  been  said  in  this  chapter, 
those  who  are  but  little  acquainted  with 
philosophical  inquiries,  may  see  what  is 
meant  by  accounting  for  & phaenomenon, 
or  shewing  its  cause,  which  ought  to  be  well 
understood,  in  order  to  judge  of  the  theories 
by  which  philosophers  have  attempted  to 
account  for  our  perception  of  external  ob- 
jects by  the  senses. 

CHAPTER  VII. 

SENTIMENTS*  OF  PHILOSOPHER*  ABOUT  THE 

PERCEPTION  OP  EXTERNAL  OBJECTS  ; AND, 

FIRST,  OF  THE  THEORY  OF  FATHER  MALE- 

BRANCHE.+ 

How  the  correspondence  is  carried  on 
between  the  thinking  principle  within  us,  and 
the  material  world  without  us,  has  always 
been  found  a very  difficult  problem  to  those 
philosophers  who  think  themselves  obliged 
to  account  for  every  phenomenon  in  nature. 
[110]  Many  philosophers,  ancient  and 
modern,  have  employed  their  invention  to 
discover  how  we  are  made  to  perceive  ex- 
ternal objects  by  our  senses ; and  there 
appears  to  be  a very  great  uniformity  in 
their  sentiments  in  the  main,  notwithstand- 
ing their  variations  in  particular  points. 

Plato  illustrates  our  manner  of  perceiving 
the  objects  of  sense,  in  this  manner.  He 
supposes  a dark  subterraneous  cave,  in 
which  men  lie  bound  in  such  a manner 
that  they  can  direct  their  eyes  only  to  one 
part  of  the  cave  : far  behind,  there  is  a 
light,  some  rays  of  which  come  over  a wall 
to  that  part  of  the  cave  which  is  before  the 
eyes  of  our  prisoners.  A number  of  per- 
sons, variously  employed,  pass  between 
them  and  the  light,  whose  shadows  arc  seen 
by  the  prisoners,  but  not  the  persons  them- 
selves. 

In  this  manner,  that  philosopher  con- 
ceived that,  by  our  senses,  we  perceive  the 
shadows  of  things  only,  and  not  things 
themselves.  He  seems  to  have  borrowed 
his  notions  on  this  subject,  from  the  Pytha- 
goreans, and  they  very  probably  from  Py- 
thagoras himself.  If  we  make  allowance 
for  Plato’s  allegorical  genius,  his  sentiments 
on  this  subject,  correspond  very  well  with 


• Sentiment,  a*  here  and  flue  where  employed  by 

Reid,  in  the  meaning  of  opinion,  ( srnteniia ,)  ii  not 
to  be  imitated.  There  are,  undoubtedly,  precedent* 
to  t-e  found  lor  such  usage  in  KnglUh  writers  ; and, In 
the  French  and  Italian  languages.  this  is  o.te  of  the 
ordinary  signfications  of  the  word  — H 

f It  is  not  easy  to  conceive  by  what  principle  the 
ordrr  of  the  h story  of  opinions  touching  Perception, 
contained  in  the  nine  following  chapters,  is  deter, 
nuneit.  It  it  not  chronological,  and  ir  is  not  systematic. 
Of  these  theories,  there  i*  a very  able  survey,  by  M. 
Rover  ( ollard,  among  the  fragments  of  his  lectures, 
In  the  third  volume  of  JoufTroy's  " Oruvn  s dc  Reid.*' 
That  distinguished  philosopher  has,  however,  placed 
too  great  a reliance  upon  the  accuracy  of  Reid  — H 


those  of  his  scholar,  Aristotle,  and  of  the 
Peripatetics.  The  shadows  of  Plato  may 
very  well  represent  the  species  and  phan- 
tasms of  the  Peripatetic  school,  and  the 
ideas  and  impressions  of  modern  philo- 
sophers.* 


• This  Interpretation  of  the  meaning  of  Plate's 
comparison  of  the  cave  exhibits  a curious  mistake, 
in  which  Held  i*  followed  by  Mr  Stewart  and  many 
others,  and  which,  it  U remarkable,  ha*  never  vet 
been  detected.  In  the  similitude  *n  question,  (which 
will  be  found  in  the  seventh  book  of  the  Republic,) 
Plato  is  tup]K>sed  to  intend  an  illustration  of  the 
inode  in  which  the  shadows  or  vicarious  images  of 
external  things  are  admitted  into  the  mind— to 
typify,  in  short,  an  hypothesis  of  sensitive  perception, 
tin  i his  supposition,  the  identity  of  the  Platonic, 
Pythagorean,  and  Peripatetic  theories  of  this  pro- 
cess is  Inferred.  Nothing  can,  however,  be  more 
groundless  than  the  supposition  ; nothing  more  erro. 
neous  than  the  inference.  Ry  hu  cape,  image*,  and 
shadows,  Plato  meant  simply  10  illustrate  the  grand 
principle  of  hit  philosophy — that  the  Sensible  or  Ec- 
trp.il  world,  (phenomenal,  transitory,  », 

ami  i»,)  stands  to  the  Noetic  ur  Archetypal,  (sub- 
stantial, permanent.  •»***  2».)  In  the  same  relation 
of  comparative  unreality,  in  which  the  shadows  of  the 
images  of  sensible  existences  themselves,  stand  to  the 
things  of  which  they  arc  the  dim  and  distant  adum- 
brations. In  the  language  of  an  illustrious  poet— 

••  An  netcls,  qua-cunque  h-ic  sunt,  qua;  hac  nocte 
teguntur. 

Omnia  re*  pmrsut  veras  non  esse,  sod  umbras. 

Aut  specula,  unde  ad  io«  atieua  cluret  Imago? 

Terra  quidem,  ct  maria  alta,  atque  his  circumiluus 
aer, 

Kt  qua?  consbtunt  ex  lit,  hsec  omn:a  tenueis 
Sunt  umbrae,  humanoa  quit  tanquam  tom n la  que. 
dam 

Pertingunt  animoa,  faUaci  rt  imagine  ludunt, 
Nunquam  cade  in,  fluxu  semper  variata  perenni. 

Sol  autem,  I.unicquc  globus,  folgcntiaque  astra 
Cetera,  tint  quamvit  n ehori  prardita  vita. 

Ft  don  ala  evo  immortal!,  hare  ipsa  tamcn  sunt 
^terni  specula,  in  qua?  animus,  qui  est  indc  profec- 
tus, 

Invpicicns,  na'ne  quodam  quasi  t actus  a more, 
Ardescit.  Verutn  quoniam  lietc  non  perstat  rt  ultra 
Ncscio  quid  srqnitur  tecum,  tacitusquc  requirit, 
Noise  licet  crcum  hcc  ip»um  consistcre  verum. 

Non  floem  : ted  enim  esse  aliud  quid,  cujus  imago 
Splendid  in  its,  quod  per  se  ipsum  est,  ct  principium 
esse 

Omnibus  sternum, ante  omnem  nuir.erumque  diem, 
que.* ; 

In  quo  alium  Sol  cm  atque  aliam  splendesccre  I u- 
nam 

Adspiciat,  aliosquc  orbes,  alia  astra  manere. 

Terrain  que,  fluviosque  alios,  atque  acra,  et  ignem. 

Ft  ueinora,  atque  alii*  eirarc  ummalia  silvis. ' 

And  os  the  comparison  is  misunderstood,  so  no. 
thing  ran  be  conceived  more  adverse  to  the  ckx  trine 
of  Plato  than  the  theory  it  is  supposed  to  elucidate. 
Plotinus,  indeed,  formally  refute*,  as  contrary  to  ihe 
Platonic,  the  very  hypothesis  thus  attiibuted  10  hia 
master.  (Enn.  IV, 1 vl.,cc.  I ,3.)  The  doctrine  of 
the  Platonists  on  this  point  has  been  almost  wholly 
neglected;  and  the  author  among  them  wh.wc  work 
contains  its  most  articulate  dcvelo|>etneul  has  been 
so  completely  overlooked,  both  by  scholars  and  phi. 
losnphers,  that  hi*  work  is  of  the  rarest,  while  even 
his  name  is  mentioned  in  no  history  of  philosophy. 
I'  is  here  sufficient  to  state,  that  the  the 

Aiyw  yivfisMi  the  forms  representative  of  external 
things,  and  corresponding  to  the  specie*  semiUs  rt. 
presses  of  the  schoolmen,  were  not  hr.d  bp  the  Plato, 
mists  to  be  derived  from  without.  Prior  to  the  ai  t of 
|x  rception,  they  have  a latent  but  real  existence  In 
the  soul ; and,  by  the  impassive  energy  of  the  mind 
itself,  arc  eliciied  into  consciousness,  on  occasion  of  the 
impression  («/**?<;, *r*6V,iu?*e<c ) made  on  the  ext*  r. 
nai  organ,  and  of  the  vi'al  form  (fwnxsr  in  con. 
sequence  thereof, sublimated  in  the  animal  life  The 
verses  of  Boethius,  which  have  been  *o  frequently 
mi  understood,  contain  an  accurate  statement  of  the 
Platonic  theory  of  perception.  After  refuting  the 
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chap,  vii.]  SENTIMENTS  ABOUT  PERCEPTION. 


Two  thousand  years  after  Plato,  Mr 
Locke,  who  studied  the  operations  of  the 
human  mind  so  much,  and  with  so  great 
success,  represents  our  manner  of  perceiving 
external  objects,  by  a similitude  very  much 
resembling  that  of  the  cave.  “ Methinks,** 
says  he,  “the  understanding  is  not  much 
unlike  a closet  wholly  shut  from  light,  with 
only  some  little  opening  left,  to  let  in  exter- 
nal visible  resemblances  or  ideas  of  things 
without.  Would  the  pictures  coming  into 
such  a dark  room  but  stay  there,  and  lie  so 
orderly  as  to  bo  found  upon  occasion,  it 
would  very  much  resemble  the  under- 
standing of  a man,  in  reference  to  all  objects 
of  sight,  and  the  ideas  of  them.*'  [ 1 17  J 
Pluto's  subterranean  cave,  aftd  Mr  Locke's 
dark  closet,  may  be  applied  w ith  ease  to  all 
the  systems  of  perception  that  have  been 
invented : for  they  all  suppose  that  we 
perceive  not  external  objects  immediately, 
and  that  the  immediate  objects  of  percep- 
tion are  only  certain  shadows  of  the  ex- 
ternal objects.  Those  shadows  or  images, 
which  we  immediately  perceive,  were  by 
the  ancients  called  spccirs,  forms , phan- 
tasms. Since  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  they 
have  commonly  been  called  ideas , and  by 
Mr  Hume,  impressions.  But  all  philoso- 
phers, from  Plato  to  Mr  Hume,  agree  in 
this,  That  we  do  not  perceive  external  ob- 
jects immediately,  and  that  the  immediate 
object  of  perception  must  be  some  image 
present  to  the  mind.*  So  far  there  ap- 


Stoical  doctrine  of  the  passivity  of  mind  in  this  pro- 
ce*»,  he  proceeds : — 

**  Mena  e*t  efficient  magis 
Longe  atu»a  potentior, 

Quatn  qti*  matei  iar  modo 
Imprests*  patilur  not.«a. 

Frtecedit  tamcn  excitant 
Ac  vires  aniini  movent 
Firo  in  corpocr  passio. 

Cum  vel  lux  oculnt  ferlt, 

Vel  vox  auribus  instrepit: 

Turn  mentis  rigor  rici tut 
Quas  in  tut  species  t,-net, 

Ail  mot'is  similes  vocan*, 

Nobs  apnlicat  cxtcrU, 

Jnironumqur  icconditis 
hormit  mi>oct  imagines  '* 

I cannot  now  do  more  than  indicate  the  contract 
of  this  doctrine  to  the  Peripatetic  (I  do  not  say  Aris- 
totelian) theory,  and  its  approximation  to  the  Carte, 
•ian  and  Lcibncxian  hypotheses ; which,  however, 
!»oth  attempt  to  explain,  what  the  Pia'onic  did  not— 
how  the  mind,  ex  hypothesi,  above  all  physical  in - 
turner,  is  determined,  on  the  presence  of  the  un- 
known rcahty  with  it  the  sphere  of  seme , to  call  into 
consciousness  the  representation  through  which  that 
reality  i»  made  known  to  us.  I may  add,  that  not 
ir.ere’y  the  Platninst*.  but  some  ot  the  older  Peri  pa- 
tetics  held  that  the  soul  virtually  contained  within  it- 
self represents' ive  lomts.  which  were  only  excited 
by  the  external  reality  ; as  '1  hcophnstus  and  The- 
mifttlua,  to  say  nothing  of  the  I'latonixing  Porphyry, 
Simplicius  and  Ammoniu*  Hcrime  ; and  the  same 
opinion,  adopted  probably  from  the  latter,  by  his 
pu;il,  the  Arabian  Adelandus,  subsrqui  ntly  be- 
came even  the  common  doctrine  of  the  MootUh 
Aristotelians. 

I shall  afterwards  hsve  occasion  to  notice  that 
Bacon  has  al»©  wrested  Plato’s  snnilirude  of  the  cave 
from  its  genuine  signification  — H. 

• This  is  not  correct.  There  were  plnln-ophcrs 
[117,  118] 


pears  an  unanimity,  rarely  to  be  found  among 
philosophers  on  such  abstruse  points.* 

If  it  should  be  asked,  Whether,  accord- 
ing to  the  opinion  of  philosophers,  we  per- 
ceive the  images  or  ideas  only,  and  infer  the 
existence  and  qualities  of  the  external  ob- 
ject from  what  we  perceive  in  the  image ; 
or,  whether  we  really  perceive  the  external 
object  as  well  as  its  image  ? — the  answer 
to  this  question  is  not  quite  obvious. -f* 

On  the  one  hand,  philosophers,  if  we  ex- 
cept Berkeley  and  Hume,  believe  the  ex- 
istence of  external  objects  of  sense,  and  call 
them  objects  of  perception,  though  not  im- 
mediate objects.  But  what  they  mean  by 
a mediate  object  of  perception  I do  not  find 
clearly  explained  : whether  they  suit  their 
language  to  popular  opinion,  and  mean  that 
we  perceive  external  objects  in  that  figura- 
tive sense  in  which  we  say  that  we  perceive 
an  absent  friend  when  we  look  on  his  pic- 
ture; or  whether  they  mean  that,  really, 
and  without  a figure,  we  perceive  both  the 
external  object  and  its  idea  in  the  mind. 
If  the  last  be  their  meaning,  it  would  follow 
that,  in  every  instance  of  perception,  there 
is  a double  object  perceived:  1118]  that 
I perceive,  for  instance,  one  sun  in  the 
heavens,  and  another  in  my  own  mind.£ 
But  I do  not  find  that  they  affirm  this ; 
and,  os  it  contradicts  the  experience  of  all 
mankind,  I will  not  impute  it  to  them. 

It  seems,  therefore,  that  their  opinion  is, 
That  we  do  not  really  perceive  the  externa) 
object,  but  the  internal  ouly ; and  that,  when 
they  sjicak  of  perceiving  external  objects, 
they  mean  it  only  in  a popular  or  in  a figur- 
ative sense,  as  above  explained.  Several 
reasons  lead  me  to  think  this  to  be  the 
opinion  of  philosophers,  beside  what  is 
mentioned  above.  First , If  we  do  really 
perceive  the  external  object  itself,  there 
seems  to  be  no  necessity,  no  use,  for  an 
image  of  it.  Secondly , Since  the  time  of 
Des  Cartes,  philosophers  have  very  gene- 
rally thought  that  the  existence  of  external 
objects  of  sense  requires  proof,  and  can  only 
be  proved  from  the  existence  of  their  ideas. 
Thirdly , The  way  in  which  philosophers 
speak  of  ideas,  seems  to  imply  that  they 
are  the  only  objects  of  perception. 

who  held  a purer  and  preciser  doctrine  of  immediate 
perception  than  Reid  himself  contemplated.— H. 

• Keid  hinvelf.  like  the  philosophers  In  general, 
really  hold-,  that  we  do  not  perceive  external  things 
immediately,  if  he  doe*  not  allow  u*  a consciousness 
of  the  non. ego.  It  matter*  n«-t  whether  the  external 
reality  be  represented  in  a tedium  quid,  or  In  a mo- 
dification uf  the  mind  itself;  in  either  case,  it  Is  not 
known  In  itself,  but  in  something  numerically  dif- 
fetent.— M. 

t Notl  Ing  ran  be  clearer  than  wotild  be  thi*an»wer. 
—In  perception,  the  external  reality,  (the  mediate 
object  ) is  only  known  to  u*  in  a<>d  through  the  im- 
mediate object,  i.  e.t  the  reprc*entation  of  which  we 
are  conscious.  As  exi  ting,  and  beyond  the  sjdiere  of 
consciousness,  the  external  reality  l-  unknown.— H. 

| “ Et  sol  cm  geminum  et  duplk-e*  sc  ostrndcre 
Thebes!"—  H. 
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Having  endeavoured  to  explain  what  is 
common  to  philosophers  in  accounting  for 
our  perception  of  external  objects,  we  shall 
give  some  detail  of  their  differences. 

The  ideas  by  which  we  perceive  external 
objects,  are  said  by  some  to  be  the  ideas  of 
the  Deity ; but  it  has  been  more  generally 
thought,  that  every  man’s  ideas  are  proper 
to  himself,  and  are  either  in  hiB  mind,  or 
in  his  tentorium , where  the  mind  is  inline- 
diately  present.  The  first  is  the  theory  of 
Malebranche  ; the  second  we  shall  call  the 
common  theory. 

With  regard  to  that  of  Mulebranchc,  it 
seems  to  have  some  affinity  with  the  Pla- 
tonic notion  of  ideas,*  but  is  not  the  same. 
Plato  believed  that  there  are  three  eternal 
first  principles,  from  which  all  things  liave 
their  origin — matter,  ideas,  and  an  efficient 
cause.  Matter  is  that  of  which  all  things 
are  made,  which,  by  all  the  ancient  philo- 
sophers, was  conceived  to  be  eternal.  1119] 
Ideas  are  forms  without  matter  of  every 
kind  of  things  which  can  exist ; which  forms 
were  also  conceived  by  Plato  to  be  eternal 
and  immutable,  and  to  be  the  models  or 
patterns  by  which  the  efficient  cause — that 
is,  the  Deity — formed  every  part  of  this 
universe.  These  ideas  were  conceived  to 
be  the  sole  objects  of  science,  and  indeed 
of  all  true  knowledge.  While  we  are  im- 
prisoned in  the  body,  we  are  prone  to  give 
attention  to  the  objects  of  sense  only  ; but 
these  being  individual  things,  and  in  a con- 
stant fluctuation,  being  indeed  shadows 
rather  than  realities,  cannot  be  the  object 
of  real  knowledge.  All  science  is  employed 
not  about  individual  things,  but  aU>ut 
things  universal  and  abstract  from  matter. 
'I' ruth  is  eternal  and  immutable,  and  there- 
fore must  have  for  its  object  eternal  and 
immutable  ideas ; these  wo  are  capable  of 
contemplating  in  some  degree  even  in  our 
present  state,  but  not  without  a certain 
purification  of  mind,  and  abstraction  from 
tiie  objects  of  sense.  Such,  as  far  as  I am 
able  to  comprehend,  were  the  sublime 
notions  of  Plato,  and  probably  of  Pytha- 
goras. 

The  philosophers  of  the  Alexandrian 
school,  commonly  called  the  hitter  Plato- 
t nists,  seem  to  have  adopted  the  same  sys- 
tem ; but  with  this  difference,  that  they 
made  the  eternal  ideas  not  to  be  a principle 
distinct  from  the  Deity,  but  to  be  in  the 
divine  intellect,  as  the  objects  of  those  con- 
ceptions which  the  divine  mind  must,  from 
all  eternity,  have  had,  not  only  of  every- 


•  The  Platonic  theory  of  Ideas  ha*  nothing  to  do 
w«ih  a doctrine  of  sensitive  perception  ; and  it*  intro- 
duction into  the  question  is  only  pregnant  with  eon- 
fusion  ; while,  in  regard  to  sensitive  perception,  the 
peculiar  hypothec*  of  Malebranche,  lain  fact  not  only 
not  limilai  to,  but  much  farther  removed  from,  the 

Platomr  than  the  common  Cartesian  theory,  and 
the  Lcibintsian  —11. 


thing  which  he  lias  made,  but  of  every  pos- 
sible existence,  and  of  all  the  relations  of 
things.*  By  a proper  purification  and 
abstraction  from  the  objects  of  sense,  we 
may  be  in  some  measure  united  to  the 
Deity,  and,  in  the  eternal  light,  be  enabled 
to  discern  the  most  sublime  intellectual 
truths. 

These  Platonic  notions,  grafted  upon 
Christianity,  probably  gave  rise  to  the 
sect  called  Mystics , which,  though  in  its 
spirit  and  principles  extremely  opposite  to 
the  Peripatetic,  yet  was  never  extinguished, 
but  subsists  to  this  day.  [120] 

Many  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Christian 
church  have  a tincture  of  the  tenets  of  the 
Alexandrian  school ; among  others,  St 
Augustine.  But  it  does  not  appear,  as  far 
as  I know,  that  either  Plato,  or  the  latter 
Platonists,  or  St  Augustine,  or  the  Mystics, 
thought  that  we  perceive  the  objects  of 
sense  in  the  divine  ideas-  They  had  too 
mean  a notion  of  our  {perception  of  sensible 
objects  to  ascribe  to  it  so  high  an  origin. 
This  theory,  therefore,  of  our  perceiving 
the  objects  of  sense  in  the  ideas  of  the 
Deity,  I take  to  be  the  invention  of  Father 
Malebranche  himself.  He,  indeed,  brings 
many  passages  of  St  Augustine  to  counte- 
nance it,  and  seems  very  desirous  to  have 
that  Father  of  his  party.  But  in  those 
passages,  though  the  Father  speaks  in  a 
very  high  strain  of  God’s  being  the  light  of 
our  minds,  of  our  being  illuminated  imme- 
diately by  the  eternal  light,  and  uses  other 
similar  expressions ; vet  he  seems  to  apply 
those  expressions  only  to  our  illumination 
in  moral  and  divine  things,  and  not  to  the 
perception  of  objects  by  the  senses.  Mr 
Bayle  imagines  that  some  traces  of  this 
opinion  of  Malebranche  are  to  be  found  in 
Amelius  the  Platouist,  and  even  in  Demo- 
critus; but  his  authorities  seem  to  be 
strained.  + 

Malebranche,  with  a very  penetrating 
genius,  entered  into  a more  minute  examin- 
ation of  the  powers  of  the  human  mind, 
than  any  one  before  him.  He  had  the  advan- 
tage of  the  discoveries  made  by  Des  Cartes, 
whom  he  followed  without  slavish  attach- 
ment. 

He  lays  it  down  as  a principle  admitted 
by  all  philosophers,  and  which  could  not 
be  called  in  question,  that  wo  do  not  per- 
coive  external  objects  immediately,  but  by 
means  of  images  or  ideas  of  them  present 
to  the  mind.  “ 1 suppose,”  says  he,  “ that 


• And  thi*.  though  Aristotle  auert*  the  contrary, 
was  perhaps  also  the  doctrine  of  Plato.— H. 

t I he  theory  of  Malebranche  has  been  vainly 
sought  tor  in  the  Bible,  the  Platomsts,  and  the  Fathers. 
It  is,  in  fact,  more  clearly  enounced  m Horrrt  than 
in  any  of  these  graver  sources. 

TfeSf  >«»  »*#«  iri*  iriyj’at.stt 

Oli*  iyr.s’i  »*o.(  «>)(**  ti  Dim  »». 

But  for  anticipations, «cc  Note  P.— !{. 
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chap,  vii.]  SKNTIMKNTS  ABOUT 

every  one  will  grant  that  we  perceive  not 
the  object*  that  are  without  us  immediately, 
and  of  themselves.*  We  see  the  sun,  the 
stars,  and  an  infinity  of  objects  without  us  ; 
and  it  is  not  at  all  likely  that  the  soul  sal- 
lies out  of  the  body,  and,  as  it  were,  takes  a 
walk  through  the  heavens,  to  contemplate 
all  those  objects.  [ 121  ] She  sees  them  not, 
therefore,  by  themselves ; and  the  imme- 
diate object  of  the  mind,  when  it  sees  the 
stin,  for  example,  is  not  the  sun,  but  some- 
thing which  is  intimately  united  to  the 
soul ; and  it  is  that  which  I call  an  idea. 
So  that  by  the  word  idea,  1 understand 
nothing  else  here  but  that  which  is  the  im- 
mediate object,  or  nearest  to  the  mind, 
when  we  perceive*]*  any  object.^  It  ought 
to  be  carefully  observed,  that,  in  order  to 
the  mind's  perceiving  any  object,  it  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  that  the  idea  of  that  ob- 
ject be  actually  present  to  it.  Of  this  it 

is  not  possible  to  doubt. 

The  things  which  the  soul  perceives  are  of 
two  kinds.  They  are  either  in  the  soul,  or 
they  arc  without  the  soul.  Those  that  are 
in  the  soul  are  its  own  thoughts — that  is  to 
^y,  all  its  different  modifications.  [For 
by  these  words— thought,  manner  of  think - 
i ng,  or  modification  of  ihe  soul , I under- 
stand in  general  whatever  cannot  be  in  the 
inind  without  the  mind  perceiving  it,  as  its 
proper  sensations,  its  imaginations,  its  pure 
intellections,  or  simply  its  conceptions,  its 
passions  even,  and  its  natural  inclina- 
tions. ]§  The  soul  has  no  need  of  ideas  for 
perceiving  these  things.  ||  But  with  regard 
to  things  without  the  soul,  we  cannot  per- 
ceive them  but  by  means  of  ideas. 

Having  laid  this  foundation,  as  a prin- 
ciple common  to  all  philosophers,  and  which 
admits  of  no  doubt,  he  proceeds  to  enume- 
rate all  the  possible  ways  by  which  the  ideas 
of  sensible  objects  may  be  presented  to  the 
mind : Either,  first,  they  come  from  the 
bodies  which  we  perceive  ;•  • or,  secondly,  the 
soul  has  the  power  of  producing  them  in  it- 
self or,  thirdly,  they  are  produced  by  the 


• Rather  in  or  by  themselves  (par  cum  mimes.) 

+ That  is,  in  the  language  of  philosophers  before 
Reid,  " where  w**  have  the  apprehensive  cognition 
or  consciouioiess  of  any  object.’1—  H. 

t In  this  definition,  all  philosophers  concur.  De* 
Cartes,  Locke,  Ac  , give  it  in  almost  the  same  terms. 
-H. 

\ 1 have  inserted  this  sentence,  omitted  by  Reid, 
from  the  original,  in  order  to  shew  in  how  exten. 
Mve  a meaning  the  term  thought  wa-  used  in  the 
Cartesian  school  See  Cart esii  1'rinc  , I*.  I.,  | 0.— H. 

|1  Heme  the  distinction  precisely  taken  by  Male, 
branche  of  Idea  (idfr)  and  Feeling,  ( sentiment ,)  cor. 
responding  in  principle  to  our  Petce|rtion  of  the 
primary,  and  our  Sensation  of  the  secondary  qualities 

— H. 

1 Dr  ta  fire  hi  rcke  ,le  la  Veriti.  lav.  III.,  Purtie 
Ik,  ch.  I.-H. 

• • The  common  Peripatetic  doctrine,  Ac  — H. 
ft  Malrbranche  refers,  I presume,  to  the  opinion* 

of  certain  Cartesians.  See  Gassendi  Opera,  iii.  p 3VI 

— H. 

List,  i«] 


EXTERNAL  OBJECTS. 

Deity,  either  in  our  creation,  or  occasionally, 
as  there  is  use  for  them  ;•  or,  fourthly,  the 
soul  has  in  itself  virtually  and  eminently,  as 
the  schools  speak,  all  the  perfections  which 
it  perceives  in  bodies  ;*f*  or,  fifthly,  the  soul 
is  united  with  a Being  possessed  of  all  per- 
fection, who  has  in  himself  the  ideas  of  all 
created  things. 

This  he  takes  to  be  a complete  enumera- 
tions of  all  the  possible  ways  in  which  the 
ideas  of  external  objects  may  be  presented 
to  our  minds.  He  employs  a whole  chapter 
upon  each ; refuting  the  four  first,  and  con- 
firming the  last  by  various  arguments. 
The  Deity,  being  always  present  to  our 
minds  in  a more  intimate  manner  than  any 
other  being,  may,  upon  occasion  of  the  im- 
pressions made  on  our  bodies,  discover  to  us, 
as  far  as  he  thinks  proper,  and  according 
to  fixed  laws,  his  own  ideas  of  the  object ; 
and  thus  we  see  all  things  in  God,  or  in  the 
divine  ideas.£  [122] 

However  visionary  this  system  may  ap- 
pear on  n superficial  view,  yet,  when  we 
consider  that  he  agreed  with  the  whole  tribe 
of  philosophers  in  conceiving  ideas  to  be  the 
immediate  objects  of  perception,  and  that 
he  found  insuperable  difficulties,  and  even 
absurdities,  in  every  other  hypothesis  con- 
cerning them,  it  will  not  appear  so  wonder- 
ful that  a man  of  very  great  genius  should 
fall  into  this  ; and,  probably,  it  pleased 
so  devout  a man  the  more,  that  it  sets,  in 
the  most  striking  light,  our  dependence  upon 
God,  and  his  continual  presence  with  us. 

He  distinguished,  more  accurately  than 
any  philosopher  had  done  before,  the  objects 
which  we  perceive  from  the  sensations  in 
our  own  minds,  which,  by  the  laws  of 
Nature,  always  accompany  the  perception 
of  the  object.  As  in  many  things,  so  par- 
ticularly in  this,  he  has  great  merit.  For 
this,  I apprehend,  is  a key  that  opens  the 
way  to  a right  understanding,  both  of  our 
external  senses  and  of  other  powers  of  the 
mind.  The  vulgar  confound  sensation  with 
other  powers  of  the  mind,  and  with  their 
objects,  because  the  purposes  of  life  do  not 
make  a distinction  necessary.  The  con- 
founding of  these  in  common  language,  has 
led  philosophers,  in  one  period,  to  make 
those  things  external  which  really  are  sens- 
ations in  our  own  minds  ; and,  in  another 
period,  running,  as  is  usual,  into  the  con- 

• Opinio*  a analogous  to  the  second  or  third , were 
held  by  the  PlatonuU,  by  iome  of  the  Greek,  and 
by  many  of  the  Arabian  Aristotelian*.  See  . bove,  p. 
8rt¥,  note  • — H. 

f Something  smilar  to  thia  is  haaartled  by  De* 
Carte*  in  hi*  Third  “ Meditation,''  which  it  is  likely 
that  Malcbranche  had  in  his  eye— H. 

t It  should  have  been  noticed  that  <he  Malcbranch. 
ian  philosophy  is  fundamentally  < artesian,  and  that, 
after  De  la  Forge  and  Geulinx,  the  doctrine  ot 
Divine  Amstitnce , implicitly  maintained  by  Des 
Cartes,  was  most  ably  developed  by  Malebranchc,  to 
whom  it  owes,  indeed,  a principal  share  of  its  ceW 
bitty — II. 


ON  THE  INTELLECTUAL  POWERS. 


MS 


[fk«ay  II 


trary  extreme,  to  make  everything  almost 
to  be  a sensation  or  feeling  in  our  minds. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  system  of  Male* 
branche  leaves  no  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  a material  world,  from  what  we  perceive 
by  our  senses ; for  the  divine  ideas,  which 
are  the  objects  immediately  perceived,  were 
the  same  before  the  world  was  created. 
Malebranche  was  too  acute  not  to  discern 
this  consequence  of  his  system,  and  too  can- 
did not  to  acknowledge  it.  [123]  He  fairly 
owns  it,  and  endeavours  to  make  advantage 
of  it,  resting  the  complete  evidence  we  have 
of  the  existence  of  matter  upon  the  author- 
ity of  revelation.  He  shews  that  the  argu- 
ments brought  by  Des  Cartes  to  prove  the 
existence  of  a material  world,  though  as 
good  as  any  that  reason  could  furnish,  are 
not  perfectly  conclusive  ; and,  though  he 
acknowledges  with  Des  Cartes  that  we  feel 
a strong  propensity  to  believe  the  existence 
of  a material  world,  yet  he  thinks  this  is 
not  sufficient ; and  that  to  yield  to  such 
propensities  without  evidence,  is  to  expose 
ourselves  to  perpetual  delusion.  Ho  thiuks, 
therefore,  that  the  only  convincing  evidence 
we  have  of  the  existence  of  a material  world 
is,  that  we  are  assured  by  revelation  that 
God  created  the  heavens  and  the  earth, 
and  that  the  Word  was  made  flesh.  He  is 
sensible  of  the  ridicule  to  which  so  strange 
an  opinion  may  expose  him  among  those 
who  are  guided  by  prejudice ; but,  for  the 
6&ke  of  truth,  he  is  willing  to  bear  it.  But 
no  author,  not  even  Bishop  Berkeley,  hath 
shewn  more  clearly,  tliat,  either  upon  his 
own  system,  or  upon  the  common  principles 
of  philosophers  with  regard  to  ideas,  we 
have  no  evidence  left,  either  from  reason 
or  from  our  senses,  of  the  existence  of  a 
material  world.  It  is  no  more  than  justice 
to  Father  Malebranche,  to  acknowledge  that 
Bishop  Berkeley’s  arguments  are  to  be 
found  in  him  in  their  whole  force. 

Mr  Norris,  an  English  diviue,  espoused 
the  system  of  Malebranche,  in  his  “ Essay 
towards  the  Theory  of  the  Ideal  or  Intel- 
lectual World,”  published  in  two  volumes 
8%  anno  17*M.  This  author  has  made  a 
feeble  effort  to  supply  a defect  which  is  to 
be  found  not  in  Malebranche  only,  but  in 
almost  all  the  authors  who  have  treated  of 
ideas— 1 mean,  to  prove  their  existence.* 
He  has  employed  a whole  chapter  to  prove 
that  material  things  cannot  be  an  immediate 
object  of  perception.  His  arguments  are 
these : Df,  They  are  without  the  mind,  and, 
therefore  there  can  be  no  union  between  the 
object  and  the  perception.  2 dly.  They  are 
disproportioned  to  the  mind,  and  removed 

* Thin  Is  incorrect-  In  almost  every  system  ol 
the  Aristoteltco.scholastic  philosophy,  the  attempt  U 
made  to  prove  the  existence  of  Species  ; nor  is  Reid's 
attrition  true  even  of  ideas  in  the  Cartesian  philoso- 
phy. In  fact,  Norris's  arguments  are  all  old  and 
commonplace  — M. 


from  it  by  the  whole  diameter  of  being. 
3 dly.  Because,  if  material  objects  were 
immediate  objects  of  perception,  there  could 
be  no  physical  science;  things  necessary 
and  immutable  being  the  only  objects  of 
science.  [124]  4'/t/y,  If  material  things  were 
perceived  by  themselves,  they  would  be  a 
true  light  to  our  minds,  as  being  the  intel- 
ligible form  of  our  understandings,  and  con- 
sequently perfective  of  them,  and,  indeed, 
superior  to  them. 

Malebranche’s  system  was  adopted  by 
many  devout  people  in  France  of  both 
sexes ; but  it  seems  to  liave  had  no  great 
currency  in  other  countries.  Mr  Locke 
wrote  a small  tract  against  it,  which  is 
found  among  his  posthumous  works:*  but, 
whether  it  was  written  in  haste,  or  after 
the  vigour  of  his  understanding  was  im- 
paired by  age,  there  is  less  of  strength  and 
solidity  in  it  than  in  most  of  his  writings. 
The  most  formidable  antagonist  Male- 
branche met  with  was  in  his  own  country — 
Antony  Amauld,  doctor  of  the  Sorbonne, 
and  one  of  the  acutest  writers  the  Jansenists 
have  to  boast  of,  though  that  sect  has  pro- 
duced many.  Malebranche  was  a Jesuit, 
and  the  antipathy  between  the  Jesuits  and 
Jansenists  left  him  no  room  to  expect 
quarter  from  his  learned  antagonist.*]*  Those 
who  choose  to  see  this  system  attacked  on 
the  one  hand,  and  defended  on  the  other, 
with  subtiltv  of  argument  and  elegance  of 
expression,?  and  on  the  part  of  Arnauld 
with  much  wit  and  humour,  may  find  satis- 
faction by  reading  Malebranche’s  “ Enquiry 
after  Truth  Arnauld’s  book  “ Of  True  and 
False  Ideas  Malebranche’s  ‘‘  Defence  ;** 
and  some  subsequent  replies  and  defences. 
In  controversies  of  this  kind,  the  assailant 
commonly  has  the  advantage,  if  they  are 
not  unequally  matched  ; for  it  is  easier  to 
overturn  all  the  theories  of  philosophers 
upon  this  subject,  than  to  defend  any  one 
of  them.  Mr  Bayle  makes  a very  just  re- 
mark upon  this  controversy — that  the  argu- 
ments of  Mr  Amauld  against  the  system  of 
Malebranche,  were  often  unanswerable,  but 


• In  answer  to  l.ocke’***  Examination  of  P.  Male- 
branche’*  Opinion,"  Lcibnita  wrote  *•  Remark*," 
which  arc  to  be  lound  among  hi*  posthumous  work*, 
published  by  Hiupe.— H. 

f Malebranche  wa*  not  a Jesuit,  but  a Priest  of  the 
Oratory;  and  so  little  waa  he  either  a favourer  or 
favourite  of  the  Jesuits,  that,  by  the  Pere  de  V*loi«, 
he  w«  accused  of  heresy,  by  the  Pcre  Hardouin.  of 
AthrUm.  The  endeavours  of  the  Jesuit*  in  France  to 
prohibit  the  introduction  of  every  form  of  the  Carte- 
sian do<  trine  into  the  public  seminaries  of  education, 
are  well  known.  Malebranche  and  Arnauld  were 
therefore  not  opposed  a*  Jesuit  and  Jansenist,  and  it 
should  likewise  be  remembered  that  they  were  both 
Cartesian*.— H. 

t Independently  of  his  principal  hypothesis  alto, 
get  her,  the  work*  of  Malebranche  deserve  the  most 
a'tentive  study,  both  on  account  of  the  many  ad. 
mi rable  thought*  and  olacrvation*  with  which  they 
abound,  and  because  they  are  among  the  few  con. 
summate  model*  of  philos*  phicai  eloquence— H. 
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they  were  capable  of  being  retorted  against 
his  own  system  ; and  his  ingenious  antag- 
onist knew  well  how  to  use  this  defence.  [125] 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

OP  THE  COMMON  THEORY  OF  PERCEPTION, 

AND  OP  THE  SENTIMENTS  OP  THE  PERIPA- 
TETICS, AND  OF  DES  CARTES. 

This  theory,  in  general,  is,  that  we  per- 
ceive external  objects  only  by  certain  images 
which  are  in  our  minds,  or  in  the  sensorium 
to  which  the  mind  is  immediately  present. 
Philosophers  in  different  ages  have  differed 
both  in  the  names  they  have  given  to  those 
images,  and  in  their  notions  concerning 
them.  It  would  be  a laborious  task  to 
enumerate  all  their  variations,  and  per- 
haps would  not  requite  the  labour.  I shall 
only  give  a sketch  of  the  principal  dif- 
ferences with  regard  to  their  names  and 
their  nature 

By  Aristotle  and  the  Peripatetics,  the 
images  presented  to  our  senses  were  called 
sensible  species  or  forms  ; those  presented 
to  the  memory  or  imagination  were  called 
phantasms ; and  those  presented  to  the 
intellect  were  called  intelligible  species ; 
and  they  thought  that  there  can  bo  no 
perception,  no  imagination,  no  intellection, 
without  species  or  phantasms,*  What  the 
ancient  philosophers  called  species,  sensible 
and  intelligible,  and  phantasms,  in  later 
times,  and  especially  since  the  time  of  Des 
Cartes,  came  to  be  called  by  the  common 
name  of  ideas. The  Cartesians  divided 
our  ideas  into  three  classes— those  of  serua- 
t>nn,  of  imagination,  and  of  pure  intellection. 
Of  the  objects  of  sensation  and  imagination, 
they  thought  the  images  are  in  the  brain  ;£ 
but  of  objects  that  are  incorporeal  the 
images  are  in  the  understanding  or  pure 
intellect. 

Mr  Locke,  taking  the  word  idea  in  the 
same  sense  ns  Des  Cartes  had  done  before 
him,  to  signify  whatever  is  meant  by  phan- 
tasm, notion,  or  species,  divides  ideas  into 
those  of  sensation , and  those  of  reflection  ; 
meaning  by  the  first,  the  ideas  of  all  corpo- 
real objects,  whether  perceived,  remem- 
bered, or  imagined;  by  the  second,  the 
ideas  of  the  powers  and  operations  of  our 
minds.  [126]  What  Mr  Locke  calls  ideas, 
Mr  Hume  divides  into  two  distinct  kinds, 
impressions  and  itleas . The  difference  be- 
twixt these,  he  says,  consists  in  the  degrees 
of  force  and  liveliness  with  which  they  strike 
upon  the  mind.  Under  im/iressions  he  com- 
prehends all  our  sensations,  passions,  and 

• See  Note  M.—  H. 

t Not  merely  r specially,  but  only  ilnce  the  time  of 
IH*  Carte*.  Net  Note  fi.—R. 

( /oto  it  ret.  See  Noe  N.-H. 

[ 12.5,  IfGj 


emotions,  as  they  make  their  first  appear- 
ance in  the  soul.  By  ideas , he  meanB  the 
faint  images  of  these  in  thinking  and  rea- 
soning. 

Dr  Hartley  gives  the  same  meaning  to 
ideas  as  Mr  Hume  does,  and  what  Mr 
Hume  calls  impressions  he  calls  sensations ; 
conceiving  our  sensations  to  bo  occasioned 
by  vibrations  of  the  infinitesimal  particles 
of  the  brain,  and  ideas  by  miniature  vibra- 
tions or  vibratiuncles.  Such  differences 
we  find  among  philosophers,  with  regard  to 
the  name  of  those  internal  images  of  objects 
of  sense  which  they  hold  to  be  the  imme- 
diate objects  of  perception.* 

We  shall  next  give  a short  detail  of  the 
sentiments  of  the  Peripatetics  and  Carte- 
sians, of  Locke,  Berkeley,  and  Hume,  con- 
cerning them. 

Aristotle  seems  to  have  thought  that  the 
soul  consists  of  two  parts,  or  rather  that  j 
we  have  two  souls — the  animal  and  the  ra- 
tional ; or,  as  he  calls  them,  the  soul  and 
the  intellect  *f*  To  the  first y belong  the  i 

senses,  memory,  and  imagination ; to  the 
last , judgment,  opinion,  belief,  and  reason- 
ing. The  first  we  have  in  common  with 
brute  animals  ; the  last  is  peculiar  to  man. 
The  animal  soul  he  held  to  be  a certain 
form  of  the  body,  which  is  inseparable  from 
it,  and  perishes  at  death-  To  this  soul  the 
senses  belong ; and  he  defines  a sense  to  be 
that  which  is  capable  of  receiving  the  sensi- 
ble forms  or  species  of  objects,  without  any 
of  the  matter  of  them  ; as  wax  receives  the 
form  of  the  seal  without  any  of  the  matter 
of  it.  The  forms  of  sound,  of  colour,  of 

♦ Held,  I may  observe  In  genev»l,  doe*  not  dlt. 
tingulih^M  it  especially  behoved  him  to  do,  between 
what  were  held  by  philosopher!  to  be  the  proximate 
causes  of  our  mental  representations,  and  theae 
representation*  themselves  at'the  objects  of  cognition 
—l.  e , between  what  are  known  in  the  school*  a* 
t he  species  imp>eiur,  and  the  specks  expresur.  The 
former  to  which  the  name  of  stecies,  image,  idea, 
wu  often  given,  in  common  with  the  latter,  was  held 
on  all  hands  to  be  unknown  to  consciousness,  and 
generally  supposed  to  be  merely  certain  occult  motions 
in  the  organism.  The  latter,  the  result  determined 
by  the  former,  is  the  menu]  representation,  and 
the  immediate  or  proper  object  in  perception.  Great 
confusion,  tothose  who  do  not  bear  tins  distinction  in 
mind,  is,  however,  the  consequence  of  the  verbal 
ambiguity;  and  Iteid’n  misrepresentation*  of  the 
doctrine  or  the  philosopher*  u,  in  a great  measure,  to 
be  traced  to  this  source.— H. 

f This  not  correct.  Instead  nitwo,  th v animal  and 
rational , Aristotle  gave  to  the  soul  three  generic 
functions,  the  tegrtabic,  the  animal  or  sensual,  and 
the  rational , but  whether  he  tnppo-cs  these  to 
constitute  three  concentric  pot  cnees,  three  separate 
parts,  or  three  dUtihct  »ouls,  has  divided  his  disciples. 

He  also  defines  the  soul  in  general,  snd  not,  a»  Held 
supposes,  the  mere  • animat  soul,'  to  be  the  form  or 
irriAi'xbwOf  the  body  — (i>r  Jnima  1.  it  C I.)  In. 
tellcct  (»Sf)  he  however  thought  was  inorganic:  but 
there  ii  some  ground  for  believing  that  he  did  not 
view  this  as  personal,  but  harboured  an  opinion 
which,  under  various  modifications,  many  of  f.is  foi 
lowers  also  held,  tha*  the  active  intellect  was  com. 
mon  to  all  men,  immortal  and  divine.  K»u  wut 
wutru  vs  b ipu*  kiymt  I*  nfZ*  W A»>ef  a AAA  n 

■ Tf  if*  Sf  (Si  IViriUU  (,*«.  «IW 

ilW  i — H. 
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Ja'de,  and  of  other  sensible  qualities,  are, 
in  manner,  received  by  the  senses.*  [127] 

It  seems  to  be  a necessary  consequence 
of  Aristotle's  doctrine,  that  bodies  are  con- 
stantly sending  forth,  in  all  directions,  as 
many  different  kinds  of  forms  without 
matter  as  they  liave  different  sensible  qua- 
lities ; for  the  forms  of  colour  must  enter 
by  the  eye,  the  forms  of  sound  by  the  ear, 
and  so  of  the  other  senses.  This,  accord- 
ingly, was  maintained  by  the  followers  of 
Aristotle,  though  not,  as  far  as  I know, 
expressly  mentioned  by  himself,  f They 
disputed  concerning  the  nature  of  those 
forms  of  species,  whether  they  were  real 
beings  or  nonentities  ;$  and  some  held 
them  to  bo  of  an  intermediate  nature  be- 
t ween  the  two.  The  whole  doctrine  of  the 
Peripatetics  and  schoolmen  concerning 
forms,  substantial  and  accidental,  and  con- 
cerning the  transmission  of  sensible  species 
from  objects  of  sense  to  the  mind,  if  it  be 
sit  all  intelligible,  is  so  far  above  my  com- 
prehension that  I should  perhaps  do  it  in- 
justice, by  entering  into  it  more  minutely. 
Malcbranche,  in  nis  “ Recherche  de  la 
Veritc,”  has  employed  a chapter  to  shew 
that  material  objects  do  not  send  forth 
sensible  species  of  their  several  seusible 
qualities. 

The  great  revolution  which  Des  Cartes 
produced  in  philosophy,  was  the  effect  of  a 
superiority  of  genius,  aided  by  the  circum- 
*■  lances  of  the  times.  Men  had,  for  more 
than  a thousand  years,  looked  up  to  Ari- 
stotle as  an  oracle  in  philosophy.  His 
authority  was  the  test  of  truth.  The  small 
remains  of  the  Platonic  system  were  con- 
fined to  a few  mystics,  whose  principles  and 
manner  of  life  drew  little  attention.  The 
feeble  attempts  of  Ramus,  and  of  Borne 
others,  to  inaice  improvements  in  the  sys- 
tem, hod  little  effect.  The  Peripatetic 
doctrines  were  so  interwoven  with  the  whole 
system  of  scholastic  theology,  that  to  dissent 
from  Aristotle  was  to  alarm  the  Church. 
The  most  useful  and  intelligible  parts, 
even  of  Aristotle's  writings,  were  neglected, 
and  philosophy  was  become  an  art  of  speak- 
ing learnedly,  and  disputing  subtilelv,  with- 
out producing  any  invention  of  use  in  human 
life.  It  was  fruitful  of  words,  but  barren 
of  works,  and  admirably  contrived  for 
drawing  a veil  over  human  ignorance,  and 


« See  Note  M.— II. 

I Nor  it  there  valid  ground  for  •uppoamg  that  «uch 
■ n opinion  was  even  implicitly  heM  lijp  the  Stngiritc. 
It  waa  alto  explicitly  repudiated  by  many  ot  liu  fob 
lower*.  :-ee  Not*1  M. — H. 

1 The  question  in  the  MrhooU,  between  1 how  who 
admitted  apcciea,  wu  not,  whether  ipeciet,  m genr. 
ml.  were  real  bring*  or  nonentUb  t t,  which  would 
hare  been,  did  they  exist  or  not,)  but  whether  ten. 
ii'lr  uprcte*  wi  re  material  immateiial,  o-  of  n 
nature  between  bodv  and  apt- it— a problem,  it  muil 
b*  allowed,  «ufflciently  futile,  but  not,  like  the  other, 

self-contradictory  — H. 


[K9AT  II 

putting  a stop  to  the  progress  of  knowledge, 
by  filling  men  with  a conceit  that  they 
knew  everything.  [128]  It  was  very  Iruitlul 
also  in  controversies;  but,  for  the  most  part, 
they  were  controversies  about  words,  or 
about  things  of  no  moment,  or  things  above 
the  reach  of  the  human  faculties.  And  the 
issue  of  them  was  what  might  be  expected  — 
that  the  contending  parties  fought,  without 
gaining  or  losing  an  inch  of  ground,  till  they 
were  weary  of  the  dispute,  or  their  atten- 
tion was  called  off  to  some  other  subject.* 

Such  was  the  philosophy  of  the  schools  of 
Europe,  during  many  ages  of  darkness  and 
barbarism  that  succeeded  the  decline  of  the 
Roman  empire ; so  that  there  was  great 
need  of  a reformation  in  philosophy  as  well 
as  in  religion.  The  light  began  to  dawn  at 
last ; a spirit  of  inquiry  sprang  up,  and 
men  got  the  courage  to  doubt  of  the  dogmas 
of  Aristotle,  as  well  as  of  the  decrees  of 
Popes.  The  most  important  step  in  the 
reformation  of  religion,  was  to  destroy 
the  claim  of  infallibility,  which  hindered 
men  from  using  their  judgment  in  matters 
of  religion  ; and  the  most  important  step  in 
the  reformation  of  philosophy,  was  to  destroy 
the  authority  of  which  Aristotle  had  so  long 
had  peaceable  possession.  The  lost  had 
been  attempted  by  Lord  Bacon  and  others, 
with  no  less  zeal  than  the  first  by  Luther 
axid  Calvin. 

Des  Cartes  knew  well  the  defects  of  the 
prevailing  system,  which  had  begun  to  lose 
its  authority.  1 1 is  genius  enabled  him,  and 
lib  spirit  prompted  him,  to  attempt  a new 
one.  He  liad  applied  much  to  the  mathe- 
matical sciences,  and  had  made  considerable 
improvement  in  them.  He  wbhed  to  in- 
troduce that  perspicuity  and  evidence  into 
other  branches  of  philosophy  which  he 
found  in  them. 

Being  sensible  how  apt  we  are  to  be  led 
astray  by  prejudices  of  education,  he  thought 
the  only  way  to  avoid  error  was  to  resolve 
to  doubt  of  everything,  and  hold  everything 
to  be  uncertain,  even  those  things  which 
he  had  been  taught  to  hold  as  most  certain, 
until  he  had  such  clear  and  cogent  evidence 
as  compelled  his  assent.  [1211] 

In  this  state  of  universal  doubt,  thut 
which  first  appeared  to.  him  to  be  clear  and 
certain,  was  lib  own  existence.  Of  this  he 
was  certain,  because  he  was  conscious  that  he 
thought,  that  he  reasoned,  and  that  he 
doubted.  He  used  thb  argument,  there- 
fore, to  prove  his  own  existence,  Cogito, 
• ryo  turn.  This  lie  conceived  to  be  the  first 
of  all  truths,  the  foundation-stone  upon 
which  the  whole  fabric  of  human  knowledge 


• This  i*  (he  vulgar  opinion  in  regard  to  the 
tcholartir  philosophy.  The  few  are,  however,  now 
aware  that  the  human  mind,  though  partially,  wa» 
never  more  powerfully  developed  than  during  the 
middle  age*.—  H. 
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w built,  and  on  which  it  must  rest.*  And, 
as  Archimedes  thought  that,  if  he  had  one 
fixed  point  to  rest  his  engines  upon,  he 
could  move  the  eartli ; so  Des  Cartes, 
charmed  with  the  discovery  of  one  certain 
principle,  by  which  he  emerged  from  the 
state  of  universal  doubt,  believed  tlrnt  this 
principle  alone  would  be  a sufficient  found- 
ation on  which  he  might  build  the  whole 
system  of  science.  He  seems,  therefore,  to 
have  taken  no  great  trouble  to  examine 
whether  there  might  not  be  other  first  prin- 
ciples, which,  on  account  of  their  own  light 
and  evidence,  ought  to  bo  admitted  by 
every  man  of  sound  judgment. The  love 
of  simplicity  so  natural  to  the  mind  of  man, 
led  him  to  apply  the  whole  force  of  his  mind 
to  raise  the  fabric  of  knowledge  upon  this 
one  principle,  rather  than  seek  a broader 
foundation. 

Accordingly,  he  does  not  admit  the  evi- 
dence of  sense  to  be  a first  principle,  as  he 
does  that  of  consciousness.  The  argu- 
ments of  the  ancient  sceptics  here  occurred 
to  him,  that  our  senses  often  deceive  us, 
and  therefore  ought  never  to  be  trusted  on 
their  own  authority  : that,  in  sleep,  we  often 
seem  to  see  and  hear  things  which  we  are 
convinced  to  have  had  no  existence.  But 
that  which  chiefly  led  Des  Cartes  to  think 
that  he  ought  not  to  trust  to  his  senses, 
without  proof  of  their  veracity,  was,  that  he 
took  it  for  granted,  as  all  philosophers  had 
done  before  him,  that  he  did  not  perceive 
external  objects  themselves,  but  certain 
images  of  them  in  his  own  mind,  called 
idea a.  He  was  certain,  by  consciousness, 
that  he  had  the  ideas  of  sun  and  moon, 
earth  and  sea  ; but  how  could  he  be  assured 
that  there  really  existed  external  objects 
like  to  these  ideas  ?:£  [ 130] 

Hitherto  he  was  uncertain  of  everything 
but  of  his  own  existence,  and  the  existence 
of  the  operations  and  ideas  of  his  own  mind. 
Some  of  his  disciple^  it  is  said,  remained  at 
this  stage  of  his  system,  and  got  the  name 
of  Egoists. § They  could  not  find  evidence 
in  the  subsequent  stages  of  his  progress. 
But  Des  Cartes  resolved  not  to  stop  here  ; 
he  endeavoured  to  prove,  by  a new  argu- 
ment, drawn  from  his  idea  of  a Deity,  the 
existence  of  an  infinitely  perfect  Being,  who 
made  him  and  all  his  faculties.  From  the 
perfection  of  this  Being,  he  inferred  that  he 
could  be  no  deceiver ; and  therefore  con- 
cluded that  his  senses,  and  the  other  facul- 
ties he  found  in  himself,  are  not  fallacious, 


• On  the  Cartesian  <1nubt,  *ee  Note  R.—  II. 

Tbia  cannot  Juntly  be  affirmed  of  Dec  Car  tea 

J On  thia  point  it  1*  probable  that  On  Carte*  and 
Reid  are  at  one.  See  Note*  C and  N — H. 

\ I am  doubtful  about  the  existence  of  till*  tup. 
po»ed  »cct  of  Kjtoit*.  The  Chevalier  Kam.av, 
a'ove  a century  ago.  incidentally  «peak»  of  thn  doc- 
trine ai  an  offithoul  of  Spmoaum,  and  under  the 

J130,  131] 


but  may  be  trusted,  when  a proper  use  is 
made  of  them. 

The  system  of  Des  Cartes  is,  with  great 
perspicuity  and  acuteness,  explained  by 
liimself  in  his  writings,  which  ought  to  he 
consulted  by  those  who  would  understand  it. 

The  merit  of  Des  Cartes  cannot  be  easily 
conceived  by  those  who  have  not  some 
notion  of  the  Peripatetic  system,  in  which 
he  was  educated.  To  throw  off*  the  preju- 
dices of  education,  and  to  create  a system  tf 
nature,  totally  different  from  that  which 
had  subdued  the  understanding  of  mankind, 
and  kept  it  in  subjection  for  so  many  ceil* 
turies,  required  an  uncommon  force  of  mind. 

The  world  which  Des  Cartes  exhibits  to 
our  view,  is  not  only  in  its  structure  very 
different  from  that  of  the  Peripatetics,  hut 
is,  as  wo  may  say,  composed  of  different 
materials. 

In  the  old  system,  everything  was,  by  a 
kind  of  metaphysical  sublimation,  resolved 
into  principles  so  mysterious  that  it  nmy  he 
a questiou  whether  they  were  words  with- 
out meaning,  or  were  notions  too  refiued  for 
Human  understanding. 

All  that  we  observe  in  nature  is,  accord- 
ing to  Aristotle,  a constant  succession  of 
the  operations  of  generation  and  corruption. 

[ 131  ] The  principles  of  generation  are  mat- 
ter and  form.  The  principle  of  corruption  is  \ 
privation.  All  natural  things  are  produced 
or  generated  by  the  union  of  mutter  aud 
form  ; matter  being,  as  it  were,  the  mother, 
aud  form  the  father.  As  to  matter,  or  the 
first  matter,  as  it  is  called,  it  is  neither 
substance  nor  accident ; it  has  no  quality 
or  property;  it  is  nothing  actually,  but 
everything  potentially.  It  has  so  strong 
an  appetite  for  form,  that  it  is  no  sooner 
divested  of  one  form  than  it  is  clothed  with 
another,  and  is  equally  susceptible  of  all 
forms  successively.  It  has  no  nature,  but 
ouly  the  capacity  of  having  any  one. 

Thia  is  the  account  which  the  Peripate- 
tics give  of  the  first  matter.  The  other 
principle  of  generation  is/o/m,  act , perjec - 
lion  ; for  these  three  words  signify  the  same 
thing.  But  we  must  not  conceive  form  to 
consist  in  the  figure,  size,  arrangement,  or 
motion  of  the  parts  of  matter.  These,  in- 
deed, are  accidental  forms,  by  which  things 


name  of  E*omirmr.  But  Father  Muffler,  about  the 
i •imeLime,  and,  be  it  DOtctl,  tit  a work  publuhcd  tome 
l ten  years  before  Huinc'i  *'  T rvalue  of  Human  Na- 
I tuie,”  talk*  of  it,  ou  hearsay,  a»  (he  tpeculation  nr  a 
Scotch  philoeopher Un^crivain  h co**n<a  a public, 
dkt  ou,  no  outrage  pour  prouverqu'i)  n'avoit  aucune 
Evidence  de  Penitence  d’auenn  *tre  quedc  lui ; ef 
envoi  e dc  lui,  en  tan*  qu'  rtprit;  u'aiant  aucune  de- 
monatrjtion  veritable  de  I'exiati  nec  d'aucun  cor, 

— Element  de  Mrtuphyuque,  4 HI  Now,  we  know 
lhat  there  i*  no  men  work  1 am  aware,  however, 
that  there  ia  »ome  dneumon  on  this  point’ in  the 
«•  Memoir*  de  Trctoux,” anno  17 IX  p.ftfi ; to  which 
: however,  I malt  refer  the  reader,  ai  I have  not  that 
journal  at  hand  —But  mote  of  thia  below,  undci 
j p 1*7.— H. 
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artificial  are  formed  : but  every  production 
of  Nature  has  a substantial  form,*  which, 
joined  to  matter,  makes  it  to  be  what  it  is. 
The  substantial  form  is  a kind  of  informing 
soul,  which  gives  the  thing  its  specific  na- 
ture, and  all  its  qualities,  powers,  and 
activity.  Thus  the  substantial  form  of 
heavy  bodies,  is  that  which  makes  them 
descend  ; of  light  bodies,  that  which  makes 
them  ascend.  The  substantial  form  of 
gold,  is  that  which  gives  it  its  ductility,  its 
fusibility,  its  weight,  its  colour,  and  all  its 
qualities;  and  the  same  is  to  be  understood  of 
every  natural  production.  A change  in  the 
accidental  form  of  any  body,  is  alteration 
only  ; but  a change  in  the  substantial  form 
is  generation  and  corruption  : it  is  corrup- 
tion with  respect  to  the  substantial  form,  of 
which  the  body  is  deprived ; it  is  genera- 
tion with  respect  to  the  substantial  form 
that  succeeds.  Thus,  when  a horse  dies 
and  turns  to  dust,  the  philosophical  account 
of  the  phenomenon  is  this  : — A certain  por- 
tion of  the  materia  prima , which  was  joined 
to  the  substantial  form  of  a horse,  is  de- 
prived of  it  by  privation,  and  in  the  same 
instant  is  invested  with  the  substantial  form 
of  earth.  [132]  As  every  substance  must 
have  a substantial  form,  there  are  some  of 
those  forms  inanimate,  some  vegetative, 
some  animal,  and  some  rational.  The  three 
former  kinds  can  only  subsist  in  matter ; 
but  the  last,  according  to  the  schoolmen,  is 
immediately  created  by  God,  and  infused 
into  the  body,  making  one  substance  with 
it,  while  they  are  united ; yet  capable  of 
being  disjoined  from  the  body,  and  of  sub- 
sisting by  itself. 

Such  are  the  principles  of  natural  things  in 
the  Peripatetic  system.  It  retains  so  much 
of  the  ancient  Pythagorean  doctrine,  that 
we  cannot  ascribe  the  invention  of  it  solely 
to  Aristotle,  although  he,  no  doubt,  made 
considerable  alterations  in  it.  The  first 
matter  was  probably  the  same  in  both  sys- 
tems, and  was  in  both  held  to  be  eternal. 
They  differed  more  about  form.  The  Py- 
thagoreans and  Platonists  held  forms  or 
ideas,  as  they  called  them,  to  be  eternal, 
immutable,  and  self-existent.  Aristotle 
maintained  that  they  were  not  eternal,  nor 
self-existent.  On  the  other  hand,  he  did 
not  allow  them  to  be  produced,  but  educed 
from  matter;  yet  he  held  them  not  to  be 
actually  in  the  matter  from  which  they  are 
educed,  but  potentially  only.  But  these 
two  systems  differed  less  from  one  another, 
than  that  of  Des  Cartes  did  from  both. 

In  the  world  of  Des  Cartes  we  meet  with 
two  kinds  of  beings  only — to  wit,  body  and 
tniud ; the  first  the  object  of  our  senses, 

• It  is  not,  I nwever.  to  be  *uppovd  that  the 
rcl  nUstic  doctrine  of  Subttanttal  Pormi  receive*  any 
countenance  from  ihe  authority  of  Aristotle,  if  we 
lav  jridc  his  language  touching  the  soul  — H. 


the  other  of  consciousness ; both  of  them 
things  of  which  we  have  a distinct  appre- 
hension, if  the  human  mind  be  capable  of 
distinct  apprehension  at  all.  To  the  first, 
no  qualities  are  ascribed  but  extension, 
figure,  and  motion  ; to  the  last,  nothing  but 
thought,  and  its  various  modifications,  of 
which  we  are  conscious.*  He  could  ob- 
serve no  common  attribute,  no  resembling 
feature,  in  the  attributes  of  body  and  mind, 
and  therefore  concluded  them  to  be  distinc* 
substances,  and  totally  of  a different  nature ; 
and  that  body,  from  its  very  nature,  is  in- 
animate aud  inert,  incapable  of  any  kind  of 
thought  or  sensation,  or  of  producing  any 
change  or  alteration  in  itself.  [133] 

Des  Cartes  must  be  alio  wed  the  honour 
of  being  the  first  who  drew  a distinct  line 
between  the  material  and  intellectual  world,  ( 
which,  in  all  the  old  systems,  were  so 
blended  together  that  it  was  impossible  to 
say  where  the  one  ends  and  the  other  l*e- 
gins.+  How  much  this  distinction  hath 
contributed  to  the  improvements  of  modem 
times,  in  the  philosophy  both  of  body  and 
of  mind,  is  not  easy  to  say. 

One  obvious  consequence  of  this  distinc- 
tion was,  that  accurate  reflection  on  the 
operations  of  our  own  mind  is  the  only  way 
to  make  any  progress  in  tho  knowledge  of 
it.  Malebranche,  Locke,  Berkeley,  and 
Hume,  were  taught  this  lesson  by  Des 
Cartes ; and  to  it  we  owe  their  most  va- 
luable discoveries  in  this  branch  of  philo- 
sophy. The  analogical  way  of  reasoning 
concerning  the  powers  of  the  mind  from  the 
properties  of  body,  which  is  the  source  of 
almost  all  the  errors  on  this  subject,  aud 
which  is  so  natural  to  the  bulk  of  mankind, 
was  as  contrary  to  the  principles  of  Des 
Cartes,  as  it  was  agreeable  to  the  princi- 
ples of  the  old  philosophy.  We  may  there- 
fore truly  say,  that,  in  that  part  of  philoso- 
phy which  relates  to  the  mind,  Des  Cartes 
laid  the  foundation,  and  put  us  into  that 
tract  which  all  wise  men  now  acknowledge 
to  be  the  only  one  in  which  we  can  expect 
success. 

With  regard  to  physics  or  the  philosophy 
of  body,  if  Des  Cartes  had  not  the  merit  of 
leading  men  into  the  right  tract,  we  must 
allow  him  that  of  bringing  them  out  of  a 
wrong  one.  The  Peripatetics,  by  assigning 
to  every  species  of  body  a particular  sub- 
stantial form,  which  produces,  in  an  un- 
known manner,  all  the  effects  we  observe 
in  it,  put  a stop  to  all  improvement  in  this 
branch  of  philosophy.  Gravity  and  levity, 
fluidity  and  hardness,  heat  and  cold,  were 
qualities  arising  from  the  substantial  form 
of  tho  bodies  to  which  they  belonged.  Gen- 


• In  ihe  Cartetian  language,  the  term  ikoufkt  in. 
eluded  all  of  which  we  are  cnnicioua  — H. 

f Thia  MserOon  i«  true  in  general  ; but  some  io. 
dividual  exception*  might  be  taken.  — H. 

[ 139, 133] 
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eration  and  corruption,  substantial  forms 
and  occult  qualities,  were  always  at  hand, 
to  resolve  every  phenomenon.  This  phi- 
losophy, therefore,  instead  of  accounting 
for  any  of  the  phenomena  of  Nature,  con- 
trived only  to  give  learned  names  to  their 
unknown  causes,  and  fed  men  with  the  husks 
of  barbarous  terms,  instead  of  the  fruit  of 
real  knowledge.  [ 134  J 

By  the  spreading  of  the  Cnrtcsian  system, 
materia  prima , substantial  forms,  and  oc- 
cult qualities,  with  all  tho  jargon  of  the 
Aristotelian  physics,  fell  into  utter  disgrace, 
and  were  never  mentioned  by  the  followers 
of  the  new  system,  but  as  a subject  of  ridi- 
cule. Men  became  sensible  that  their  un- 
derstanding had  been  hoodwinked  by  those 
hard  terms.  They  were  now  accustomed 
to  explain  the  phenomena  of  nature,  by 
the  figure,  size,  and  motion  of  the  particles 
of  matter,  things  perfectly  level  to  human 
understanding,  and  could  relish  rothing  in 
philosophy  that  was  dark  and  unintelligible. 
Aristotle,  after  a reign  of  more  than  a 
thousand  years,  was  now  exposed  as  an 
object  of  derision  even  to  the  vulgar,  arrayed 
in  the  mock  majesty  of  his  substantial  forms 
and  occult  qualities.  The  ladies  became 
fond  of  a philosophy  which  wascasily  learned, 
and  required  no  words  too  harsh  for  their 
delicate  organs.  Queens  ami  princesses, 
the  most  distinguished  personages  of  the 
age,  courted  the  conversation  of  Des  Cartes, 
and  becameadepts  in  his  philosophy.  Wit- 
ness Christina,  Queen  of  Sweden,  and 
Elisabeth,  daughter  of  Frederick,  King  of 
Bohemia,  the  mother  of  our  Royal  Family. 
The  last,  though  very  young  when  Des 
Cartes  wrote  his  “ Principia,”  he  declares 
to  be  the  only  person  ho  knew,  who  per- 
fectly understood  not  only  all  his  philoso- 
iiical  writings,  but  the  most  abstruse  of 
is  mathematical  works. 

That  men  should  rush  with  violence  from 
one  extreme,  without  going  more  or  less 
into  the  contrary  extreme,  is  not  to  be  ex- 
pected from  the  weakness  of  human  nature. 
Des  Cartes  and  his  followers  were  not  ex- 
empted from  this  weakness ; they  thought 
that  extension,  figure,  and  motion,  were 
sufficient  to  resolve  all  the  phenomena  of 
the  material  system.  To  admit  other  qua- 
lities, whose  cause  is  unknown,  was  to 
return  to  Egypt,  from  which  they  had  been 
so  happily  delivered.  [135] 

When  Sir  Isaac  Newton’s  doctrine  of 
gravitation  was  published,  the  great  objec- 
tion to  it,  which  hindered  its  general  recep- 
tion in  Europe  for  half  a century,  was,  that 
gravitation  seemed  to  be  an  occult  quality, 
as  it  could  not  be  accounted  for  by  exten- 
sion, figure,  and  motion,  the  known  attri- 
butes of  body.  They  who  defended  him 
found  it  difficult  to  answer  this  objection  to 
the  satisfaction  of  those  who  had  beeu 
[134-1361 


initiated  in  tho  principles  of  the  Cartesian 
system.  But,  by  degrees,  men  came  to 
be  sensible  that,  in  revolting  from  Ari- 
stotle, the  Cartesians  had  gone  into  the  opj>o- 
site  extreme  ; experience  convinced  them 
that  there  are  qualities  in  the  material 
world,  whose  existence  is  certain  though 
their  cause  be  occult.  To  acknowledge  this, 
is  only  a candid  confession  of  human  ignor- 
ance, than  which  there  is  nothing  more  be- 
coming a philosopher. 

As  all  that  we  can  know  of  the  mind  must 
be  derived  from  a careful  observation  of  its 
operations  in  ourselves ; so  all  that  we  can 
know  of  the  material  system  must  be  derived 
from  what  can  be  discovered  by  our  senses. 
Des  Cartes  was  not  ignorant  of  this ; nor 
was  his  system  so  unfriendly  to  observation 
and  experiment  as  the  old  system  was.* 
He  made  many  experiments,  and  called 
earnestly  upon  all  lovers  of  truth  to  aid  him 
in  this  way ; but,  believing  that  all  the 
phtenomena  of  the  material  world  are  the 
result  of  extension,  figure,  and  motion,  aud 
that  the  Deity  always  combines  these,  so  as 
to  produce  the  pluenomeiui  in  the  simplest 
manner  possible,  he  thought  that,  from  a 
few  ex  [Kliments,  he  might  be  able  to  dis- 
cover the  simplest  way  in  which  the  obvious 
phenomena  of  nature  can  be  produced  by 
matter  and  motion  only  ; and  that  this  must 
be  the  way  in  which  they  are  actually  pro- 
duced. 11  is  conjectures  were  ingenious,  upon 
the  principles  he  had  adopted  ; but  they  are 
found  to  be  so  far  from  the  truth,  that  they 
ought  for  ever  to  discourage  philosophers 
from  trusting  to  conjecture  in  the  operations 
of  nature.  [136] 

The  vortices  or  whirlpools  of  subtile 
matter  by ’which  Des  Cartes  endeavoured 
to  account  for  the  phienomona  of  the  ma- 
terial world,  are  now  found  to  be  fictions, 
no  less  than  the  sensible  species  of  Ari- 
stotle. 

It  was  reserved  for  Sir  Isaac  Newton  to 
point  out  clearly  the  road  to  the  knowledge 
of  nature's  works.  Taught  by  Lord  Bacon 
to  despise  hypotheses  as  the  fictions  of  hu- 
man fancy,  he  laid  it  down  as  a rule  of 
philosophising,  that  no  causes  of  natural 
things  ought  to  be  assigned  but  such  as  can 
be  proved  to  have  a real  existence.  He 
saw  that  all  the  length  men  can  go  in  ac- 
counting for  pheenomena,  is  to  discover  the 
laws  of  nature  according  to  which  they  are 
produced;  and,  therefore,  that  the  true 
method  of  philosophising  is  this : From 
real  facts,  ascertained  by  observation  and 
experiment,  to  collect  by  just  induction  the 


• That  M,  the  ArUtotelic.  But  Aristotle  hlimelf 
waa  as  declared  an  advocate  of  experiment  m anjr 
hiloaooher  ; and  It  U not  to  be  imputed  to  him  that 
u authority  had  »ul>»cquenily  the  effect  of  imped. 
Ing,  by  being  held  to  auperaedc.  observation  — H 
t Read  «•  the  »cn»ible  »pccic»  of  the  tchoolmen.* 
Sec  bote  M — H. 
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laws  of  Nature,  and  to  apply  the  laws  so 
discovered,  to  account  for  the  phenomena 
of  Nature. 

Thus,  the  natural  philosopher  has  the 
rules  of  his  art  fixed  with  no  less  precision 
than  the  mathematician,  and  may  be  no  less 
certain  when  he  keeps  within  them,  and 
when  he  deviates  from  them.  And,  though 
the  evidence  of  a law  of  nature  from  induc- 
tion is  not  demonstrative,  it  is  the  only  kind 
of  evidence  on  which  all  the  most  import- 
ant affair?  of  human  life  must  rest. 

Pursuing  this  road  without  deviation, 
Newton  discovered  the  laws  of  our  planet- 
ary system,  and  of  the  rays  of  light ; and 
gave  the  first  and  the  noblest  examples  of 
that  chaste  induction  which  Lord  Bacon 
could  only  delineate  in  theory. 

How  strange  is  it  that  the  human  mind 
should  have  wandered  for  so  many  ages, 
without  falling  into  this  tract ! How  much 
more  strange,  that,  after  it  has  been  clearly 
discovered,  and  a happy  progress  made  in  it, 
many  choose  rather  to  wander  in  the  fairy 
regions  of  hypothesis  ! [137] 

To  return  to  Des  Cartes’B  notions  of  the 
manner  of  our  perceiving  external  objects, 
from  which  a concern  to  do  justice  to  the 
merit  of  that  great  reformer  in  philosophy 
has  led  me  to  digress,  he  took  it  for  granted, 
as  the  old  philosophers  had  done,  that  what 
we  immediately  perceive  must  be  either  in 
the  mind  itself,  or  in  the  brain,  to  which 
the  mind  is  immediately  present.  The  im- 
pressions made  upon  our  organs,  nerves, 
and  brain  could  be  nothing,  according  to 
his  philosophy,  but  various  modifications  of 
extension,  figure,  and  motion.  There  could 
he  nothing  in  the  brain  like  sound  or  colour, 
taste  or  smell,  heat  or  cold  ; these  are  sens- 
ations in  the  mind,  which,  by  the  laws  of 
the  union  of  bouI  and  body,  are  raised  on 
occasion  of  certain  traces  in  the  brain  ; and 
although  he  gives  the  name  of  ideas  to  those 
traces  in  the  brain,  he  does  not  think  it 
necessary  that  they  should  be  perfectly 
like  to  the  things  which  they  represent, 
any  more  than  that  words  or  signs  should 
resemble  the  things  they  signify.  But, 
says  he,  that  we  may  follow  tne  received 
opinion  as  far  as  is  possible,  we  may  allow 
a slight  resemblance.  Thus  we  know  that 
a print  in  a book  may  represent  houses, 
temples,  and  groves ; and  so  far  is  it  from 
being  necessary  that  the  print  should  be 
perfectly  like  the  thing  it  represents,  that 
its  perfection  often  requires  the  contrary : 
for  a circle  must  often  lie  represented  by  an 
ellipse,  a square  by  a rhombus,  and  so  of 
other  things." 


• Rut  be  it  observed  that  Des  Cartes  did  nut  allow, 
far  lea*  hold,  that  the  mind  had  any  ropiitsance  of 
there  organic  motions— of  these  material  idraa  They 
were  merely  the  antecedent*,  established  by  the  law  »*f 

union,  of  the  mental  U1«a  ; which  mental  idea  was  no. 


["kksaV  It. 

The  perceptions  of  sense,  he  thought,  are 
to  be  referred  solely  to  the  union  of  soul 
and  body.  They  commonly  exhibit  to  ua 
only  what  may  hurt  or  profit  our  bodies ; 
and  rarely,  and  by  accident  only,  exhibit 
things  as  they  are  in  themselves.  It  is  by 
observing  this,  that  we  must  learn  to  throw 
ofi*  the  prejudices  of  sense,  and  to  attend 
with  our  intellect  to  the  ideas  which  are  by 
nature  implanted  in  it.  By  this  means  we 
shall  understand  that  the  nature  of  matter 
does  not  consist  in  those  things  that  affect 
our  senses,  such  as  colour,  or  smell,  or  taste ; 
but  only  in  this,  that  it  is  something  ex- 
tended in  length,  breadth,  and  depth.  [ I .‘111] 

The  writings  of  Des  Cartes  have,  in  ge- 
neral, a remarkable  degree  of  perspicuity  ; 
and  he  undoubtedly  intended  that,  iu  this 
particular,  his  philosophy  should  be  a per- 
fect contrast  to  that  of  Aristotle ; yet,  in 
what  he  has  said,  in  different  parts  of  his 
writings,  of  our  perceptions  of  external 
objects,  there  seems  to  be  some  obscurity, 
and  even  inconsistency  ; whether  owing  to 
his  having  had  different  opinions  on  the  sub- 
ject at  different  times,  or  to  the  difficulty  he 
found  in  it,  I will  not  pretend  to  say. 

There  are  two  points,  in  particular, 
wherein  I cannot  reconcile  him  to  himself : 
the  first , regarding  the  place  of  the  ideas 
or  images  of  external  objects,  which  are  the 
immediate  objects  of  perception  ; the  lecontf. 
with  regard  to  the  veracity  of  our  extemai 
senses. 

As  to  the  first,  he  sometimes  places  the 
ideas  of  material  objects  in  the  brain,  not 
only*  when  they  are  perceived,  but  when 
they  are  remembered  or  imagined;  and 
this  has  always  been  held  to  bo  the  Car- 
tesian doctrine;*  yet  he  sometimes  says, 
that  we  are  not  to  conceive  the  images  or 
traces  in  the  brain  to  be  perceived,  as  if 
there  were  eyes  in  the  brain ; these  traces 
are  only  occasions  on  which,  by  the  laws  of 
the  union  of  soul  and  body,  ideas  are  ex 
cited  in  the  mind ; and,  therefore,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  there  should  be  an  exact 
resemblance  between  the  traces  and  the 
things  represented  by  them,  any  more  than 
that  words  or  signs  should  be  exactly  like 
the  things  signified  by  them.-f* 

These  two  opinions,  I think,  cannot  be 
reconciled.  For,  if  the  images  or  traces  in 
the  brain  are  perceived, J they  must  be  the 


thing  more  than  « modiflration  of  the  mind  n.eif— 
H. 

• !tu«  not  in  Kricl ‘a  i xcltuite  sente  of  the  word 
Jrfm. — H. 

f The  no-i.  negation,  in  thi«  in*' sure,  of  aft  re- 
semblance  between  the  material  Idea*,  nr  organic 
(notions  in  (he  brain,  and  th.-  externa  reality,  i»  one 
of  throccaatonal  instance* of  IV*  Car  tea's  rcticenc**  *>f 
hi*  subordinate  doc; rime,  in  nrder  lo avoid  all  useless 
tilting  against  prevalent  opinion*  Another  i*  hi* 
sometimes  giving  to  these  motion*  the  name  of  Spr. 
on— H. 

t Whicb.in  lies  Cartes' doctrine,  they  are  not.  — H 
f 137.  138] 
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object*  of  perception,  and  not  the  occasions 
of  it  only.  On  the  other  hand,  if  they  are 
only  the  occasions  of  our  perceiving,  they 
are  not  perceived  at  all.  Des  Cartes  seems 
to  have  hesitated  between  the  two  opinions, 
or  to  have  passed  from  the  one  to  the 
other.*  Mr  Locke  seems,  in  like  manner, 
to  have  wavered  between  the  two ; some- 
times representing  the  ideas  of  material 
things  as  being  in  the  brain,  but  more  fre- 
quently as  in  the  mind  itself, -f  [139] 
Neither  Des  Cartes  nor  Mr  Locke  could, 
consistently  with  themselves,  attribute  any 
other  qualities  to  images  in  the  brain  but 
extension,  figure,  and  motion  ; for  as  to 
those  qualities  which  Mr  Locke  distin- 
guished by  the  name  of  secondary  qualities, 
both  philosophers  believed  them  not  to  be- 
long to  body  at  all,*  and,  therefore,  could 
not  ascribe  them  to  images  in  the  brain.  § 

Sir  Isaac  Newton  and  Dr  Samuel  Clarke 
unifonnly  speak  of  the  species  or  images  of 
material  things  as  being  in  that  part  of  the 
brain  called  the  senaorium , and  perceived 
by  the  mind  there  present ; but  the  former 
speaks  of  this  point  only  incidentally,  and 
with  his  usual  modesty,  in  the  form  of  a 
query.  ||  Malebranche  is  perfectly  dear  and 
unambiguous  in  this  matter.  According  to 
his  system,  the  images  or  traces  in  the 
brain  are  not  perceived  at  all — they  are 
only  occasions  upon  which,  by  the  laws  of 
Nature,  certain  sensations  are  felt  by  us, 
and  certain  of  the  divine  idea*  discovered  to 
our  minds. 

The  aecond  point  on  which  Des  Cartes 
seems  to  waver,  is  with  regard  to  the  credit 
that  is  due  to  the  testimony  of  our  senses. 

Sometimes,  from  the  perfection  of  the 
Deity,  and  his  being  no  deceiver,  he  infers 
that  our  senses  and  our  other  faculties  can- 
not be  fallacious;  and  since  we  seem  clearly 
to  perceive  that  the  idea  of  matter  comes 
to  us  from  things  external,  which  it  per- 
fectly resembles,  therefore  w’c  must  con- 
clude that  there  really  exists  something 
extended  in  length,  breadth,  and  depth, 
having  all  the  proi>erties  which  we  clearly 
perceive  to  belong  to  an  extended  thing. 

At  other  times,  we  find  Des  Cartes  and 
his  followers  making  frequent  complaints, 


• Dw  Cartes  had  only  one  opinion  on  the  point 
The  difficulty  which  perplexes  Held  arose  from  liti 
want  of  a ayitcmatic  comprehension  of  the  Cartesian 
philosophy,  and  his  being  unaware  that,  by  Ideas, 
Des  Cartes  designated  two  very  different  things— via  , 
the  proximate  bodily  antecedent,  and  the  mental 
consequent.—  H. 

f l.ocke’s  opinion,  if  he  had  a precise  one  on  the 
matter,  it  ia  impossible  to  ascertain  Sec  Note  O.— 
H. 

| See  above,  p.  9n5,  note  •— H. 

$ Vet  1 ocke  expressly  denies  them  to  be  modifica- 
tions of  mind  See  Note  O.— H. 

||  Reid  is  correct  in  all  he  here  says  of  Newton  and 
Clarke;  it  is  indeed  virtually  admitted  by  C larke 
himself,  in  his  controversy  wi  h l-eibmu.  Compare 
Le>bmtil  Opera,  II.,  p.  101 . and  p.  IS*.—  H. 

[139, 140] 


as  all  the  ancient  philosophers  did,  of  the 
fallacies  of  sense.  He  warns  us  to  throw 
off  its  prejudices,  and  to  attend  only  with 
our  intellect,  to  the  ideas  implanted  there. 
By  this  means  wc  may  perceive,  that  the 
nature  of  matter  does  not  consist  in  hard- 
ness, colour,  weight,  or  any  of  those  things 
that  affect  our  senses,  hut  in  this  only,  that 
it  is  something  extended  in  length,  breadth, 
and  depth.  [140]  The  senses,  he  says, 
are  only  relative  to  our  present  state  ; tin  y 
exhibit  things  only  as  they  tend  to  profit 
or  to  hurt  us,  and  rarely,  and  by  accident 
only,  as  they  are  in  themselves.* 

It  was  probably  owing  to  an  aversion  to 
admit  anything  into  philosophy,  of  which 
wc  have  not  a clear  and  distinct  concep- 
tion, that  Des  Cartes  was  led  to  deny  that 
there  is  any  substance  of  matter  distinct  from 
those  qualities  of  it  which  we  perceive.-f 
YVre  say  that  matter  is  something  extended, 
figured,  moveable.  Extension,  figure,  mo- 
bility, therefore,  are  not  matter,  but  quali- 
ties, belonging  to  this  something,  which 
we  call  matter.  Des  Cartes  could  not 
relish  this  obscuro  something , which  is  sup- 
posed to  be  the  subject  or  substratum  of 
those  qualities  ; and,  therefore,  maintained 
that  extension  is  the  very  essence  of  mnt- 
ter.  But,  as  we  must  ascribe  extension  to 
space  as  well  as  to  matter,  he  found  him- 
self uuder  a necessity  of  hobiing  that  space 
and  matter  are  the  same  thing,  and  differ 
only  in  our  way  of  conceiving  them  ; so 
that,  wherever  there  is  space  there  is  mat- 
ter, and  no  void  left  in  the  universe.  The 
necessary  consequence  of  this  is,  that  the 
material  world  has  no  bounds  nor  limits. 
He  did  not,  however,  choose  to  call  it  in- 
finite, but  indefinite. 

It  was  probably  owing  to  the  same  cause 
that  Des  Cartes  made  the  essence  of  the 
soul  to  consist  in  thought.  He  would  not 
allow  it  to  be  an  unknown  something  that 
has  the  power  of  thinking  ; it  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  without  thought ; and,  as  be  con- 
ceived that  there  can  be  no  thought  with- 
out ideas,  the  soul  must  have  had  ideas  in 
its  first  formation,  which,  of  consequence, 
are  innate.^ 

The  sentiments  of  those  who  came  after 
Des  Cartes,  with  regard  to  the  nature  of 
body  and  mind,  have  been  various.  Many 
have  maintained  that  body  is  only  a collec- 
tion of  qualities  to  which  we  give  one 


• Put  see  **  Principia,”  ^ 6rt,  *qq  — H. 
t See  Stew  art ’*  •'  Klcmrnt*."  I.,  Note  A;  Royer 
Collard*  Fragment.  VIII.— H. 

t The  doctrine  of  Des  Carte*.  in  relation  to  / nntt 
ItLat,  has  been  vt*Ty  generally  muumlrr*tonl  f and 
by  no  one  more  than  by  l.ncke.  What  it  really 
amounted  to,  is  clearly  stated  in  Ms  strictures  on 
the  ProgTam  of  Regius.  Justice  has  latterly  been 
done  him,  among  others,  by  MrMewart,  in  his1*  Dis- 
sertation,” and  by  II.  Latomimiierc,  in  his  " Cours.” 
See  also  the  old  controversy  oi  De  Vues  v ith  Rod! 
on  this  point  —II. 
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name ; and  that  the  notion  of  a subject  of 
inhesion,  to  which  those  qualities  belong, 
is  only  a fiction  of  the  mind.*  [141] 
Some  have  even  maintained  that  the  soul 
is  only  a succession  of  related  ideas,  with- 
out any  subject  of  inhesion.  + It  appears, 
by  what  has  been  said,  how  far  these  no- 
tions are  allied  to  the  Cartesian  system. 

The  triumph  of  the  Cartesiau  system 
over  that  of  Aristotle,  is  one  of  the  most 
remarkable  revolutions  in  the  history  of  phi- 
losophy, and  has  led  me  to  dwell  longer 
upon  it  than  the  present  subject  perhaps 
required.  The  authority  of  Aristotle  was 
now  no  more.  That  reverence  for  hard 
words  and  dark  notions,  by  which  men’s 
understanding  had  lieen  strangled  in  early 
years,  was  turned  into  contempt,  and  every- 
thing suspected  which  was  not  clearly  and 
distinctly  understood.  This  is  the  spirit  of 
the  Cartesian  philosophy,  and  is  a more 
important  acquisition  to  mankind  than  uuy 
of  its  particular  tenets ; and  for  exerting 
this  spirit  so  zealously,  and  spreading  it  so 
successfully,  Des  Cartes  deserves  immortal 
honour. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  Des 
Cartes  rejected  a part  only  of  the  ancient 
theory,  concerning  the  perception  of  ex- 
ternal objects  by  the  senses,  and  that  he 
adopted  the  other  part.  That  theory  may 
be  divided  into  two  parts  : The  first,  that 
ilnages,  species,  or  forms  of  external  objects, 
come  from  the  object,  and  enter  by  the 
avenues  of  the  senses  to  the  mind ; the 
second  part  is,  That  the  external  object 
itself  is  not  perceived,  but  only  the  species 
or  image  of  it  in  the  mind.  The  first  part 
Des  Cartes  and  his  followers  rejected,  and 
refuted  by  solid  arguments  ; but  the  second 
part,  neither  he  nor  his  followers  have 
thought  of  calling  in  question  ; being  per- 
suaded that  it  is  only  a representative 
image  in  the  mind  of  the  external  object 
that  we  perceive,  and  not  the  object  itself. 
And  this  image,  which  the  Peripatetics 
called  a species,  he  calls  an  idea,  changing 
the  name  only,  while  he  admits  the  thing.  J 
[142] 

It  seems  strange  that  the  great  pains 
which  this  philosopher  took  to  throw  off  the 
prejudices  of  education,  to  dismiss  all  his 
former  opinions,  and  to  assent  to  nothing, 
till  he  found  evidence  that  compelled  his 
assent,  should  not  have  led  him  to  doubt  of 
this  opinion  of  the  ancient  philosophy.  It 
is  evidently  a philosophical  opinion  ; for  the 
vulgar  undoubtedly  believe  that  it  is  the 


* At  I/ockc,  (but  he  U not  consistent.)  Last, 
Green,  Watts,  and  others.  See  Cousin,  ••  Court  de 
Philosophies  ’ lotnell.,  Leqon  xvlil.— H. 
t Hume  — H 

t Des  Cartes  and  Reid  coincide  in  doctrine,  if 
Reid  holds  that  we  know  the  extended  and  eater, 
nal  object  only,  by  a conception  or  aubjective  modifi- 
Uon  of  lh«  ovreipient  mind,  bee  Notes  N and  C\— H. 


external  object  which  we  immediately  per 
ceive,  and  not  a representative  image  of  il 
only.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  they  look 
upon  it  as  perfect  lunacy  to  call  in  question 
the  existence  of  external  objects.* 

It  seems  to  be  admitted  as  a first  prin- 
ciple, by  the  learned  and  the  unlearned,  that 
wliat  is  really  perceived  must  exist,  and  that 
to  perceive  wliat  does  not  exist  is  impossible. 
So  far  the  unlearned  man  and  the  philoso- 
pher agree.  The  unlearned  man  says— I 
perceive  the  external  object,  and  I perceive 
it  to  exist.  Nothing  can  be  more  absurd 
than  to  doubt  of  it.  The  Peripatetic  says— 
What  I perceive  is  the  very  identical  form 
of  the  object,  which  came  immediately  from 
the  object,  and  makes  an  impression  upon 
my  mind,  as  a seal  docs  upon  wax ; and, 
therefore,  I can  have  no  doubt  of  the  ex- 
istence of  an  object  whose  form  I perceive.  + 
But  what  says  the  Cartesian  ? I perceive 
not,  says  he,  the  external  object  itself.  So 
far  he  agrees  with  the  Peripatetic,  and  differs 
from  the  unlearned  man.  But  I perceive 
an  image,  or  form,  or  idea,  in  my  own 
mind,  or  in  my  brain-  I am  certain  of  the 
existence  of  the  idea,  because  1 imme- 
diately perceive  it.-f-  But  how  this  idea  is 
formed,  or  what  it  represents,  is  not  self- 
evident  ; and  therefore  I must  find  argu- 
ments by  which,  from  the  existence  of  the 
idea  which  I perceive,  I can  infer  the  ex- 
istence of  an  external  object  which  it  re- 
presents. 

As  I take  this  to  be  a just  view  of  the 
principles  of  the  unlearned  man,  of  the  Peri- 
patetic, and  of  the  Cartesian,  so  I think 
they  all  reason  consequentially  from  their 
several  principles  : that  the  Cartesian  has 
strong  grounds  to  doubt  of  the  existence  of 
external  objects  ; the  Peripatetic  very  little 
ground  of  douH  ; and  the  unlearned  [ 143  ] 
man  none  at  all : and  that  the  difference  of 
their  situation  arises  from  this — that  the  un- 
learned man  has  no  hypothesis  ; the  Pei  i- 
patetic  leans  upon  an  hypothesis ; and  the 
Cartesian  upon  one  half  of  that  hypothesis. 

Des  Cartes,  according  to  the  spirit  of  his 
own  philosophy,  ought  to  have  doubted  of 
both  parts  of  the  Peripatetic  hypothesis,  or  to 
have  given  his  reasons  why  he  adopted  one 
part,  as  well  as  why  ho  rejected  the  other 


• Thii  ia  one  of  the  passages  which  favour  the 
opinion  tha  Reid  did  suppose  the  non-ego  to  be 
known  in  itself  aa  existing,  and  not  only  in  and 
through  the  fgo ; tor  mankind  in  general  believe 
that  tbe  extended  reality,  a*  perceived,  i»  something 
more  than  a mere  internal  representation  by  ihe 
mind.  suggested  in  consequence  of  the  impression 
made  by  an  unknown  aomething  on  the  sense.  Nee 
Note  t — H. 

+ The  Peripatetic  and  the  Cartcaian  held  that  the 
* pedes  or  idea  was  an  ol^ect  o ( consciousness.  It 
Reid  understood  the  language  he  uses,  he  must  hold 
that  the  external  and  extended  reality  Is  an  object  of 
coniciouaneas.  Rut  this  does  not  quadrate  with  hit 
doctrine,  that  we  only  know  extension  and  figure  by 
a suggested  conception  in  the  wind.  Nee  Note  C.— H. 

[141-1431 
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part ; esjuicially,  since  the  unlearned,  who 
have  the  faculty  of  perceiving  objects  by 
their  senses  in  no  less  perfection  than 
philosophers,  and  should,  therefore,  know, 
as  well  as  they,  what  it  is  they  perceive, 
have  been  unanimous  in  this,  that  the 
objects  they  perceive  are  not  ideas  in  their 
owu  minds,  but  things  external.  It  might 
have  been  expected  that  a philosopher  who 
was  so  cautious  as  not  to  take  his  own  ex- 
istence for  granted  without  proof,  would  not 
have  taken  it  for  granted  without  proof, 
that  everything  he  perceived  was  only  ideas 
in  his  own  uiiud. 

But,  if  Des  Cartes  made  a rash  ‘step  in 
this,  as  I apprehend  he  did,  he  ought  not 
to  bear  the  blame'  alone.  His  successors 
have  still  continued  in  the  same  track,  and, 
after  his  example,  have  adopted  one  part  of 
the  ancient  theory — to  wit,  tliat  the  objects 
we  immediately  perceive  are  ideas  only.  All 
their  systems  arc  built  on  this  foundation. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

OP  THB  SENTIMENTS  OP  MR  LOCKE. 

Tub  reputation  which  Locke's  44  Essay  on 
Human  Understanding”  had  at  home  from 
the  beginning,  and  which  it  lias  gradually 
acquired  abroad,  is  a sufficient  testimony  of 
its  merit.  [144]  There  is,  perhaps,  no 
book  of  the  metaphysical  kind  that  has  been 
so  generally  read  by  those  who  understand 
the  language,  or  that  is  more  adapted  to 
teach  men  to  think  with  precision,*  and  to 
inspire  them  with  that  candour  and  love  of 
truth  which  is  the  genuine  spirit  of  philo- 
sophy. He  gave,  I believe,  the  first  ex- 
ample in  the  English  language  of  writing 
on  such  abstract  subjects,  with  a remarkable 
degree  of  simplicity  and  perspicuity ; and 
in  this  he  has  been  happily  imitated  by 
others  that  came  after  him.  No  author 
hath  more  successfully  pointed  out  the 
danger  of  ambiguous  words,  and  the  im- 
portance of  having  distinct  and  determin- 
ate notious  in  judging  and  reasoning.  His 
observations  on  the  various  powers  of  the 
human  understanding,  on  the  use  and  abuse 
of  words,  and  on  the  extent  and  limits  of 
human  knowledge,  are  drawn  from  atten- 
tive reflection  on  the  operations  of  his  own 
mind,  the  true  source  of  all  real  knowledge 
on  these  subjects ; and  shew  an  uncommon 
degree  of  penetration  and  judgment.  But 
he  needs  no  panegyric  of  mine,  and  I men- 
tion these  things,  only  that,  when  I have 
occasion  to  differ  from  him,  I may  not  be 
thought  insensiblo  of  the  merit  of  an  author 
whom  I highly  respect,  and  to  whom  I owe 


my  first  lights  in  those  studies,  as  well  os 
my  attachment  to  them. 

He  sets  out  in  his  essay  with  a full  con- 
viction, common  to  him  with  other  philo- 
sophers, that  ideas  iu  the  mind  are  the 
objects  of  all  our  thoughts  in  every  opera- 
tion of  the  understanding.  This  leads  him 
to  use  the  word  idea0  so  very  frequently, 
beyond  what  was  usual  in  the  English 
language,  that  he  thought  it  necessary,  in 
his  introduction,  to  make  this  apology  : — 
44  It  being  that  term,*'  says  he,  44  which,  I 
I think,  serves  best  to  stand  for  whatsoever 
is  the  object  of  understanding  when  a mau 
thinks,  1 have  used  it  to  express  whatever 
is  meant  by  phantasm,  notion,  species,  or 
whatever  it  is  which  the  mind  can  be  em- 
ployed about  in  thinking ; and  I could  not 
avoid  frequently  using  it.  I presume  it 
will  be  granted  me,  that  there  are  such 
ideas  in  men's  minds  ; every  man  is  con- 
scious of  them  in  himself,  and  men's  words 
and  actions  will  satisfy  him  that  they  are  in 
others.”  [145] 

Speaking  of  the  reality  of  our  knowledge, 
he  says,  “ It  is  evident  the  mind  knows  not 
tilings  immediately,  but  only  by  the  inter- 
vention of  the  ideas  it  has  of  them.  Our 
knowledge,  therefore,  is  real,  only  so  far  as 
there  is  a conformity  between  our  ideas  and 
the  reality  of  things.  But  what  shall  be 
here  the  criteriou  ? How  shall  the  mind, 
w’hen  it  perceives  nothing  but  its  own  ideas, 
know  that  they  agree  with  things  them- 
selves ? This,  though  it  seems  not  to  want 
difficulty,  yet,  I think,  there  be  two  sorts 
of  ideas  that  we  may  be  assured  agree  with 
things.” 

We  see  that  Mr  Locke  was  aware,  no 
less  than  Des  Cartes,  that  the  doctrine  of 
ideas  made  it  necessary,  and  at  the  same 
time  difficult,  to  prove  the  existence  of  a 
material  world  without  us ; because  the 
mind,  according  to  that  doctrine,  perceives 
nothing  but  a world  of  ideas  in  itself.  Not 
only  Des  Cartes,  but  Malebranche,  Amaubl. 
and  Norris,  had  perceived  this  difficulty, 
and  attempted  to  remove  it  with  little  suc- 
cess. Mr  Locke  attempts  the  same  thing  ; 
but  his  arguments  are  feeble.  He  even 
seems  to  be  conscious  of  this ; for  he  con- 
cludes his  reasoning  with  this  observation 
— 44  That  we  have  evidence  sufficient  to 
direct  us  in  attaining  the  good  and  avoiding 
the  evil,  caused  by  external  objects,  and 
that  this  is  the  important  concern  we  have 
in  being  made  acquainted  with  them.”  This, 
indeed,  is  saying  no  more  than  will  be 
granted  by  those  who  deny  the  existence  of 
a material  world. 

As  there  is  no  material  difference  between 


* To  praite  Lock?  for  prreiiion,  i*  rather  too 
much  — H. 


[lit,  115] 


• l.ockc  may  be  tald  to  havr  6r»t  naturalized  tha 
Wfrd  m Kngliah  ai  langu  ge,  in  in  fane, 

•tan  extension.— H. 
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II. 


Locke  and  Do*  Cartes  with  regard  to  the 
perception  of  objects  by  the  senses,  there 
is  the  less  occasion,  in  this  place,  to  take 
notice  of  all  their  differences  in  other  points. 
They  differed  about  the  origin  of  our  ideas. 
Des  Cartes  thought  some  of  them  were 
innate ; the  other  maintained  that  there 
are  no  innate  ideas,  and  that  they  are  all 
derived  from  two  sources—  to  wit,  sensation 
and  reflection  ; meaning,  by  seusation,  the 
operations  of  our  external  senses  ; and,  by 
reflection,  that  attention  which  we  are 
capable  of  giving  to  the  operations  of  our 
own  minds.  [146] 

They  differed  with  regard  to  the  essence 
both  of  matter  and  of  mind  : the  British 
philosopher  holding  that  the  real  essence  of 
both  is  beyond  the  reach  of  human  know, 
ledge ; the  other  conceiving  that  the  very 
essence  of  mind  consists  in  thought,  and 
that  of  matter  in  extension,  by  which  he 
made  matter  and  space  not  to  differ  in  reality, 
and  no  part  of  space  to  be  void  of  matter. 

Mr  Locke  explained,  more  distinctly  than 
had  been  done  before,  the  operations  of  the 
mind  in  classing  the  various  objects  of 
thought,  and  reducing  them  to  genera  and 
species.  He  was  the  first,  I think,  who 
distinguished  in  substances  what  he  calls 
the  nominal  essence — which  is  only  the 
notion  we  form  of  a genus  or  species,  and 
which  we  express  by  a definition — from  the 
real  essence  or  internal  constitution  of  the 
thing,  which  makes  it  to  bo  what  it  is.* 
Without  this  distinction,  the  subtile  dis- 
putes which  tortured  the  schoolmen  for  so 
many  ages,  in  the  controversy  between  the 
nominalists  and  realists,  could  never  be 
brought  to  an  issue.  He  shews  distinctly 
how  we  form  abstract  and  general  notions, 
and  the  use  and  necessity  of  them  in  rea- 
soning. And  as  (according  to  the  received 
principles  of  philosophers)  every  notion  of 
our  mind  must  have  for  its  object  an  idea 
in  the  mind  itself,^  he  thinks  that  we  form 
abstract  ideas  by  leaving  out  of  the  idea  of 
an  individual  everything  wherein  it  differs 
from  other  individuals  of  the  same  species 
or  genus ; and  that  this  power  of  forming 
abstract  ideas,  is  that  which  chiefly  dis- 
tinguishes us  from  brute  animals,  in  whom 
he  could  see  no  evidence  of  any  abstract 
ideas. 

Since  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  philoso- 
phers have  diflered  much  with  regard  to  the 
share  they  ascribe  to  the  mind  itself,  in  the 
fabrication  of  those  representative  beings 
called  ideas,  and  the  manner  in  which  this 
work  is  carried  on. 


• I.ncke  ha*  no  originality  in  thi*  rr»p«-t.— H. 
t Notion  it  hf'r  u»<xl  for  the  apprehemion  of  the 
idea,  or  representative  reality,  which  He  id  tuppoHni 
that  all  philocupher*  viewed  a*  ••uncthing  more  than 
the  mere  act  of  knowledge,  considered  in  relation  to 
what  *u,  through  it,  known  or  represented.— 11. 


Of  the  authors  I have  met  with,  Dr 
Robert  Hook  is  the  most  explicit.  He  was 
one  of  the  most  ingenious  and  active  mem- 
1m* rs  of  the  Royal  Society  of  London  at  its 
first  institution  ; and  frequently  read  lec- 
tures to  the  Society,  which  w*crc  published 
among  his  posthumous  works.  [147]  In  his 
“ Lectures  upon  Light,”  § 7>  he  makes 
ideas  to  be  material  substances  ; and  thinks 
that  the  brain  is  furnished  with  a proper 
kind  of  matter  for  fabricating  the  ideas  of 
each  sense.  The  ideas  of  sight,  he  flunks, 
are  formed  of  a kind  of  matter  resembling 
the  Rononinn  stone,  or  some  kind  of  phos- 
phorus ; that  the  ideas  of  sound  are  funned 
of  some  matter  resembling  the  chords  or 
glasses  which  take  a sound  from  the  vibra- 
tions of  the  air ; and  so  of  the  rest. 

The  soul,  he  thinks,  may  fabricate  some 
hundreds  of  those  ideas  in  a day  ; and  that, 
as  they  are  formed,  they  are  pushed  farther 
off  from  the  centre  of  the  brain  where  the 
soul  resides.  By  t his  means  they  make  a con- 
tinued chain  of  ideas,  envied  up  in  the  brain  ; 
the  first  end  of  which  is  farthest  removed 
from  the  centre  or  seat  of  the  soul,  and  tlie 
other  end  is  always  at  the  centre,  being  the 
last  idea  formed,  which  is  always  present 
the  moment  when  considered ; and,  there- 
fore, according  as  there  is  a greater  number 
of  ideas  between  tlie  present  sensation  or 
thought  in  the  centre  and  any  other,  the 
soul  is  apprehensive  of  a larger  portion  of 
time  interposed. 

Mr  Locke  has  not  entered  into  so  minute 
a detail  of  this  manufacture  of  ideas  ; but  he 
ascribes  to  the  mind  a very  considerable 
hand  in  forming  its  own  ideas.  With  re- 
gard to  our  sensations,  the  mind  is  passive, 
“ they  being  produced  in  us,  only  by  dif- 
ferent degrees  and  inodes  of  motion  in  our 
animal  spirits,  variously  agitated  by  ex- 
ternal objects.”  These,  however,  cease  to 
be  as  soon  as  they  c«;ase  to  be  perceived ; 
but,  by  the  faculties  of  memory  and  imagin- 
ation, “ the  mind  has  an  ability,  when  it 
wills,  to  revive  them  again,  and,  as  it  were, 
to  paint  them  anew  upon  itself,  though 
some  with  more,  some  w*ith  less  difficulty.*' 

As  to  the  ideas  of  reflection,  he  ascribes 
them  to  no  other  cause  but  to  that  attention 
which  the  mind  is  capable  of  giving  to  its 
own  operations.  These,  therefore,  are 
formed  by  the  mind  itself.  [148]  He  ascribes 
likewise  to  the  mind  the  power  of  com- 
pounding its  simple  ideas  into  complex  ones 
of  various  forms ; of  repeating  them,  and 
adding  the  repetitions  together  ; of  dividing 
and  classing  them  ; of  comparing  them, 
and,  from  that  comparison,  of  forming  the 
ideas  of  their  relation  ; nay,  of  forming  a 
general  idea  of  a species  or  genus,  by  taking 
from  the  idea  of  an  individual  everything 
by  which  it  is  distinguished  from  other  in- 
dividuals of  the  kind,  till  at  lust  it  becomes 
[_  146-1 48] 
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an  abstract  general  idea,  common  to  all  the 
individuals  of  the  kind. 

These,  1 think,  are  the  powers  which  Mr 
Locke  ascribes  to  the  mind  itself  in  the 
fabrication  of  its  ideas.  Bishop  Berkeley, 
us  we  shall  see  afterwards,  abridged  them 
considerably,  and  Mr  Hume  much  more. 

The  ideas  we  have  of  the  various  quali- 
ties of  bodies  are  not  all,  as  Mr  Locke 
thinks,  of  the  same  kind.  Some  of  them 
are  images  or  resemblances  of  what  is  really 
in  the  body ; others  are  not.  There  are 
certain  qualities  inseparable  from  matter; 
such  as  extension,  solidity,  figure,  mobility. 
Our  ideas  of  these  are  real  resemblances  of 
the  qualities  in  the  hotly : and  these  he 
calls  primary  qualities.  But  colour,  souud, 
taste,  smell,  heat,  and  cold,  he  calls  second- 
ary qualities,  nnd  thinks  that  they  are 
only  powers  in  bodies  of  producing  cer- 
tain sensations  in  us ; which  sensations 
have  nothing  resembling  them,  though  they 
are  commonly  thought  to  be  exact  resem- 
blances of  something  in  the  body.  “ Thus,** 
says  he,  “ the  idea  of  heat  or  light,  which 
we  receive,  by  our  eyo  or  touch,  from  the 
sun,  are  commonly  thought  real  qualities 
existing  in  the  sun,  and  something  more 
than  mere  powers  in  it.*’ 

The  names  of  primary  and  secondary 
qualities  were,  I believe,  first  used  by  Mr 
Locke  ; but  the  distinction  which  they  ex- 
press, was  well  understood  by  Des  Cartes, 
and  is  explainod  bv  him  in  his  “ Principia,” 

Part  I.,  § 6.9,  70,  7L  IU9] 

Although  no  author  has  more  merit  tlian 
Mr  Locke,  in  pointing  out  the  ambiguity  of 
words,  and  resolving,  by  that  means,  many 
knotty  questions,  which  had  tortured  the 
wits  of  the  schoolmen,  yet,  I apprehend, 
he  has  been  sometimes  misled  by  the  ambi- 
guity of  the  word  idea,  which  he  uses  so 
often  almost  in  every  page  of  his  essay. 

In  the  explication  given  of  this  word,  we 
took  notice  of  two  meanings  given  to  it — a 
popular  and  a philosophical.  In  the  popu- 
lar meaning,  to  have  an  idea  of  a'rTything, 
signifies  nothing  more  than  to  think  of  it. 

Although  the  operations  of  the  mind  are 
most  properly  and  naturally,  and  indeed 
most  commonly  in  all  vulgar  languages,  ex- 
pressed by  active  verbs,  there  is  another 
way  of  expressing  them,  less  common,  but 1 
equally  well  understood  To  think  of  a 
thing,  and  to  have  a thought  of  it ; to  be- 
lieve a thing,  and  to  have  a belief  of  it ; to 
see  a thing,  and  have  a sight  of  it ; to  con- 
ceive a thing,  and  to  have  a conception, 
notion,  or  idea  of  it — are  phrases  perfectly 
synonymous.  In  these  phrases,  the  thought 
means  nothing  but  the  act  of  thinking ; the 
belief,  the  act  of  believing ; and  the  con- 
ception, notion,  or  idea,  the  act  of  conceiv- 
ing. To  have  a clear  and  distinct  idea  is, 
in  this  sense,  nc  thing  else  hut  to  conceive 
rl  4-9,  150] 


the  thing  clearly  aud  distinctly.  When  the 
word  idea  is  taken  in  this  popular  sense, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  our  having  ideas  in 
our  minds.  To  think  without  ideas  would 
be  to  think  without  thought,  which  is  a 
manifest  contradiction.* 

But  there  is  another  ineaniug  of  the  word 
idea  peculiar  to  philosophers,  and  grounded 
upon  a philosophical  theory,  which  the  vul- 
gar never  think  of.  Philosophers,  ancient 
and  modern,  have  maintained  that  the 
operations  of  the  mind,  like  tho  tools  of  an 
artificer,  can  only  be  employed  upon  objects 
that  are  present  in  the  mind,  or  in  the 
brain,  where  the  mind  is  supposed  to  reside. 
[150]  Therefore,  objects  that  are  distaut  in 
time  or  place  must  have  a representative  in 
die  mind,  or  in  the  brain — some  image  or 
picture  6f  them,  which  is  the  object  that  tho 
mind  contemplates.  This  representative 
image  was,  in  the  old  philosophy,  called  a 
species  or  phantasm.  Since  the  time  of 
Des  Cartes,  it  has  more  commonly  been 
called  an  idea ; and  every  thought  is  con- 
ceived to  liavo  an  idea  of  its  object.  As 
this  has  been  a common  opinion  among 
philosophers,  as  far  back  as  we  can  trace  phi- 
losophy, it  is  the  less  to  bo  wondered  at  that 
they  should  be  apt  to  confound  the  opera- 
tion of  the  tnind  in  thinking  with  the  idea 
or  object  of  thought,  which  iB  supposed  to 
be  its  inseparable  concomitant.* 

If  we  pay  any  regard  to  the  common 
sense  of  mankind,  thought  and  the  object 
of  thought  are  ditferent  things,  and  ought 
to  be  distinguished.  It  is  true,  thought 
cannot  be  without  an  object — for  every 
man  who  thinks  must  think  of  something  ; 
but  the  object  ho  thinks  of  is  one  thing,  his 
thought  of  that  object  is  another  thing. 
They  are  distinguished  in  all  languages,  even 
by  the  vulgar;  and  many  things  may  be 
affirmed  of  thought — that  is,  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  mind  in  thinking — which  cannot, 
without  error,  and  even  absurdity,  be  af- 
firmed of  tho  object  of  that  operation.* 
From  this,  I think,  it  is  evident  that,  if 
the  word  idea,  in  a work  where  it  occurs  in 
every  paragraph,  is  used  without  any  inti- 
mation of  the  ambiguity  of  the  w’ord,  some- 
times to  signify  thought,  or  the  operation 
of  the  mind  in  thinking,  sometimes  to  sig- 
nify those  internal  objects  of  thought  which 
philosophers  suppose,  this  must  occasion 
confusion  in  the  thoughts  both  of  the  au- 
thor and  of  the  readers.  I take  this  to  be 
the  greatest  blemish  in  the  u Essay  on  Hu- 
man Understanding.**  I apprehend  this  is 
the  true  source  of  several  paradoxical  opin- 
ions in  that  excellent  work,  which  I shall 
have  occasion  to  take  notice  of. 

Here  it  is  very  natural  to  ask,  Whether 
it  was  Mr  Locke's  opinion,  that  ideas  are 


• Sec  Not*  C.— It. 
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the  only  objects  of  thought  ? or,  Whether 
it  is  not  possible  for  men  to  think  of  things 
which  are  not  ideas  in  the  mind  ?"  [ 151  ] 

To  this  question  it  is  not  easy  to  give  a 
direct  answer.  On  the  one  hand,  he  says 
often,  in  distinct  and  studied  expressions, 
that  the  term  idea  stands  for  whatever  is 
the  object  of  the  understanding  when  a man 
thinks,  or  whatever  it  is  which  the  mind 
can  be  employed  about  in  thinking : that 
the  inind  perceives  nothing  but  its  own 
ideas : that  all  knowledge  consists  in  the 
perception  of  the  agreement  or  disagree- 
ment of  our  ideas  : that  we  can  have  no 
knowledge  farther  thau  we  have  ideas. 
These,  aud  many  other  expressions  of  the 
liko  import,  evidently  imply  that  every 
object  of  thought  must  be  an  idea,  and  can 
bo  nothing  else. 

On  the  other  hand,  I am  persuaded  that 
Mr  Locke  would  have  acknowledged  that 
we  may  think  of  Alexander  the  Great,  or 
of  the  planet  Jupiter,  and  of  numlierless 
things  which  he  would  have  owned  are  not 
ideas  in  the  mind,  but  objects  which  exist 
independent  of  the  mind  tliat  thinks  of 
thern.-f* 

How  shall  wc  reconcile  the  two  parts  of 
this  apparent  contradiction  ? All  1 am  able 
to  say,  upon  Mr  Locke's  principles,  to  recon- 
cile them,  is  this.  That  wc  cannot  think  of 
Alexander,  or  of  the  planet  Jupiter,  unless 
we  have  in  our  minds  an  idea — that  is,  an 
image  or  picture  of  those  objects.  The 
idea  of  Alexander  is  an  image,  or  picture, 
or  representation  of  that  hero  in  my  mind ; 


• It  is  to  be  remembered  t»-at  Keid  means,  by 
Id  at,  representative  entities  different  from  the  cog. 
nitive  modifications  of  the  mind  itself  — H. 

t On  i he  confusion  of  this  and  the  four  subsequent 
paragraphs,  see  Note  C.—  W hatever  is  the  immediate 
ot*joct  of  thought,  of  that  we  are  necessarily  conscious. 
Hut  of  Alexander,  for  example,  a*  existing,  we  are 
necessarily  not  conscious.  Alexander,  at  exit-ting, 
cannot,  therefore,  possibly  be  an  immediate  object  of 
thought : consequently,  if  »e  can  be  said  to  ihink  of 
Alexander  at  all,  we  can  only  be  said  to  think  nr  him 
mcdlutely.  in  and  through  a representation  of  which 
we  are  conscious  ; and  that  representation  U the  im. 
mediate  object  of  thought  It  makes  no  difference 
whether  this  immediate  object  be  viewed  a«  a Urttum 
quid,  distinct  Irum  the  existing  reality  and  from  the 
conscious  mind:  or  whether  as  a mere  modality  of 
the  conscious  mind  itself— as  tne  mere  act  of  thought 
considered  in  its  relation  to  something  beyond  the 
sphere  of  consc-ousness.  In  neither  case,  can  we  be 
■aid  (lie  it  in  the  imagination  of  a possible  or  the 
rre Utectujn  of  a past  existence)  to  know  a thing  as 
existing— that  is,  immediately  ; and,  therefore,  if  in 
t’'e*e  operations  we  be  said  to  know  aught  out  the 
mind  at  all,  we  can  only  be  said  to  know  it  me- 
dialely— in  other  words,  as  a mediate  object.  The 
whole  perplexity  arises  from  the  ambiguity  of  the 
term  object,  that  term  being  used  both  for  theexter. 
nal  reality  of  which  we  are  here  not  conscious,  and 
cannot  therefore  know  in  itself,  and  for  the  mental 
representation  which  we  know  in  itself,  but  which  is 
known  only  as  reiativeto  the  other.  Held  ch-ose*  to 
abolish  the  former  signification,  on  the  supposition 
that  it  only  applies  to  a representative  entity  ditler. 
cut  from  the  act  or  thought.  In  this  supposition, 
however,  he  is  wrong  ; nor  doe*  he  obtain  an  imme- 
diate knowledge,  even  in  ptrcfptiom,  by  merely  ilcny- 
Uitciudc  byj-othcMf  o|  representation  —11. 


[E88AY  IX. 

atul  this  idea  is  the  immediate  object  of  my 
thought  when  1 think  of  Alexander.  That 
this  wo*  Locke's  opinion,  and  that  it  tuts 
been  generally  the  opinion  of  philosophers, 
there  can  be  no  doubt. 

But,  instead  of  giving  light  to  the  ques- 
tion proposed,  it  seems  to  iuvolve  it  iu 
greater  darkness. 

When  I think  of  Alexander,  I am  told 
there  is  an  image  or  idea  of  Alexander  in 
my  mind,  which  is  the  immediate  object  of 
this  thought.  The  necessary  consequence 
of  this  seems  to  be,  that  there  are  two  ob- 
jects of  this  thought — the  idea,  which  is  in 
the  mind,  and  the  person  represented  by  that 
idea  ; the  first,  the  immediate  object  of  the 
thought,  the  last,  the  object  of  the  same 
thought,  but  not  the  immediate  object. 
[ 152]  This  is  a liard  saying ; for  it  makes 
every  thought  of  things  external  to  have  a 
double  object.  Every  man  is  conscious  of 
his  thoughts,  and  yet,  upon  attentive  reflec- 
tion, he  perceives  no  such  duplicity  in  the 
object  he  thinks  about.  Sometimes  men 
sec  objects  double,  but  they  always  know 
when  they  do  so : and  I kuow  of  no  philo- 
sopher w ho  has  expressly  owned  this  dupli- 
city in  the  object  of  thought,  though  it  fol- 
lows necessarily  from  maintaining  that,  in 
the  same  thought,  there  is  one  object  that 
is  immediate  and  in  the  mind  itself,  and 
another  object  which  is  not  immediate,  and 
which  is  not  in  the  mind." 

Besides  this,  it  seems  very  hard,  or  rather 
impossible,  to  understand  what  is  meant  by 
an  object  of  thought  tliat  is  not  an  imme- 
diate object  of  thought.  A body  in  motion 
may  move  another  that  was  at  rest,  by  the 
medium  of  a third  body  tliat  is  interposed. 
This  is  easily  understood  ; but  we  are  unable 
to  conceive  any  medium  interposed  between 
a mind  and  ihc  thought  of  that  mind  ; aud, 
to  think  of  any  object  by  a medium,  seems 
to  be  words  without  any  meaning.  There 
is  a sense  in  which  a thing  may  be  said  to 
be  perceived  by  a medium.  Thus  any  kind 
of  sign  may  be  said  to  be  the  modium  by 
which  I perceive  or  understand  the  thing 
signified.  The  sign  by  custom,  or  compact, 
or  |>crhaps  by  nature,  introduces  the  thought 
of  the  thing  signified.  But  here  the  thing 
signified,  when  it  is  introduced  to  the 
thought,  is  au  object  of  thought  no  less 
immediate  than  the  sign  was  before.  And 
there  are  hero  two  objects  of  thought,  one 
succeeding  another,  which  wc  have  shewn 
is  not  the  cose  with  respect  to  an  idea,  aud 
the  object  it  represents. 

• ThU  Is,  if  by  object  was  meant  the  same  thine, 
when  the  lerni  is  applied  to  the  external  reality, 
and  to  its  mental  representation.  Even  under  the 
Scholastic  theory  of  rcpcesentation,  it  was  generally 
maintained  that  the  species  itself  is  not  an  object  of 
perception,  but  the  external  r ality  through  it  ; a 
mode  of  speaking  justly  reprehended  by  the  acuter 
schoolmen-  But  in  this  respect  Iteid  is  equally  to 
blame.  Sec  Nine  t\— H. 
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I apprehend,  therefore,  that,  if  philoso- 
phers will  maintain  that  ideas  in  the  mind 
are  the  only  immediate  objects  of  thought, 
they  will  be  forced  to  grant  that  they  are  the 
sole  objects  of  thought,  and  that  it  is  im- 
possible for  men  to  think  of  anything  else. 
1 1 53]  Y et,  surely,  Mr  Locke  believed  that 
we  can  think  of  many  things  that  are  not 
ideas  in  the  mind  ; but  he  seems  not  to  have 
perceived,  that  the  maintaining  that  ideas 
in  the  mind  are  the  only  immediate  objects 
of  thought,  must  necessarily  draw  this  con- 
sequence along  with  it. 

The  consequence,  however,  was  seen  by 
Bishop  Berkeley  and  Mr  Hume,  who  rather 
chose  to  admit  the  consequence  than  to  give 
up  the  principle  from  which  it  follows. 

Perhaps  it  was  unfortunate  for  Mr  Locke 
that  he  used  the  word  idea  so  very  fre- 
quently as  to  make  it  very  difficult  to  give 
the  attention  necessary  to  put  it  always  to 
the  same  meaning.  And  it  appears  ovident 
that,  in  many  places,  he  means  nothing 
more  by  it  but  the  notion  or  conception  we 
have  of  any  object  of  thought ; that  is,  the 
act  of  the  mind  in  conceiving  it,  and  not  the 
object  conceived.* 

In  explaining  this  word,  he  says  that  he 
uses  it  for  whatever  is  meant  by  pliantasm, 
notion,  species.  Here  are  three  synonymes 
to  the  word  idea.  The  first  and  last  are 
very  proper  to  express  the  philosophical 
meaning  of  the  word,  being  terms  of  art  in 
the  Peripatetic  philosophy,  and  signifying 
images  of  external  things  in  the  mind, 
which,  according  to  that  philosophy,  are 
objects  of  thought.  But  the  word  riution  is 
a word  in  common  language,  whose  meaning 
agrees  exactly  with  the  popular  meaning  of 

* When  we  contemplate  a triangle,  we  may  consider 
it  either  at  a complement  of  three  side*  or  of  three 
angle*  ; not  that  the  three  sides  and  the  three  angles 
are  possible  except  through  each  other,  but  because 
we  may  in  thought  view  the  figure— qua  triangle. 
In  reality  one  and  indivisible— in  different  relations. 
In  like  manner,  we  may  consider  a representative  act 
of  knowledge  in  two  relations-*  1°,  as  an  act  rt-presen. 
tativeof  something,  and,  8°  as  an  act  cognitive  of 
that  represent  at  on,  although,  in  truth,  these  are  both 
only  one  indivisible  energy— the  representation  only 
existing  aa  known,  the  cognition  being  only  possible  in 
a representation.  Thu-,  e.  g.,  in  the  imagination  of 
a Centaur— the  Centaur  represented  is  the  Centaur 
known,  the  Centaur  known  is  the  Centaur  repre- 
sented. It  is  one  act  under  two  relations— a relation 
to  the  subject  knowing— a relation  to  the  object  re- 
presente*!.  But  to  a cognitive  act  considered  in  these 
several  relations  we  may  give  either  different  names, 
or  we  may  confound  them  under  one,  or  we  may  do 
both;  and  this  is  actually  done  ; some  words  express- 
ing only  one  relation,  others  both  or  either,  and 
others  properly  the  one  but  abusively  also  the  other. 
I hus  Idea  properly  denotes  an  act  of  thought  con- 
sidered in  relation  t<»  an  external  something  beyond 
the  sphere  of  consciousness— a representation;  but 
some  philosopher*,  as  Locke,  abuse  it  to  comprehend 
the  thought  also,  viewed  as  cognitive  of  this  represen- 
tation. Again,  perception,  notion,  conception,  Ac, 
( concept  is,  unfortunately,  obsolete)  comprehend 
tioth,  or  may  be  used  to  denote  either  of  the  rela- 
tions; and  it  is  only  by  the  context  that  wi  can  ever 
vaguely  discover  in  which  application  they  are  in- 
tended. This  i*  unfortunate ; but  so  it  is.— II. 

[_  153-1 55] 


the  word  ideay  but  not  with  the  philosophi- 
cal. 

When  these  two  different  meanings  oa 
the  word  idea  are  confounded  in  a studied 
explication  of  it,  there  is  little  reason  to 
expect  that  they  should  be  carefully  dis- 
tinguished in  the  frequent  use  of  it.  Thera 
are  many  passages  in  the  Essay  in  which, 
to  make  them  intelligible,  the  word  idea 
must  be  taken  in  one  of  those  senses,  and 
many  others  in  which  it  must  be  taken  in 
the  other.  It  seems  probable  tliat  the 
author,  not  attending  to  this  ambiguity  of 
the  word,  used  it  in  the  one  sense  or  the 
other,  as  the  subject-matter  required  ; and 
the  far  greater  part  of  his  readers  have  done 
the  Fame.  [154] 

There  is  a third  sense,  in  which  he  uses 
the  word  not  unfrequently,  to  signify  objects 
of  thought  that  are  not  in  this  mind,  but 
external.  Of  this  he  seems  to  be  sensible, 
and  somewhere  makes  an  apology  for  it. 
When  he  affirms,  as  he  does  in  innumerable 
places,  that  all  human  knowledge  consists 
in  the  perception  of  the  agreement  or  dis- 
agreement of  our  ideas,  it  is  impossible  to 
put  a meaning  upon  this,  consistent  with 
his  principles,  unless  he  means  by  ideas 
every  object  of  human  thought,  whether 
mediate  or  immediate  ; everything,  in  a 
word,  that  can  be  signified  by  the  subject, 
or  predicate  of  a proposition. 

Thus,  we  see  tliat  the  word  idea  lias  three 
different  meanings  in  the  essay;  and  the 
author  seems  to  have  used  it  sometimes  in  one, 
sometimes  in  another,  without  being  aware 
of  any  change  in  the  meaning.  The  reader 
slides  easily  into  the  same  fallacy,  that 
meaning  occurring  most  readily  to  his  mind 
which  gives  the  liest  sense  to  w hat  he  reads. 
1 have  met  with  persons  professing  no  slight 
acquaintance  with  the  “ Essay  on  Human 
Understanding,”  who  maintained  that  the 
word  irffti,  wherever  it  occurs,  means 
nothing  mure  than  thought  ; and  that, 
where  he  speaks  of  ideas  as  images  in  the 
mind,  and  as  objects  of  thought,  he  is  not 
to  be  understood  as  speaking  properly,  but 
figuratively  or  analogically.  And,  indeed, 
I apprehend  that  it  would  be  no  small 
advantage  to  many  passages  in  the  book, 
if  they  could  admit  of  this  interpretation. 

It  is  not  the  fault  of  this  philosopher 
alone  to  have  given  too  little  Attention  to 
the  distinction  between  the  operations  of 
the  mind  and  the  objects  of  those  opera- 
tions. Although  this  distinction  be  familiar 
to  the  vulgar,  and  found  in  the  structure  of 
all  languages,  philosophers,  when  they  speak 
of  ideas,  often  confound  [155]  the  two  to- 
gether ; and  their  theory  concerning  ideas 
has  led  them  to  do  so ; fur  ideas,  being 
supposed  to  be  a shadowy  kind  of  beings, 
intermediate  between  the  thought  and  the 
object  of  thought,  sometimes  seem  to  cos- 
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lesce  with  the  thought,  sometimes  with  the 
object  of  thought,  and  sometimes  to  have  a 
distinct  existence  of  their  own. 

The  same  philosophical  theory  of  ideas 
has  led  philosophers  to  confound  the  differ- 
ent operations  of  the  understanding,  and 
to  call  them  all  by  the  name  of  perception.* 
Mr  Locke,  though  not  free  from  this  fault, 
is  not  so  often  chargeable  with  it  as  some 
who  came  after  him.  The  vulgar  give  the 
name  of  perception  to  that  immediate  know* 
ledge  of  external  objects  which  we  have  by 
our  external  senses.  + This  is  its  proper 
meaning  in  our  language,  though  sometimes 
it  may  be  applied  to  other  things  metaphori- 
cally or  analogically.^  When  1 think  of 
anything  that  does  not  exist,  ns  of  the 
republic  of  Oceana,  I do  not  perceive  it — I 
only  conceive  or  imagine  it.§  When  I 
think  of  what  hap|>ened  to  me  yesterday,  I 
do  not  perceive  hut  remember  it.||  When 
I am  pained  with  the  gout,  it  is  not  projter 
to  say  I perceive  the  pain  ; I feel  it,  or  am 
conscious  of  it : it  is  not  an  object  of  per- 
ception, but  of  sensation  and  of  conscious- 
ness. So  far,  the  vulgar  distinguish  very 
properly  the  different  alterations  of  the 
mind,  and  never  confound  the  names  of 
things  so  different  in  their  nature.  But 
the  theory  of  ideas  leads  philosophers  to 
conceive  all  those  operations  to  be  of  one 
nature,  and  to  give  them  one  name.  They 
are  all,  according  to  that  theory,  the  per- 
ception of  ideas  in  the  mind.  Perceiving, 
remembering,  imagining,  being  conscious, 
are  all  perceiving  ideas  in  the  mind,  and 
are  called  perceptions . Hence  it  is  that 

philosophers  speak  of  the  perceptions  of 
memory,  and  the  perceptions  of  iniagina- 


• No  more  than  by  calling  Ihctn  all  by  the  name 
of  Cognition t,  or  Act i of  Contcioumett.  There  « a* 
no  reason,  either  from  etymology  or  usage,  why  per. 
crptiun  should  not  signify  the  energy  of  immediately 
apprehending,  in  general ; and  until  Held  limited  the 
word  to  our  apprehens-on  of  an  external  world,  it 
was.  In  fact,  employed  by  philosophers,  as  tanta- 
mount to  an  act  ol  consciousness.  We  were  in  need 
of  a word  to  express  our  irntitter  cognitiuni  as  dis- 
tinct from  our  sensitive  feelingi,  (for  the  term  tent, 
at  ion  involved  both.)  and,  therefore,  heid’a  reatric- 
tion,  though  contrary  to  all  precedent,  may  be  ad. 
milted;  but  Ins  criticism  of  ithcr  philosophers  for 
.'heir  employment  of  the  term,  in  a wider  meaning, 
is  wholly  groundless. — It 
t Hut  not  exclusively.—  If. 

| Thii  is  not  correct  —II. 

$ And  why  ? Simply  because  we  do  not,  by  such 
an  act.  know,  or  apprehend  such  an  object  to 'exist ; 
we  merely  represent  It.  Hut  p<  rception  was  only 
used  for  such  an  apprehension.  We  could  say,  how. 
ever,  that  we  perceived  (as  we  could  say  that  we  were 
conscious  of"!  the  republic  of  Oceana,  as  imagined 
by  u*.  after  Barrington  — H. 

f|  And  this,  for  the  same  reason.  What  is  remem- 
bered is  not  and  can  not  be  immediately  known ; 
nought  but  the  present  mental  representation  is  so 
known  ; and  this  wc  could  properly  **y  that  we 
perceived. — II. 

1 Because  the  feeling  of  pain,  though  only  possible 
through  consciousness,  is  not  an  act  of  knowledge. 
H' t It  could  be  properly  said,  / perceive  a feeling  of 
rain.  At  any  rate,  the  expression  I perceive  a pain, 
is  «s  correct  as  1 am  cvntclout  u f a i am  — H. 


tion.  They  make  sensation  to  be  a percep- 
tion ; and  everything  we  perceive  by  our 
senses  to  be  an  idea  of  sensation.  Some- 
times they  say  that  they  are  conscious  of 
the  ideas  in  their  own  minds,  sometimes 
that  they  perceive  them.-  1160] 

However  improbable  it  may  appear  that 
philosophers  who  have  taken  pains  to  study 
the  operations  of  their  own  minds,  should 
express  them  less  properly  and  less  dis- 
tinctly than  the  vulgar,  it  seems  really  to  be 
the  case ; and  the  only  account  that  can  be 
given  of  this  strange  phenomenon,  1 take 
to  be  this : that  the  vulgar  seek  no  theory 
to  account  for  the  operations  of  their  minds ; 
they  know  that  they  see, and  hear,  and  re- 
member, and  imagine ; and  those  who  think 
distinctly  will  express  these  operations  dis- 
tinctly, as  their  consciousness  represents 
them  to  the  mind  ; but  philosophers  think 
they  ought  to  know  not  only  that  there  are 
such  operations,  but  how  they  are  per- 
formed ; how  they  see,  and  hear,  and  re- 
member, and  imagine;  and,  having  invented 
a theory  to  explain  these  operations,  by 
ideas  or  images  in  the  mind,  they  suit  their 
expressions  to  their  theory  ; ami,  as  a false 
comment  throws  a cloud  upon  the  text,  so 
a false  theory  darkens  the  phsenomena 
which  it  attempts  to  explain. 

We  Bhall  examine  this  theory  afterwards. 
Here  I would  only  observe  that,  if  it  is  not 
true,  it  may  l>e  expected  that  it  should  lead 
ingenious  men  who  adopt  it  to  confound  the 
operations  of  the  mind  with  their  objects, 
and  with  one  another,  even  where  the  com- 
mon language  of  the  unlearned  clearly  dis- 
tinguishes them.  One  that  trusts  to  a false 
guide  is  in  greater  danger  of  being  led 
astray,  than  he  who  trusts  his  own  eyes, 
though  he  should  be  but  indifferently  ac- 
quainted with  the  road. 


CHATTER  X. 

OF  THE  SENTIMENTS  OF  UISHOP  BEKKELEY. 

George  Berkeley,  afterwards  Bishop 
of  Cloyne,  published  his  “ New  Theory  of 
Vision,*’  in  1701J;  his  “Treatise  concern- 
ing the  Principles  of  1 1 uman  Knowledge,”  in 
1710  ? and  his  “ Dialogues  between  Hylas 
and  Philonous,”  in  1713;  being  then  a Fel- 
low of  Trinity  College,  Dublin.  [157]  He  is 
acknowledged  universally  to  have  great 
merit,  as  an  excellent  writer,  and  a very 
acute  and  clear  reosoncr  on  the  most  ab- 
stract subjects,  not  to  speak  of  his  virtues 
as  a man,  which  were  very  conspicuous  : 
yet  the  doctrine  chiefly  held  forth  in  the 
treatises  above  mentioned,  especially  in  the 

• The  connection  of  the  wider  signification  of  the 
term  perception,  with  the  more  complex  theory  of 
representation,  ha*  no  foundation—  H. 

| 156,  1571 


Digitized  by 


chap.  X.]  OF  THE  SENTIMENTS  OF  BISHOP  BERKELEY. 


201 


two  last,  has  generally  been  thought  so  very 
absurd,  that  few  can  be  brought  to  think 
that  he  either  believed  it  himself,  or  that 
he  seriously  meant  to  persuade  others  of  its 
truth. 

lie  maintains,  and  thinks  bo  has  demon- 
strated, by  a variety  of  arguments,  ground- 
ed on  principles  of  philosophy  universally 
received,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
matter  in  the  universe ; that  sun  and  moon, 
earth  and  sea,  our  own  bodies,  and  those  of 
our  friends,  are  nothing  but  ideas  in  the 
minds  of  those  who  think  of  them,  and  that 
they  have  no  existence  when  they  are  not 
tho  objects  of  thought ; that  all  that  is  in 
the  universe  may  be  reduced  to  two  cate- 
gories— to  wit,  minds , and  ideas  in  the 
mind. 

But,  however  absurd  this  doctrine  might 
appear  to  the  unlearned,  who  consider  the 
existence  of  the  objects  of  sense  as  the 
most  evident  of  all  truths,  and  what  no  man 
in  his  senses  can  doubt,  the  philosophers 
who  had  been  accustomed  to  consider  ideas 
as  the  immediate  objects  of  all  thought,  had 
no  title  to  view  this  doctrine  of  Berkeley  in 
so  unfavourable  a light. 

They  were  taught  by  Des  Cartes,  and  by 
all  that  came  after  him,  that  the  existence 
of  the  objects  of  sense  is  not  self-evident, 
but  requires  to  be  proved  by  arguments  ; 
and,  although  Des  Cartes,  and  many  others, 
iiad  laboured  to  find  arguments  for  this 
purpose,  there  did  not  appear  to  be  that 
force  and  clearness  in  them  which  might 
have  been  expected  in  a matter  of  such  im- 
portance. Mr  Norris  had  declared  that, 
after  all  the  arguments  that  had  been 
offered,  the  existence  of  an  external  world 
is  only  probable,  but  by  no  means  certain. 
[158)  Malebranche  thought  it  rested  upon  the 
authority  of  revelation,  and  that  the  argu- 
ments drawn  from  reason  were  not  perfectly 
conclusive.  Others  thought  that  the  argu- 
ment from  revelation  was  a mere  sophism, 
because  revelation  comes  to  us  by  our 
senses,  and  must  rest  upon  their  authority. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  new  philosophy 
had  been  making  gradual  approaches  towards 
Berkeley’s  opinion  ; and,  whatever  others 
might  do,  the  philosophers  had  no  title  to 
look  upon  it  as  absurd,  or  unworthy  of  a 
fair  examination.  Several  authors  attempt- 
ed to  answer  his  arguments,  but  with  little 
success,  and  others  acknowledged  that  they 
could  neither  answer  them  nor  assent  to 
them.  It  is  probable  the  Bishop  made  but 
few  converts  to  his  doctrine  ; but  it  is  cer- 
tain he  mode  some  ; and  that  ho  himself 
continued,  to  the  end  of  his  life,  firmly  per- 
suaded, not  only  of  its  truth,*  but  of  its 


• Berkeley’*  confidence  in  hi*  idealism  was,  how. 
ever,  nothing  to  Fichte'*.  Thi*  philosopher,  m one 
of  hit  controversial  treatise*,  imprecate*  everlasting 
damnation  on  himaelt  not  only  ihould  he  retract,  but 
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great  importance  for  the  improvement  of 
human  knowledge,  and  especially  for  the 
defence  of  religion.  Dial.  Pref.  “ If  the 
principles  which  I here  endeavour  to  pro- 
pagate, are  admitted  for  true,  the  conse- 
quences which  I think  evidently  flow  from 
thence  are,  that  atheism  and  scepticism 
will  be  utterly  destroyed,  many  intricate 
points  made  plain,  great  difficulties  solved, 
several  useless  parts  of  science  retrenched, 
speculation  referred  to  practice,  and  men 
reduced  from  paradoxes  to  common  sense.” 
In  the  “Theory  of  Vision,”  he  goes  no 
farther  than  to  assert  that  the  objects  of 
sight  are  nothing  but  ideas  in  the  mind, 
granting,  or  at  least  not  denying,  that  there 
is  a tangible  world,  which  is  really  external, 
and  which  exists  whether  we  perceive  it  or 
not.  Whether  the  reason  of  this  was, that  his 
system  had  not,  at  that  time,  wholly  opened 
to  his  own  mind,  or  whether  he  thought  it 
prudent  to  let  it  enter  into  the  minds  of  his 
readers  by  degrees,  I cannot  say.  I think 
he  insinuates  the  last  as  the  reason,  in  the 
u Principles  of  Human  Knowledge.”  [159] 
The  u Theory  of  Vision,”  however,  taken 
by  itself,  and  without  relation  to  the  main 
branch  of  his  system,  contains  very  important 
discoveries,  and  marks  of  great  genius.  He 
distinguishes  more  accurately  than  any  that 
went  before  him,  between  the  immediate 
objects  of  sight,  and  those  of  the  other 
senses  which  are  early  associated  with  them. 
He  shews  that  distance,  of  itself  and  imme- 
diately, is  not  seen  ; but  that  we  learn  to 
judge  of  it  by  certain  sensations  and  per- 
ceptions which  are  connected  with  it.  This 
is  a very  important  observation;  and,  I 
believe,  was  first  made  by  this  author.* 
It  gives  much  new  light  to  the  operations 
of  our  senses,  and  serves  to  account  for 
many  phenomena  in  optics,  of  which  tho 
greatest  adepts  in  that  science  had  always 
either  given  a false  account,  or  acknow- 
ledged that  they  could  give  none  at  aJL 
We  may  observe,  by  the  way,  tliat  the 
ingenious  author  seems  not  to  have  attended 
to  a distinction  by  which  his  general  asser- 
tion ought  to  have  been  limited.  It  is  true 
that  the  distance  of  an  object  from  the  eye  is 
not  immediately  seen  ; but  there  is  a certain 
kind  of  distance  of  one  object  from  another 
which  we  seo  immediately.  Tho  author 
acknowledges  that  there  is  a visible  exten- 
sion, and  visible  figures,  which  are  proper 
objects  of  sight ; there  must  therefore  be  a 
visible  distance.  Astronomers  call  it  an- 
gular distance  ; and,  although  they  measure 


should  he  even  waver  in  regard  to  any  one  principle 
of  hit  doctrine;  a doctrine,  the  speculative  result  of 
which  left  him,  as  he  confesses,  without  even  a cer- 
tainty of  his  own  existence.  (Sec  above,  p.  129, 
note  •.)  It  is  Varro  who  speak*  of  the  credujn 
philmopho  um  natio : but  thia  Is  to  be  credulous 
even  in  incredulity.— H. 

• This  last  statement  is  inaccurate.— H 
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it  by  the  Angle,  which  is  made  by  two  lines  j down  ; and  in  this  we  have  not  so  much 
drawn  from  the  eye  to  the  two  distant  ob-  i reason  to  admire  the  strength  of  Berkeley's 
jects,  yet  it  is  immediately  perceived  by  genius,  as  his  boldness  in  publishing  to  the 
sight,  even  by  those  who  never  thought  of  world  an  opinion  which  the  unlearned  would 
(hat  angle.  be  apt  to  interpret  as  the  sign  of  a crazy 

He  led  the  way  in  shewing  how  we  learn  intellect.  A man  who  was  firmly  persuaded 
to  perceive  the  distance  of  an  object  from  of  the  doctrine  universally  received  by  phi- 
the  eye,  though  this  speculation  was  carried  losophcra  concerning  ideas,  if  he  could  but 
farther  by  others  who  came  after  him.  He  take  courage  to  call  in  question  the  exist- 
made  the  distinction  between  that  extension  enoe  of  a material  world,  would  easily  find 
and  figure  which  we  perceive  by  sight  only,  unanswerable  arguments  in  that  doctrine, 
and  that  which  we  perceive  by  touch  ; call-  [ 161]  “ Some  truths  there  are,**  says  Berko- 
ing  the  first,  visible,  the  last,  tangible  ex-  ley,  “ so  near  and  obvious  to  the  mind,  that 
tension  and  figure.  He  shewed,  likewise,  a man  need  only  open  his  eyes  to  see  them, 
that  tangible  extension,  and  not  visible,  is  Such,'*  he  adds,  “ I take  this  important  ono 
the  object  of  geometry,  although  mathcina-  to  be,  that  all  the  choir  of  heaven,  and  fur- 
ticians  commonly  use  visible  diagrams  in  niture  of  the  earth— in  a word,  all  those 
their  demonstrations.*  [160]  bodies  which  compose  the  mighty  frame 

The  notion  of  extension  and  figure  which  of  the  world — have  not  any  subsistence 
we  get  from  sight  only,  and  that  which  we  without  a mind.**  Princ.  § 6. 
get  from  touch,  have  been  so  constantly  The  principle  from  which  this  important 
conjoined  from  our  infancy  in  all  the  judg-  conclusion  is  obviously  deduced,  is  laid  down 
ments  we  form  of  the  objects  of  sense,  in  the  first  sentence  of  his  principles  of 
tliat  it  required  great  abilities  to  distill-  knowledge,  ns  evident ; and,  indeed,  it  lias 
guish  them  accurately,  and  to  assign  to  always  been  acknowledged  by  philosophers, 
each  sense  what  truly  belongs  to  it so  “ It  is  evident,**  says  he,  “ to  any  one  who 
difficult  a thing  it  is,”  as  Berkeley  justly  takes  a survey  of  the  objects  of  human 
observes,  “ to  dissolve  an  union  so  early  knowledge,  that  they  are  either  ideas  ac- 
hegun,  and  confirmed  by  so  long  a habit.”  tually  imprinted  on  the  senses,  or  else  such 
This  point  he  has  laboured,  through  the  ns  are  perceived,  by  attending  to  the  pas- 
whole  of  the  essay  on  vision,  with  that  sions  and  operations  of  the  mind  ; or,  lastly, 
uncommon  penetration  ami  judgment  which  ideas  formed  by  help  of  memory  and  imagin- 
he  possessed,  and  witli  as  great  success  as  ation,  either  compounding,  dividing,  or 
could  be  expected  in  a first  attempt  upon  barely  representing  those  originally  per- 
so  abstruse  a subject.  ceived  in  theforesaid  ways.” 

He  concludes  this  essay,  by  shewing,  in  This  is  the  foundation  on  which  the  whole 
no  less  than  seven  sections,  the  notions  system  rests.  If  this  be  true,  then,  indeed, 
which  an  intelligent  being,  endowred  with  the  existence  of  a material  world  must  be 
sight,  without  the  sense  of  touch,  might  a dream  that  has  imposed  upon  all  mankind 
form  of  the  objects  of  sense.  This  specu-  from  the  beginning  of  the  world, 
lation,  to  shallow  thinkers,  may  appear  to  The  foundation  on  which  such  a fabric 
be  egregious  trifling. -f  To  Bishop  Ber-  rest*  ought  to  be  very  solid  and  well  csta- 
kcley  it  appeared  in  another  light,  and  will  blished  ; yet  Berkeley  says  nothing  more  for 
do  so  to  those  who  are  capable  of  entering  it  than  tliat  it  is  evident.  If  he  means  that 
into  it,  and  who  know  the  importance  of  it,  it  is  self-evident,  this  indeed  might  be  a 
in  solving  many  of  the  pluenomena  of  vision,  good  reason  for  not  offering  any  direct  argu- 
He  seems,  indeed,  to  have  exerted  more  raent  in  proof  of  it.  But  I apprehend  tnia 
force  of  genius  in  this  than  in  the  main  cannot  justly  be  said.  Self-evident  propo- 
branch  of  his  system.  sitions  are  those  which  appear  evident  to 

In  the  new  philosophy,  the  pillars  by  every  man  of  sound  understanding  who  ap- 
which  the  existence  of  a material  world  was  prebends  the  meaning  of  them  distinctly, 
supported,  were  so  feeble  that  it  did  not  and  attends  to  them  without  prejudice.  Can 
return*  the  force  of  a Samson  to  bring  them  this  be  said  of  this  proposition,  That  all  the 

— — — objects  of  our  knowledge  are  ideas  in  our 

• Proprrlf  .peak  ng,  it  u neither  tangible  nor  own  minds  ?*  I believe  that,  to  any  man 
v tible  extension  which  is  the  object  of  geometry,  J 

but  Intelligible,  pure,  or  a prion  t-x tension  — H.  " 

t ThU,  I have  no  doubt,  a in  allusion  to  Priestley  • To  the  Idealist,  it  it  of  perfect  indifference  whethw 
That  writer  had,  not  very  courteously,  aaid,  in  his  this  proposition,  in  Reid's  tense  of  the  expression 
••  Examination  of  Kent's  Inquiry"  '♦  do  not  rc-  Ideas,  be  admitted,  or  whether  it  be  held  that  we  are 
member  to  have  seen  a more  eg'egroM*  piece  of  to.  conscious  of  nothing  but  of  the  modifications  of  our 
lemn  trifling  than  the  chapter  which  our  author  calls  own  minds.  For,  on  the  supposition  that  we  can 
the  • Geometry  of  Visiles,*  and  his  acr<<unt  of  the  know  the  non-ego  only  in  and  through  the  ego,  It 
• Idomenians/as  he  terms  th  se  imaginary  lieings  who  follows,  (since  we  ran  know  nothing  immediately  of 
nad  an  ideas  ol  substance  hut  from  sight.” — In  a note  which  we  are  not  conscious,  and  it  being  allowed 
..pon  that  chanter  of  “The  Inquiry,'*  I stntcd  that  that  we  are  conscious  only  of  mind,'  that  it  is  con. 
Hi#  thought  of  a Geometry  of  Visibles  was  original  to  tradinory  to  suiip^tc  aught,  as  know  n,  (».r.,  any  ob 
Rcrke'ey,  and  I had  then  no  recollection  of  Hod’s  I jitrt  of  knowledge,)  to  In*  known  otherwise  than  as  • 
acknowledgment  is  the  present  paragraph.— II.  j pha-nonicium  oi  mind  — II 

[160,  161 1 
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uninstructed  in  philosophy,  this  proposition 
will  appear  very  improbable,  if  not  absurd. 
[162]  However  scanty  his  knowledge  may 
be,  he  considers  the  sun  and  moon,  the  earth 
and  sea,  as  objects  of  it;  and  it  will  be  difficult 
to  persuado  him  that  those  objects  of  his 
knowledge  are  ideas  in  his  own  mind,  and 
liave  no  existence  when  he  docs  not  think 
of  them.  If  I may  presume  to  speak  my 
own  sentiments,  I once  believed  this  doc- 
trine of  ideas  so  firmly  as  to  embrace  the 
whole  of  Berkeley's  system  in  consequence 
of  it;  till,  finding  other  consequences  to 
follow  from  it,  which  gave  mo  more  unea- 
siness than  the  want  of  a material  world, 
it  came  into  my  mind,  more  than  forty 
years  ago,  to  put  the  question,  What  evi- 
dence have  I for  this  doctrine,  that  all  the 
objects  of  my  knowledge  are  ideas  in  my 
own  mind  ? From  that  time  to  the  pre- 
sent I have  been  candidly  and  impartially, 
as  I think,  seeking  for  the  evidence  of  this 
principle,  but  can  find  none,  excepting  the 
authority  of  philosophers. 

We  Bhall  have  occasion  to  examine  its 
evidence  afterwards.  I would  at  present 
only  observe,  that  all  the  arguments  brought 
by  Berkeley  against  the  existence  of  a ma- 
terial world  are  grounded  upon  it ; and  that 
he  has  not  attempted  to  give  any  evidence 
for  it,  but  takes  it  for  grauted,  as  other 
philosophers  had  done  before  him. 

But,  supposing  this  principle  to  be  true, 
Berkeley’s  system  is  impregnable.  No 
demonstration  can  be  more  evident  than 
his  reasoning  from  it.  Whatever  is  per- 
ceived is  an  idea,  and  an  idea  can  only 
exist  in  a mind.  It  has  no  existence  when 
it  is  not  perceived  ; nor  can  there  be  any- 
thing like  an  idea,  but  an  idea. 

So  sensible  he  was  that  it  required  no 
laborious  reasoning  to  deduce  his  system 
from  the  principle  laid  down,  that  he  was 
afraid  of  being  thought  needlessly  prolix  in 
handling  the  subject,  and  makes  an  apology 
for  it.  Princ.  § 22.  “ To  what  purpose 

is  it,”  says  he,  “ to  dilate  upon  that  winch 
may  be  demonstrated,  with  the  utmost  evi- 
dence, in  a line  or  two,  to  any  one  who  is 
capable  of  the  least  reflection  ?”  [163]  But, 
though  his  demonstration  might  have  been 
comprehended  in  a line  or  two,  he  very  pru- 
dently thought  that  an  opinion  which  the 
world  would  be  apt  to  look  upon  as  a mon- 
ster of  absurdity,  would  not  be  able  to  make 
its  way  at  once,  even  by  the  force  of  a naked 
demonstration.  He  observes,  justly,  Dial. 
2,  “ That,  though  a demonstration  be  never 
so  well  grounded  and  fairly  proposed,  yet 
if  there  is,  withal,  a strain  of  prejudice,  or 
a wrong  bias  on  the  understanding,  can  it 
be  expected  to  perceive  clearly,  and  adhere 
firmly  to  the  truth  P No  ; there  is  need  of 
time  and  pains ; the  attention  must  be 
awakened  and  detained,  by  a frequent  rc- 


* petition  of  the  samo  thing,  placed  often  in 
the  same,  often  in  different  lights.” 

It  was,  therefore,  necessary  to  dwell 
upon  it,  and  turn  it  on  all  sides,  tUl  it  became 
familiar ; to  consider  all  its  consequences, 
and  to  obviate  every  prejudice  and  pre- 
possession that  might  hinder  its  admittance. 
1 1 was  even  a matter  of  some  difficulty  to 
fit  it  to  common  language,  so  far  as  to 
enable  men  to  speak  and  reason  about  it 
intelligibly.  Those  who  have  entered  se- 
riously into  Berkeley’s  system,  have  found, 
after  ail  the  assistance  which  his  writings 
give,  that  time  and  practice  are  necessary 
to  acquire  the  habit  of  speaking  and  think- 
ing distinctly  upon  it. 

Berkeley  foresaw  the  opposition  that 
would  be  made  to  his  system,  from  two 
different  quarters : first,  from  the  philos- 
ophers ; and,  secoiully,  from  the  vulgar, 
who  are  led  by  the  plain  dictates  of  nature. 
The  first  he  had  the  courage  to  oppose 
openly  and  avowedly ; the  second,  he 
dreaded  much  more,  and,  therefore,  takes 
a great  deal  of  pains,  and,  I think,  uses 
some  art,  to  court  into  his  party.  This 
is  particularly  observable  in  his  “ Dia- 
logues.” He  sets  out  with  a declaration, 
Dial.  1,  “That,  of  late,  he  had  quitted 
several  of  the  sublime  notions  he  had  got 
in  the  schools  of  the  philosophers,  for  vul- 
gar opinions,”  and  assures  Hylas,  his  fel- 
low-dialogist,  “ That,  since  this  revolt  from 
metaphysical  notions  to  the  plain  dictates 
of  nature  and  common  sense,  he  found  his 
understanding  strangely  enlightened ; so 
that  he  could  now  easily  comprehend  a great 
many  things,  which  before  were  all  mys- 
tery and  riddle.”  [ 164  J Pref.  to  Dial.  “ If 
his  principles  arc  admitted  for  true,  men 
will  be  reduced  from  paradoxes  to  common 
sense.”  At  the  same  time,  he  acknowledges, 
“ That  they  carry  with  them  a great  opposi- 
tion to  the  prejudices  of  philosophers,  which 
have  so  far  prevailed  against  the  common 
sense  and  natural  notions  of  mankind.” 
When  Hylas  objects  to  him,  Dial.  3, 
“ Y ou  can  never  persuade  me,  Philonous, 
that  the  denying  of  matter  or  corporeal 
substance  is  not  repugnant  to  the  universal 
sense  of  mankind” — he  answers,  “ I wish 
both  our  opinions  were  fairly  stated,  and 
submitted  to  the  judgment  of  men  who  had 
plain  common  sense,  without  the  prejudices 
of  a learned  education.  Let  me  be  repre- 
sented as  one  who  trusts  his  senses,  who 
thinks  he  knows  the  things  he  sees  and 
feels,  and  entertains  no  doubt  of  their  ex- 
istence— If  by  material  substance  is  meant 
only  sensible  body,  that  which  is  seen  and 
felt,  (and  the  unphilosophical  part  of  the 
world,  I dare  say,  mean  no  more,)  then  I 
am  more  certain  of  matter's  existence  than 
you  or  any  other  philosopher  pretend  to  Is*. 
If  there  he  anything  which  makes  the 
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generality  of  mankind  averse  from  the 
notions  1 espouse,  it  is  a misapprehension 
that  I deny  the  reality  of  sensible  things : 
but,  as  it  is  you  who  are  guilty  of  that,  and 
not  I,  it  follows,  that,  in  truth,  their  aversion 
is  against  your  notions,  and  not  mine.  I 
am  content  to  appeal  to  the  common  sense 
of  the  world  for  the  truth  of  tny  notion.  I 
am  of  a vulgar  cast,  simple  enough  to 
believe  my  senses,  and  to  leave  things  ns  I 
tind  them.  1 cannot,  for  my  life,  help 
thinking  that  snow  is  white  and  fire  hot.'’ 

When  Hylas  is  at  last  entirely  converted, 
he  observes  to  Philonous,  “ After  all,  the 
controversy  about  matter,  in  the  strict 
acceptation  of  it,  lies  altogether  between 
you  and  the  philosophers,  whose  principles, 
I acknowledge,  arc  not  near  so  natural,  or 
so  agreeable  to  the  common  sense  of  man- 
kind, and  Holy  Scripture,  as  yours."  [166] 
Philonous  observes,  in  the  end,  “ That  he 
does  not  pretend  to  bo  a setter  up  of  new 
notions ; his  endeavours  tend  only  to  unite, 
and  to  place  in  a clearer  light,  that  truth 
which  was  before  shared  between  the  vul- 
gar and  the  philosophers  ; the  former  being 
of  opinion,  that  those  thingB  they  im- 
mediately perceivo  are  the  real  things ; and 
the  latter,  that  the  things  immediately 
perceived,  are  ideas  which  exist  only  in  the 
mind  ; which  two  things  put  together  do, 
in  effect,  constitute  the  substance  of  what 
he  advances/'  And  he  concludes  by  ob- 
serving, “ That  those  principles  which  at 
first  view  lead  to  scepticism,  pursued  to  a 
certain  point,  bring  men  back  to  common 
sense." 

These  passages  shew  sufficiently  the 
author's  concern  to  reconcile  his  system  to 
the  plain  dictates  of  nature  and  common 
sense,  while  he  expresses  no  concern  to 
reconcile  it  to  the  received  doctrines  of 
philosophers.  He  is  fond  to  take  part  with 
the  vulgar  against  the  philosophers,  and  to 
vindicate  common  sense  against  their  inno- 
vations. What  pity  is  it  that  he  did  not 
carry  this  suspicion  of  the  doctrine  of  philo- 
sophers so  far  as  to  doubt  of  that  philoso- 
phical tenet  on  which  his  whole  system  is 
built— to  wit,  tliat  the  things  immediately 
perceived  by  the  senses  are  ideas  which 
exist  only  in  the  mind  i 

After  all,  it  seems  no  easy  matter  to  make 
the  vulgar  opinion  and  tliat  of  Berkeley  to 
meet.  And,  to  accomplish  this,  he  seems 
to  me  to  draw  each  out  of  its  line  towards 
the  other,  not  without  some  straining. 

The  vulgar  opinion  he  reduces  to  this, 
that  the  very  things  which  we  perceive  by 
our  senses  do  really  exist.  This  he  grants  ;* 
for  these  things,  says  he,  are  ideas  in  our 
minds,  or  complexions  of  ideas,  to  which 


* Thu  ••  one  of  the  pMugo*  (hat  may  bo  brought 
to  prove  that  Held  did  allow  to  the  ego  an  itoiaediate  I 
■ d real  knowledge  of  the  non-fgo  — H. 


we  give  one  name,  and  consider  as  on« 
thing  { these  are  the  immediate  objects  of 
sense,  and  these  do  really  exist.  As  to  the 
notion  that  those  things  have  an  absolute 
external  existence,  independent  of  being 
perceived  by  any  mind,  he  thinks  [166]  that 
this  is  no  notion  of  the  vulgar,  but  a refine- 
ment of  philosophers  ; and  that  the  notion  of 
material  substance,  os  a substratum,  or  sup- 
port of  that  collection  of  sensible  qualities 
to  which  we  give  the  name  of  an  apple  or  a 
melon,  is  likewise  an  invention  of  philoso- 
phers, and  is  not  found  with  the  vulgar  till 
they  are  instructed  by  philosophers.  The 
substance  not  being  an  object  of  sense,  the 
vulgar  never  think  of  it ; or,  if  they  are 
taught  the  use  of  the  word,  they  mean  no 
more  by  it  but  that  collection  of  sensible 
qualities  which  they,  from  finding  them  con- 
joined in  nature,  have  been  accustomed  to 
call  by  one  name,  and  to  consider  as  one 
tiling. 

Thus  he  draws  the  vulgar  opinion  near 
to  his  own ; and,  tliat  he  may  meet  it  half 
way,  he  acknowledges  that  material  things 
have  a real  existence  out  of  the  mind  of 
this  or  that  person  ; but  the  question,  says 
he,  between  the  materialist  and  me,  is, 
Whether  they  have  an  absolute  existence 
distinct  from  their  being  perceived  by  God, 
and  exterior  to  all  minds  ? This,  indeed, 
he  says,  some  heathens  and  philosophers 
have  affirmed  ; but  whoever  entertains  no- 
tions of  the  Deity,  suitable  to  the  Holy 
Scripture,  will  be  of  another  opinion. 

But  here  an  objection  occurs,  which  it 
required  all  his  ingenuity  to  answer.  It  is 
this  : The  ideas  in  my  mind  cannot  be  the 
same  with  the  ideas  of  any  other  mind ; 
therefore,  if  the  objects  I perceive  be  only 
ideas,  it  is  impossible  that  the  objects  I per- 
ceive can  exist  anywhere,  when  I do  not 
perceive  them  ; and  it  is  impossible  that 
two  or  more  minds  can  perceivo  the  same 
object. 

To  this  Berkeley  answers,  that  this  ob- 
jection presses  no  less  the  opinion  of  the 
materialist  philosopher  than  his.  But  the 
difficulty  is  to  make  his  opinion  coincide 
with  the  notions  of  the  vulgar,  who  are 
firmly  persuaded  that  the  very  identical 
objects  which  they  perceive,  continue  to 
exist  when  they  do  not  perceive  them  ; and 
who  are  no  less  firmly  persuaded  that,  when 
ten  men  look  at  the  sun  or  the  moon,  they 
all  see  the  same  individual  object.*  [167] 

To  reconcile  this  repugnancy,  he  observes, 
Dial.  3 — u That,  if  the  term  same  be  taken 
in  the  vulgar  acceptation,  it  is  certain  (and 
not  at  all  repugnant  to  the  principles  he 
maintains)  that  different  persons  may  per- 
ceive the  same  thing  ; or  the  same  thing  or 
idea  exist  in  different  minds.  Words  arc 


• See  the  'jut  note.— H. 
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of  arbitrary  imposition  ; and,  since  men  are 
used  to  apply  the  word  same , where  no  dis- 
tinction or  variety  is  perceived,  and  he  does 
not  pretend  to  alter  their  perceptions,  it 
follows  that,  as  men  have  said  before, 
several  saw  the  same  thing,  so  they  may, 
upon  like  occasions,  still  continue  to  use  the 
same  phrase,  without  any  deviation,  either 
from  propriety  of  language,  or  the  truth  of 
things ; but,  if  the  term  sam *•  be  used  in  the 
acceptation  of  philosophers,  who  pretend  to 
an  abstracted  notion  of  identity,  then, 
according  to  their  sundry  definitions  of  this 
term,  (for  it  is  not  yet  agreed  wherein  that 
philosophic  identity  consists,)  it  may  or 
may  not  be  possible  for  divers  persons  to 
perceive  the  same  thing ; but  whether  phi- 
losophers shall  think  fit  to  call  a thing  the 
same  or  no  is,  I conceive,  of  small  import- 
ance. Men  may  dispute  about  identity  and 
diversity,  without  any  real  difference  in 
their  thoughts  aud  opinions,  abstracted  from 
names.” 

Upon  the  whole,  I apprehend  that  Berk- 
eley has  carried  this  attempt  to  reconcile 
his  system  to  the  vulgar  opinion  farther 
than  reason  supports  him  ; and  he  was  no 
doubt  tempted  to  do  so,  from  a just  appre- 
hension that,  in  a controversy  of  this  kind, 
the  common  sense  of  mankind  is  the  most 
f rmidable  antagonist. 

Berkeley  has  employed  much  pains  and 
ingenuity  to  shew  that  his  system,  if  re- 
ceived and  believed,  w'ould  not  be  attended 
with  those  bad  consequences  in  the  conduct 
of  life,  which  superficial  thinkers  may  be  apt 
to  impute  to  it.  His  system  does  not  take 
away  or  make  any  alteration  upon  our  plea- 
sures or  our  pains  : our  sensations,  whether 
agreeable  or  disagreable,  are  the  same  upon 
his  system  as  upon  any  other.  These  are  real 
things,  and  the  only  things  that  interest  us. 

1 1 68  ] They  are  produced  in  us  according  to 
certain  laws  of  nature,  by  which  our  con- 
duct will  be  directed  in  attaining  the  one, 
and  avoiding  the  other  ; and  it  is  of  no 
moment  to  us,  whether  they  are  produced 
immediately  by  the  operation  of  some  power- 
ful intelligent  being  upon  our  minds;  or 
by  the  mediation  of  some  inanimate  being 
which  we  call  matter. 

The  evidence  of  an  all-governing  mind, 
so  far  from  being  weakened,  seems  to  appear 
even  in  a more  striking  light  upon  his 
hypothesis,  than  upon  tho  common  one. 
The  powers  which  inanimate  matter  is  sup- 
posed to  possess,  have  always  been  the 
stronghold  of  atheists,  to  which  they  had 
recourse  in  defence  of  their  system.  This 
fortress  of  atheism  must  be  most  effectually 
overturned,  if  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
matter  in  the  universe.  In  all  this  the 
Bishop  reasons  justly  and  acutely.  But 
there  is  one  uncomfortable  consequence  of 
his  system,  which  he  seems  not  to  have  at- 
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tended  to,  and  from  which  it  will  be  found 
difficult,  if  at  all  |>os*il>le,  to  guard  it. 

The  consequence  I mean  is  this — that, 
although  it  leaves  us  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
supreme  intelligent  mind,  it  seems  to  take 
away  all  the  evidence  we  have  of  other 
intelligent  beings  like  ourselves.  What  I 
call  a father,  a brother,  or  a friend,  is  only 
a parcel  of  ideas  in  my  own  mind ; and,  being 
ideas  in  my  mind,  they  cannot  possibly  have 
that  relation  to  another  mind  which  they  have 
to  mine,  any  more  than  the  pain  felt  by  me 
can  be  tho  individual  pain  felt  by  another.  I 
can  find  no  principle  in  Berkeley’s  system, 
which  affords  me  even  probable  ground  to 
conclude  that  there  are  other  intelligent 
beings,  like  myself,  in  the  relations  of  father, 
brother, friend,  or  fellow-citizen.  I am  left 
alone,  as  the  only  creature  of  God  in  the 
universe,  in  that  forlorn  state  of  egoism 
into  which  it  is  said  some  of  the  disciples  of 
Dee  Cartes  were  brought  by  his  philo- 
sophy.* [169] 

Of  all  the  opinions  that  have  ever  been 
advanced  by  philosophers,  this  of  Bishop 
Berkeley,  that  there  is  no  materia)  world, 
seems  the  strangest,  and  the  most  apt  to 
bring  philosophy  into  ridicule  with  plain 
men  whoare guided  by  the  dictates  of  nature 
and  common  sense.  And,  it  will  not,  I ap- 
prehend, be  improper  to  trace  this  progeny 
of  the  doctrine  of  ideas  from  its  origin,  and 
to  observe  its  gradual  progress,  till  it  acquire 
such  strength  that  a pious  and  learned 
bishop  had  the  boldness  to  usher  it  into  the 
world,  as  demonstrable  from  the  principles 
of  philosophy  universally  received,  and  as 
an  admirable  expedient  for  tho  advance- 
ment of  knowledge  and  for  the  defence  of 
•religion. 

During  the  reign  of  the  Peripatetic  phi- 
losophy, men  were  little  disposed  to  doubt, 
and  much  to  dogmatize.  The  existence  of 
the  objects  of  sense  was  held  as  a first  prin- 
ciple ; and  the  received  doctrine  was,  that 
the  sensible  species  or  idea  is  the  very  form 
of  the  external  object,  just  separated  from 
the  matter  of  it,  and  sent  into  the  mind  that 
perceives  it ; so  that  we  find  no  appearance 
of  scepticism  about  the  existence  of  mat- 
ter under  that  philosophy. -f 

Des  Cartes  taught  men  to  doubt  even  of 
those  things  that  had  been  taken  for  first 
principles.  He  rejected  X the  doctrine  of 


• In  which  the  mil,  like  the  unhai  py  IHrto— 

■ **  i cm  per  quo  relitiqui 

Sola  sibl,  temper  longam  in:  omitata  videtur 
Ire  H. 

f Thu  U not  the  c**e.  It  could  easily  be  shewn 
that,  in  the  achoolsof  the  middle  age*,  the  argument* 
in  favour  of  liteatum  were  fully  un<1«  ratood  ; mul 
they  would  certainly  have  obtained  numerous  parti, 
vane,  had  it  not  been  seen  thai  such  a philosophic*1 
opinion  involved  a theological  hcreay  touching  the 
cucharist  '1  hia  waa  even  rccognneo  by  St  Augu* 
tine  — H 

I t Alter  many  of  the  Peripatetic*  «hem»elvea — H. 
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species  or  ideas  coming  from  objects ; but 
still  maintained  that  what  we  immediately 
perceive,  is  not  the  external  object,  but  an 
idea  or  imago  of  *it  in  our  mind.  This  led 
some  of  his  disciples  into  Egoism,  and  to  dis- 
believe the  existence  of  every  creature  in  the 
universe  but  them  set  ves  and  their  own  ideas.  * 
But  Des  Cartes  himself— either  from 
dread  of  the  censure  of  the  church,  which 
he  took  great  care  not  to  provoke;  or  to  shun 
the  ridicule  of  the  world,  which  might  have 
crushed  his  system  at  once,  as  it  did  tliat  of 
the  Egoists;*  or,  perhaps,  from  inward 
conviction — was  resolved  to  support  the  ex- 
istence of  matter.  To  do  this  consistently 
with  his  principles,  he  found  himself  obliged 
to  have  recourse  to  arguments  that  arc  far- 
fetched, and  not  very  cogent.  Sometimes 
he  argues  that  our  senses  are  given  us  by 
God,  who  is  no  deceiver ; and,  therefore, 
wc  ought  to  believe  their  testimony.  [170] 
But  this  argument  is  weak  ; because,  accord- 
ing to  his  principles,  our  senses  testify  no 
more  but  that  we  have  certain  ideas  : and, 
if  we  draw  conclusions  from  this  testimony, 
which  the  premises  will  not  support,  we 
deceive  ourselves.  To  give  more  force  to 
this  weak  argument,  he  sometimes  adds 
that  we  have  by  nature  a strong  propensity 
to  believe  that  there  is  an  external  world 
corresponding  to  our  ideas. + 

Malcbmnciie  thought  that  this  strong 
propensity  is  not  a sufficient  reason  for  be- 
lieving the  existence  of  matter ; and  that  it 
is  to  be  received  as  an  article  of  faith,  not 
certainly  discoverable  by  reason.  He  is 
aware  that  faith  comes  by  hearing ; and  that 
it  may  be  said  that  prophets,  apostle*,  and 
miracles  are  only  ideas  in  our  minds.  But 
to  this  he  answers,  that,  though  these  things 
are  only  ideas,  yet  faith  turns  them  into 
realities  ; and  this  answer,  he  hopes,  will 
satisfy  those  who  are  not  too  morose. 

It  may  perhaps  seem  strange  that  Locke, 
who  wrote  so  much  about  ideas,  should  not 
see  those  consequences  which  Berkeley 
thought  so  obviously  deducible  from  that 
doctrine.  Mr  Locke  surely  was  not  willing 
that  the  doctrine  of  ideas  should  be  thought 
to  bo  loaded  with  such  consequences.  He 
acknowledges  that  the  existence  of  a mate- 
rial world  is  not  to  be  received  as  a first 
principle — nor  is  it  demonstrable ; but  he 
offers  the  best  arguments  for  it  lie  can ; and 
supplies  the  weakness  of  his  arguments  by 
this  observation — that  we  have  such  evi- 


• See  above,  p.  VKJ'J,  note  I 1 and  below,  under  p. 
197.— H 

t We  are  only  by  nature  led  to  believe  in  the  exist- 
ence of  f n outer  world,  hf  cause  we  are  by  nature  led 
to  believe  that  we  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of 
it  a«  existing.  Now,  I)ea  Carte*  and  the  phikMOphcra 
In  gen.  ral  (u  Reid  an  exception  f)  hold  that  we  are 
deluded  in  the  latter  belief , ami  yet  they  argue,  on 
the  authority  of  the  former,  that  an  external  work) 
estate—  H. 


donee  as  is  sufficient  to  direct  us  in  pur- 
suing the  good  and  avoiding  the  ill  we  ntay 
receive  from  external  things,  beyond  which 
we  have  no  concern. 

There  is,  indeed,  a single  passage  in 
Locke’s  essay,  which  may  lead  one  to  con- 
jecture that  he  had  a glimpse  of  that  sys- 
tem which  Berkeley  afterwards  advanced, 
but  thought  proper  to  suppress  it  within  his 
own  breast.  [171]  The  passage  is  in  Book 
4,  c.  10,  where,  having  proved  the  existence 
of  an  eternal  intelligent  mind,  he  comes 
to  answer  those  who  conceive  that  matter 
also  must  be  eternal,  because  we  cannot 
conceive  how  it  could  be  made  out  of 
nothing ; and  having  observed  that  the 
creation  of  mind  requires  no  less  power  than 
the  creation  of  matter,  he  ad- Is  what  fol- 
lows : — “ Nay,  possibly,  if  wc  could  eman- 
cipate ourselves  from  vulgar  notions,  and 
raise  our  thoughts,  as  far  as  they  would 
reach,  to  a closer  contemplation  of  things, 
we  might  he  able  to  aim  at  some  dim  and 
seeming  conception,  how  matter  might  at 
first  be  made  and  begin  to  exist,  by  the 
power  of  that  eternal  first  Being ; but  to 
give  beginning  and  bein^  to  a spirit,  would 
l>e  found  a more  inconceivable  effect  of  om- 
nipotent power.  But  this  being  what  would 
perhaps  lead  us  too  far  from  the  notions  on 
which  the  philosophy  now  in  the  world  is 
built,  it  would  not  be  pardonable  to  deviate 
so  far  from  them,  or  to  inquire,  so  far  as 
grammar  itself  would  authorize,  if  the  com- 
mon settled  opinion  opposes  it ; especially 
in  this  pl.ice,  where  the  received  doctrine 
serves  well  enough  to  our  present  purpose.* 

It  appears  from  this  passage — First y That 
Mr  Locke  had  some  system  in  his  mind, 
perhaps  not  fully  digested,  to  which  we 
might  be  led,  by  raising  our  thoughts  to  a 
closer  contemplation  of  things,  and  emanci- 
pating them  from  vulgar  notions  ; Secondly, 
That  this  system  would  lead  so  far  from  tho 
notions  on  which  the  philosophy  now  in  the 
world  is  built,  tliat  he  thought  proper  to 
keep  it  within  his  own  breast ; Thirdly , 
That  it  might  be  doubted  whether  this  sys- 
tem differed  so  far  from  the  common  settled 
opinion  in  reality,  as  it  seemed  to  do  in 
words  ; Fourthly , By  this  system,  we  might 
possibly  be  enabled  to  aim  at  some  dim  and 
seeming  conception  how  matter  might  at 
first  be  made  and  begin  to  exist ; but  it 
would  give  no  aid  in  conceiving  how  a 
spirit  might  be  made.  These  arc  the  cha- 
racteristics of  that  system  which  Mr  Locke 
had  in  his  mind,  and  thought  it  prudent  to 
suppress.  May  they  not  lead  to  a probable 
conjecture,  that  it  was  the  same,  or  some- 
thing similar  to  that  of  Bishop  Berkeley  ? 


• Mr  Stewart  plau‘.blv  runpocc*  that  thi*  pa«ag* 
contains  rather  an  anticipatii  n of  Koacnvicli’*  Theory 
of-  Matter,  than  of  Berkr'ey’a  Theory  of  I.lrahani 
[ Phitotopkieal  Ettoyt,  p.  ftl.  But  see  note  F.—  H. 
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According  to  Berkeley’s  system,  God’s  creat- 
ing the  material  world  at  such  a time,  means 
no  more  but  that  he  decreed  from  that  time, 
to  produce  ideas  in  the  minds  of  finite  spirits, 
in  that  order  and  according  to  those  rules 
which  we  call  the  laws  of  Nature.  [172] 
This,  indeed,  removes  all  difficulty,  in  con- 
ceiving how  matter  was  created ; and 
Berkeley  does  not  fail  to  take  notice  of  the 
advantage  of  his  system  on  that  account. 
But  bis  system  gives  no  aid  in  conceiving 
how  a spirit  may  be  made.  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  every  particular  Mr  Locke 
has  hinted,  with  regard  to  that  system  which 
he  had  in  his  miud,  but  thought  it  prudent 
to  suppress,  tallies  exactly  with  the  system 
of  Berkeley.  If  wo  add  to  this,  that 
Berkeley’s  system  follows  from  Mr  Locke's, 
by  very  obvious  consequence,  it  seems  rea- 
sonable to  conjecture,  from  the  passage  now 
quoted,  that  he  was  not  unaware  of  that 
consequence,  but  left  it  to  those  who  should 
come  after  him  to  carry  his  principles  their 
full  length,  when  they  should  by  time  be 
better  established,  and  able  to  bear  the  shock 
of  their  opposition  to  vulgar  notions.  Mr 
Norris,  in  his  “ Essay  towards  the  Theory 
of  the  Ideal  or  Intelligible  World,”  pub- 
lished in  1701,  observes,  that  the  material 
world  is  not  an  object  of  sense ; because 
sensation  is  within  us,  and  has  no  object. 
Its  existence,  therefore,  he  says,  is  a collec- 
tion of  reason,  and  not  a very  evident  one. 

From  this  detail  we  may  learn  that  the 
doctrine  of  ideas,  as  it  was  new-modelled 
by.Des  Cartes,  looked  with  an  unfriendly 
aspect  upon  the  material  world ; and,  al- 
though philosophers  were  very  unwilling  to 
give  up  either,  they  found  it  a very  difficult 
task  to  reconcile  them  to  each  other.  In 
this  state  of  tilings,  Berkeley,  I think,  is 
reputed  the  first  who  had  the  daring  reso- 
lution to  give  up  the  material  world  alto- 
gether, as  a sacrifice  to  the  received  phi- 
losophy of  ideas. 

But  we  ought  not,  in  this  historical  sketch, 
to  omit  an  author  of  far  inferior  name, 
Arthur  Collier,  Rector  of  Langford  Magna, 
near  Sarum.  He  published  a book  in  1713, 
which  he  calls  “ Clavis  Universalis ; or,  a 
New  Inquiry  after  Truth* ; being  a demon- 
stration of  tho  non-existence  or  impossibility 
of  an  external  world.”  His  arguments  are  the 
same  in  substance  with  Berkeley’s;  and  he 
appears  to  understand  the  whole  strength  of 
his  cause.  [1731  Though  he  is  not  deficient 
in  metaphysical  acuteness,  his  style  is  dis- 
agreeable, being  full  of  conceits,  of  new- 
coined  words,  scholastic  terms,  and  per- 
plexed sentences.  He  appears  to  be  well 
acquainted  with  Des  Cartes,  Malebranche, 
and  Norris,  as  well  as  with  Aristotle  and 
the  schoolmen.  But,  what  is  very  strange, 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  ever  beard 
of  Locke’s  Essay,  which  had  been  pub- 
[172-174] 


lished  twenty-four  years,  or  of  Berkeley’s 
“ Principles  of  Knowledge,”  which  hud 
been  published  three  years. 

He  says  he  had  been  ten  years  firmly 
convinced  of  the  non-existence  of  an  ex- 
ternal world,  before  he  ventured  to  publish 
his  book.  lie  is  far  from  thinking,  as  Ber- 
keley does,  that  the  vulgar  are  of  his  opi- 
nion. If  his  book  should  make  any  con- 
verts to  his  system,  (of  which  he  expresses 
little  hope,  though  he  has  supported  it  by 
nine  demonstrations,)  he  takes  pains  to 
shew  that  his  disciples,  notwithstanding 
their  opinion,  may,  with  the  unenlightened, 
speak  of  material  things  in  the  common 
style.  He  himself  had  scruples  of  con- 
science about  this  for  some  time ; and,  if 
he  had  not  got  over  them,  he  must  have 
shut  his  lips  for  ever ; but  lie  considered 
that  God  himself  has  used  this  style  in 
speaking  to  men  in  the  Holy  Scripture,  and 
has  thereby  sanctified  it  to  all  the  faithful ; 
and  that  to  the  pure  all  things  are  pure. 
He  thinks  his  opinion  may  be  of  great 
use,  especially  in  religion ; and  applies  it, 
in  particular,  to  put  an  end  to  the  con- 
troversy about  Christ’s  presence  in  the, 
sacrament. 

I have  taken  the  liberty  to  give  this 
short  account  of  Collier’s  book,  because  1 
believe  it  is  rare,  and  little  known.  I have 
only  seen  one  copy  of  it,  which  is  in  the 
University  library  of  Glasgow.*  [174] 


CHAPTER  XI 

BISHOP  BERKELEY'S  SENTIMENTS  OP  THR 
NATURE  OP  IDEAS. 

I pars  over  the  sentiments  of  Bishop 
Berkeley,  with  respect  to  abstract  ideas, 
and  with  respect  to  space  and  time,  as 
things  which  may  more  properly  be  consi- 
dered in  another  place.  But  I must  take 
notice  of  one  part  of  his  system,  wherein  he 


• This  work,  though  of  extreme  rarity.  and  long 
alnolutely  unknown  to  the  philosopher*  ot  thiseoun. 
try,  had  excited,  from  the  first,  the  attention  of  the 
German  metaphysician*.  A Jong  analysis  of  It  was 
given  in  the  “ Acta  Eniditorum  ;**  it  U found  quoted 
by  Rilfinprr,  and  other  Lebnitsiana;  and  wa»  tub. 
sequently  translated  Into  German,  with  controver- 
sial notes  by  Professor  Fachenbach  of  Rostock, in  his 
"Collection  of  the  principal  writers  who  deny  the 
Reality  of  their  own  Body  and  of  the  whole  Corporeal 
World,'*  1156.  The  late  learned  Dr  Parr  had  long 
the  intention  of  publishing  the  woik  01  Collier  along 
with  some  other  rare  metaphysical  treat  scs.  He  did 
not,  however,  accomplish  hi*  purpose  ;•  which  in. 
vulved,  likewise,  an  introductory  disquisition  by  him- 
self; but  a complete  impression  of  the"  Clavis  Umver- 
salis”  and  four  other  tracts,  was  found,  after  his 
death  | and  this  having  been  purchased  by  Mr  ] um. 
ley.  Has  by  him,  been  recently  published,  under  the 
title—**  Metaphysical  'tracts,  by  English  Phlloso. 
nhert  of  the  Eighteenth  Century,'*  Ac.  London : 
1837.  A very  small  edition  of  the  " Oasis"  had  tu  rn 
printed  in  Edknbur  h,  by  private  subscription,  in  the 
previous  year.  A Life  of  Collier  has  likewise  1*. 
cently  appeared-—  H. 
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seems  to  have  deviated  from  the  common 
opinion  about  ideas. 

Though  he  sets  out  in  his  principles  of 
knowledge,  by  telling  us  that  it  is  evident 
the  objects  of  human  knowledge  are  ideas, 
and  builds  his  whole  system  upon  this  prin- 
ciple ; yet,  in  the  progress  of  it,  he  finds 
that  there  are  certain  objects  of  human 
knowledge  that  are  not  ideas,  but  things 
which  have  a permanent  existence.  The 
objects  of  knowledge,  of  which  wo  have  no 
ideas,  are  our  own  minds,  and  their  various 
operations,  other  finite  minds,  and  the 
Supreme  Mind.  The  reason  why  there 
can  be  no  ideas  of  spirits  and  their  opera- 
tions, the  author  informs  us  is  this,  That 
ideas  are  passive,  inert,  unthinking  beings  ;• 
they  cannot,  therefore,  be  the  image  or 
likeness  of  things  that  have  thought,  and 
will,  and  active  power  ; wo  have  notions  of 
minds,  and  of  their  operations,  but  not 
ideas.  We  know  what  we  mean  by  think- 
ing, willing,  and  perceiving ; we  can  rea- 
son about  beings  endowed  with  those 
powers,  but  we  have  no  ideas  of  them.  A 
spirit  or  mind  is  the  only  sulrstance  or 
support  wherein  the  unthinking  beings  or 
ideas  can  exist ; but  that  this  substance 
which  supports  or  perceives  ideas,  should 
itself  be  an  idea,  or  like  an  idea,  is  evidently 
absurd. 

He  observes,  farther,  Princip.  sect.  142, 
that  “ all  relations,  including  an  act  of  the 
mind,  we  cannot  properly  be  said  to  have 
an  idea,  but  rather  a notion  of  the  relations 
or  habitudes  between  things.  [175]  But 
if,  in  the  modem  way,  the  word  idea  is 
extended  to  spirits,  and  relations,  and  acts, 
this  is,  after  all,  an  affair  of  verbal  con- 
cern ; yet  it  conduces  to  clearness  and  pro- 
priety, that  we  distinguish  things  very  dif- 
ferent by  different  names.” 

This  is  an  important  part  of  Berkeley's 
system,  and  deserves  attention.  We  are 
led  by  it  to  divide  the  objects  of  human 
knowledge  into  two  kinds.  The  first  is  ideas, 
which  we  have  by  our  five  senses ; they 
have  no  existence  when  they  are  not  per- 
ceived, and  exist  only  in  the  minds  of  those 
who  perceive  them.  The  second  kind  of 
objects  comprehends  spirits,  their  acts,  and 
the  relations  and  habitudes  of  things.  Of 
these  we  have  notions,  but  no  ideas.  No 
idea  can  represent  them,  or  have  any  simi- 
litude to  them  : yet  we  understand  what 
•they  mean,  and  we  can  speak  with  under- 
standing, and  reason  about  them,  without 
ideas. 

This  account  of  ideas  is  very  different 
from  that  which  Locke  has  given.  In  his 
system,  we  have  no  knowledge  where  we 
have  no  ideas.  Every  thought  must  have 

• Berkeley  la  one  of  the  phltosophert  who  rea'ly 
h*  kl  the  doctrine  of  idi-iw,  erroneou»ly,  by  Reid,  *t- 
inbutcil  to  »1L— H. 


an  idea  for  its  immediate  object.  In  Ber- 
keley’s, the  most  important  objects  art 
known  without  ideas.  In  Locke's  system, 
there  are  two  sources  of  our  ideas,  sensa- 
tion and  reflection.  In  Berkeley's,  sensa- 
tion is  the  only  source,  because  of  the  objects 
of  reflection  there  can  be  no  ideas.  We 
know  them  without  ideas.  Locke  divides 
our  ideas  into  those  of  substances,  modes, 
aud  relations.  In  Berkeley 'b  system,  there 
are  no  ideas  of  substances,  or  of  relations  ; 
but  notions  only.  And  even  in  the  class  of 
modes,  the  operations  of  our  own  minds 
are  things  of  which  we  have  distinct  notions ; 
but  no  ideas. 

We  ought  to  do  the  justice  to  Malebranche 
to  acknowledge  that,  in  this  point,  as  well 
as  in  many  others,  bis  system  comes  nearer 
to  Berkeley's  than  the  latter  seems  willing 
to  own.  That  author  tells  us  that  there 
are  four  different  ways  in  which  we  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  things.  To  know  things 
by  their  ideas,  is  only  one  of  the  four.  [ 17b] 
He  affirms  that  we  have  no  idea  of  our 
own  mind,  or  any  of  its  modifications  : that 
we  know  these  things  by  consciousness, 
without  ideas.  Whether  these  two  acute 
philosophers  foresaw  the  consequences  that 
may  he  drawn  from  the  system  of  ideas, 
taken  in  its  full  extent,  and  which  were  after- 
wards drawn  by  Mr  Hume,  I cannot  pre- 
tend to  say.  If  they  did,  their  regard  to 
religion  was  too  great  to  permit  them  to  ad- 
mit those  consequences,  or  the  principles 
with  which  they  were  necessarily  connected. 

However  this  may  be,  if  there  be  so  many 
things  that  may  be  apprehended  and  known 
without  ideas,  this  very  naturally  suggests 
a scruple  with  regard  to  those  that  are  left : 
for  it  may  be  said,  If  we  can  apprehend 
and  reason  about  the  world  of  spirits,  with- 
out ideas.  Is  it  not  possible  that  we  may 
apprehend  and  reason  about  a material 
world,  without  ideas  ? If  consciousness 
and  reflection  furnish  us  with  notions  of 
spirits  and  of  their  attributes,  without  ideas, 
may  not  our  senses  furnish  us  with  notions 
of  bodies  and  their  attributes,  without  ideas  ? 

Berkeley  foresaw  this  objection  to  his 
system,  and  puts  it  in  the  mouth  of  Hylas, 
in  the  following  words  : — Dial.  3,  Hylas. 
“If  you  can  conceive  the  mind  of  God, 
without  having  an  idea  of  it,  why  may  not 
I he  allowed  to  conceive  tho  existence  of 
matter,  notwithstanding  that  I have  no  idea 
of  it  ?”  The  answer  of  Philonous  is — 
“ You  neither  perceive  matter  objectively, 
as  you  do  an  inactive  being  or  idea,  nor 
know  it,  as  you  do  yourself,  by  a reflex  act, 
neither  do  you  immediately  apprehend  it  by 
similitude  of  the  one  or  the  other,  nor  yet 
collect  it  by  reasoning  from  that  which  you 
know  immediately ; all  which  makes  the 
case  of  matter  widely  different  from  that  of 
the  Deity.” 

f 175, !7<n 


Digitized  by  Google 


2H9 


chap,  xi.]  BISHOP  BERKELEY'S  SENTIMENTS  OF  IDEAS. 


Though  Ilyins  declares  himself  satisfied 
with  this  answer,  I confess  I am  not  : be- 
cause, if  I may  trust  the  faculties  that  God 
has  given  me,  I do  perceive  matter  objec- 
tively— that  is,  something  which  is  extended 
and  solid,  which  may  be  measured  and 
weighed,  is  the  immediate  object  of  my  touch 
and  sight.*  [177]  And  this  object  I take  to 
be  matter,  and  not  au  idea.  And,  though  I 
have  been  taught  by  philosophers,  that  what 
I immediately  touch  is  au  idea,  and  not 
matter  ; yet  1 have  never  been  able  to  dis- 
cover this  by  the  most  accurato  attention 
to  my  own  perceptions. 

It  were  to  be  wished  that  this  ingenious 
author  liad  explained  what  he  means  by 
ideas,  as  distinguished  from  notions.  The 
word  notion,  being  a word  in  common  lan- 
guage, is  well  understood.  All  men  mean 
by  it,  the  conception,  the  apprehension,  or 
thought  which  we  have  of  any  object  of 
thought.  A notion,  therefore,  is  an  act 
of  the  mind  conceiving  or  thinking  of  some 
object.  The  object  of  thought  may  bo 
either  something  that  is  in  tho  mind,  or 
something  that  is  not  in  the  mind.  It  may 
l>e  something  that  has  no  existence,  or 
something  that  did,  or  does,  or  shall  exist. 
But  the  notion  which  I have  of  that  ob- 
ject, is  an  act  of  my  mind  which  really 
exists  while  I think  of  the  object ; but  has 
no  existence  when  I do  not  think  of  it. 
The  word  idea,  in  popular  language,  has 
precisely  the  same  meaning  as  the  word 
notion.  But  philosophers  have  another 
meaning  to  the  word  idea ; and  what  that 
meaning  is,  1 think,  is  very  difficult  to  say. 

The  whole  of  Bishop  Berkeley’s  system, 
depends  upon  the  distinction  between  no- 
tions and  ideas ; and,  therefore,  it  is  worth 
while  to  find,  if  we  are  able,  what  those 
things  are  which  he  calls  ideas,  as  distin- 
guished from  notions. 

For  this  purpose,  we  may  observe,  that 
he  takes  notice  of  two  kinds  of  ideas — the 
ideas  of  sense,  and  the  ideas  of  imagina- 
tion. “ The  ideas  imprinted  on  the  senses 
by  the  Author  of  Nature,’*  he  says,  “ are 
called  real  things;  and  those  excited  in  the 
imagination,  being  less  regular,  vivid,  and 
constant,  are  more  properly  termed  ideas, 
or  images  of  things,  which  they  copy  and 
represent.  [178]  But  then  our  sensations, 
be  they  never  so  vivid  and  distinct,  are 
nevertheless  ideas  ; that  is,  they  exist  in 
the  mind,  or  are  perceived  by  it  as  truly 
as  the  ideas  of  its  own  framing.  The  ideas 
of  sense  are  allowed  to  have  more  reality 
in  them — that  is,  to  be  more  strong,  or- 
derly, and  coherent— than  the  creatures  of 


• Doe«  Reid  mean  »o  iurrenrier  hia  doctrine,  hit 
perception  l«a  conception  -that  extension  and  figure 
arc  not  known  by  *ense.  but  are  notion*  tugge-teri  <>n 
the  occasion  of  sensation  ? If  he  doe*  not.  hi*  tan- 
gu  age  in  the  text  is  inaccurate,—  H. 

l 1 77-179] 


the  mind.  They  are  also  less  dependent 
on  the  spirit,  or  thinking  substance  whicli 
perceives  them,  in  that  they  are  excited  by 
the  will  of  another  and  more  powerful 
spirit ; yet  still  they  are  ideas ; and  cer- 
tainly no  idea,  whether  faint  or  strong,  can 
exist,  otherwise  than  in  a mind  perceiving 
it.”  Principles,  § 33. 

From  this  passage  we  see  that,  by  tho 
ideas  of  sense,  the  author  means  sensa- 
tions ;*  and  this,  indeed,  is  evident  from 
many  other  passages,  of  which  I shall  men- 
tion a few. — Principles,  § 5.  “ Light  and 

colours,  heat  andcold,  extension  andfigure — 
in  a word,  the  things  we  see  and  feel— what 
are  they  but  so  many  sensatious,  notions, 
ideas,  or  impressions  on  the  sense  ? — and  is 
it  possible  to  separate,  even  in  thought, 
any  of  these  from  perception  ? For  my 
part,  I might  as  easily  divide  a thing  from 
itself.”  § 18.  “As  for  our  senses,  by 
them  we  have  the  knowledge  only  of  our 
sensations,  ideas,  or  those  things  that  are 
immediately  perceived  by  sense,  call  them 
what  you  will ; — but  they  do  not  inform  us 
that  things  exist  without  the  mind,  or  un- 
perceived, like  to  those  which  are  per- 
ceived.** § 25.  “ All  our  ideas,  sensa- 

tions, or  the  things  which  we  perceive,  by 
whatever  names  they  may  be  distinguished, 
are  visibly  inactive ; there  is  nothing  of 
power  or  agency  included  in  them.” 

This,  therefore,  appears  certain — that, 
by  the  ideas  of  sense,  the  author  meant  the 
sensations  we  have  by  means  of  our  senses. 

I have  endeavoured  to  explain  the  meaning 
of  the  word  sensation,  Essay  I.,  chap.  1, 
[p.  229,]  and  refer  to  the  explication  there 
given  of  it,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  per- 
fectly agreeable  to  the  sense  in  which  Bishop 
Berkeley  uses  it.* 

As  there  can  be  no  notion  or  thought 
but  in  a thinking  being;  so  there  can  be 
no  sensation  but  in  a sentient  being.  [ 1 79] 
It  is  the  act  or  feeling  of  a sentient  being  ; 
its  very  essence  consists  in  its  being  felt. 
Nothing  can  resemble  a sensation,  but  a 
similar  sensation  in  the  same  or  in  some 
other  mind.  To  think  that  any  quality  in 
a thing  that  is  inanimate  can  resemble  a 
sensation,  is  a great  absurdity.  In  all  this, 
I cannot  but  agree  perfectly  with  Bishop 
Berkeley  ; and  I think  his  notions  of  sensa- 

• How  it  can  be,**  erted  that  by  it  tan  of  tout 
Berkeley  ineani  only  what  Reid  did  by  /en*i/»ona, 
I cannot  comprehend  That  the  former  u*cd  ideas 
rtf  sente  and  sensation*  a*  convertible  expression*,  t* 
true.  But  then  Berkeley'*  tetualion  was  equivalent 
to  Rrid'i  sensation  plu*  hi* perception.  Thi*  u mani. 
feat  even  by  the  passages  adduced  in  the  text.  In 
i hat  from  § v.  .of  the  •*  Principle*,"  Berkeley  ex. 
pretsly  call*  extrusion  and  figure  sensation*.  Hut 
it  i*  a fundamental  principle  of  Reid's  philosophy, 
no»  only  that  neither  extension  nor  figure,  but  that 
none  of  the  primary  qualities,  are  sensation*.  To 
make  a *tngle  quotation— •••'Hu* primary  qualities,” 
he  *ay«.  *'  are.  nti'her  sensations , nor  are  they  the 
re* cm:. lance*  of  sensation*  “ — lttfra,  p V3S  — H. 
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tion  much  more  distinct  and  accurate  than 
Locke’s,  who  thought  that  the  primary 
qualities  of  body  are  resemblances  of  our 
sensations,* **  but  that  the  secondary  are  not 
That  we  have  many  sensations  by  means 
of  our  external  senses,  there  can  be  no 
doubt ; and,  if  he  is  pleased  to  call  those 
ideas,  there  ought  to  be  no  dispute  about 
the  meaning  of  a word.  But,  says  Bishop 
Berkeley,  by  our  senses,  we  have  the  know- 
ledge only  of  our  sensations  or  ideas,  call 
them  which  you  will.  I allow  him  to  call 
them  which  he  will ; but  I would  have  the 
word  only  in  this  sentence  to  be  well  weighed, 
because  a great  deal  depends  upon  it. 

For,  if  it  be  true  that,  by  our  senses,  we 
have  the  knowledge  of  our  sensations  only, 
then  bis  system  must  be  admitted,  and  the 
existence  of  a material  world  must  be  given 
up  as  a dream.  No  demonstration  can  be 
more  invincible  than  this.  If  we  have  any 
knowledge  of  a material  world,  it  must  be 
by  the  senses  : but,  by  the  senses,  we  have 
no  knowledge  but  of  our  sensations  only  ; 
and  our  sensations  have  no  resemblance  of 
anything  that  can  be  in  a material  world,  f 
The  only  proposition  in  this  demonstration 
w hich  admits  of  doubt  is,  that,  by  our  senses, 
we  have  the  knowledge  of  our  sensations 
only,  and  of  nothing  else.  If  there  are  ob- 
jects of  the  senses  which  are  not  sensations, 
his  arguments  do  not  touch  them : they  may 
be  things  which  do  not  exist  in  the  mind,  as 
all  sensations  do ; they  may  be  things  of  which, 
by  our  senses,  we  have  notions,  though  no 
ideas ; just  as,  by  consciousness  and  reflection, 
we  have  notions  of  spirits  and  of  their  oper- 
ations, without  ideas  or  sensations.*  ( UKI] 
Shall  we  say,  then,  that,  by  our  senses, 
we  have  the  knowledge  of  our  sensations 
only  ; and  that  they  give  us  no  notion  of 
anything  but  of  our  sensations  ? Perhaps 
this  has  been  the  doctrine  of  philosophers, 
and  not  of  Bishop  Berkeley  alone,  otherwise 
he  would  have  supported  it  by  arguments. 
Mr  Locke  calls  all  the  notions  we  have  by 
our  senses,  ideas  of  sensation  ; and  in  this 
hAa  been  very  generally  followed.  Hence 
it  seems  a very  natural  inference,  that  ideas 


* Herr  strain  we  have  a criticism  which  proceed* 
on  fhe  erroneous  implication,  that  Ixxke  meant  by 
imitation  whef  Had  himself  did.  If  for  sensation 
we  substitute  prrccjHion,  (and  by  sensation  Locke 
denoted  both  sensation  proper  and  perception  proper,) 
there  remain*  nothing  to  censure ; for  Iteid  main, 
tain*  that  “ our  seme*  give  ua  a direct  and  a distinct 
notion  of  theprrnwiry  qualities,  and  inform  u*  t rhat 
thry  art  in  tkcnurlves  *'  (infra,  p.  VM7  ;)  which  ia  only 
Locke's  m aning  in  other  words  1 be  aarne  observa- 
tion applies  to  many  of  the  following  passage*  — H 

t See  the  ia*t  note.—  H. 

t But,  unless  that  be  admitted,  which  the  natural 
conviction  of  mankind  certifies,  that  we  have  an 
Immediate  perception— a con*ciou«ne»»— ot  external 
and  ex  tend  cd  existence*,  it  makes  no  difference,  in 
nga*d  to  the  conclusion  of  the  Idealist,  whether 
what  we  are  conscious  of  in  perception  be  supposed 
an  entity  in  the  mind,  (an  utea  in  Kcid  * meaning,) 

**r  a modification  qf  the  mind,  (a  notion  or  concep. 
lion.)  See  above,  p.  |£S,  note*  •.«— H. 


of  sensation  arc  scnsatiuiis.  But  philoso- 
phers may  err : let  us  hear  the  dictates  of 
common  sense  upon  this  point- 

Suppose  1 am  pricked  with  a pin,  I ask. 
Is  the  pain  1 foel,a  sensation  ? Undoubtedly 
it  is.  There  can  be  nothing  that  resembles 
pain  in  any  inanimate  being.  But  I ask 
again,  Is  the  pin  a sensation  ? To  this 
question  I find  myself  under  a necessity  of 
answering,  tliat  the  pin  is  not  a sensation, 
nor  can  have  the  least  resemblance  to  any 
sensation.  The  pin  has  length  and  thick- 
ness, and  figure  and  weight.  A sensation 
can  have  none  of  those  qualities.  I am  not 
more  certain  that  the  pain  1 feel  is  a sensa- 
tion, than  tliat  the  pin  is  not  a sensation  ; 
yet  the  pin  is  an  object  of  sense  ; and  I am 
as  certain  that  I perceive  its  figure  and 
hardness  by  my  senses,  as  that  1 feel  pain 
when  pricked  by  it.* 

Having  said  so  much  of  the  ideas  of  sense 
in  Berkeley’s  system,  we  are  next  to  con- 
sider the  account  he  gives  of  the  ideas  of 
imagination.  Of  these  he  says,  Principles, 
§ 28 — “ I find  I can  excite  ideas  in  my 
mind  at  pleasure,  and  vary  and  shift  the 
scene  as  oft  as  I think  fit.  It  is  no  more 
than  willing ; and  straight  w ay  this  or  that  idea 
arises  in  my  fancy  ; and  by  the  same  power 
it  is  obliterated,  and  makes  way  for  another. 
This  making  and  unmaking  of  ideas,  doth 
very  properly  denominate  the  mind  active. 
Thus  much  is  certain,  and  grounded  on 
experience.  Our  sensations,”  he  says,  “ are 
called  real  things ; the  ideas  of  imagination 
are  more  properly  termed  ideas,  or  images 
of  things  ;’  *b  that  is,  as  I apprehend,  they 
are  the  images  of  our  sensations.  1181] 
It  might  surely  be  expected  that  we  should 
be  well  acquainted  with  the  ideas  of  imagin- 
ation, as  they  are  of  our  making  : yet,  after 
all  the  Bishop  has  said  about  them,  I am 
at  a loss  to  know  wliat  they  are. 

I would  observe,  in  the  Jit *t  place,  with 
regard  to  these  ideas  of  imagination — that 
they  are  not  sensations ; for  surely  sensation 
is  the  work  of  the  senses,  and  not  of  imagin- 
ation; and,  though  pain  be  a sensation,  the 
thought  of  pain,  when  I am  not  pained,  is 
no  sensation. 

I observe,  in  the  second  place — that  I con 
find  no  dist. nction  between  ideas  of  imagin- 
ation and  notions,  which  the  author  says 
are  not  ideas.  I can  easily  distinguish  be- 


• This  illustration  is  taken  from  Dm  Carte*.  In 
this  paragraph,  the  term  sensation  is  again  not  used 
in  the «exten*ion  given  to  it  by  the  philosophers  in 
question  — H. 

t Berkeley's  real  worda  are— I he  ideas  imprint, 
ed-on  the  Senses  bv  the  Author  of  Nature  are  called 
real  things,  and  those  excited  in  the  Imagination 
being  lr»»  regular,  vivid  and  constant,  are  more  pro- 
per;>  termed  ideas  or  images  qf  things.  which  they 
copy  and  represent.  But  then  our  hensations,  be  they 
never  so  vivid  and.  dist  net,  are  nevertheless  idea* — 
that  i*.  they  exist  in  the  mind,  or  are  perceived  by 
it,  a*  truly  at  the  idea*  of  its  own  training.*’  Sect, 
xxxitl — H. 
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tween  a notion  and  a sensation.  It  is  one 
thing  to  say,  I have  the  sensation  of  pain. 
It  is  another  thing  to  say,  I have  a notion  of 
pain.  The  last  expression  signifies  no  more 
than  that  I understand  what  is  meant  by  the 
word  pain.  The  first  signifies  that  I really 
feel  pain.  But  I can  find  no  distinction 
between  the  notion  of  pain  and  the  imagin- 
ation of  it,  or  indeed  between  the  notion 
of  anything  else,  and  the  imagination  of  it. 
I can,  therefore,  give  no  account  of  the 
distinction  which  Berkeley  makes  between 
ideas  of  imagination  and  notions,  which,  he 
says,  are  not  ideas.  They  seem  to  me  per- 
fectly to  coincide.* 

He  seems,  indeed,  to  say,  that  the  ideas 
of  imagination  differ  not  in  kind  from  those 
of  the  senses,  but  only  in  the  degree  of  their 
regularity,  vivacity,  and  constancy.  M They 
are,*’  says  he,  “ less  regular,  vivid,  and  con- 
stant. " This  doctrine  was  afterwards  greed- 
ily embraced  by  Mr  Hume,  and  makes  a 
main  pillar  of  his  system  ; but  it  cannot  be 
reconciled  to  common  sense,  to  which  Bishop 
Berkeley  professes  a great  regard.  For, 
according  to  this  doctrine,  if  we  compare  the 
state  of  a man  racked  with  the  gout,  with 
his  state  when,  being  at  perfect  ease,  he 
relates  what  he  has  Buffered,  the  difference 
of  these  two  states  is  only  this — that,  in  the 
last,  the  pain  is  less  regular,  vivid,  and  con- 
stant, than  in  the  first  1182]  Wecannot 
possibly  assent  to  this.  Every  man  knows 
that  he  can  relate  the  pain  he  suffered,  not 
only  without  |»ain,  but  with  pleasure ; and 
that  to  suffer  pain,  and  to  think  of  it,  are 
things  which  totally  differ  in  kind,  and  not 
in  degree  only.*]* 

We  see,  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  that, 
according  to  this  system,  of  the  most  im- 
portant objects  of  knowledge — that  is,  of 

• Yet  the  distinction  of  ideas,  strictly  so called,  and 
notions,  it  one  of  the  most  common  and  important  in 
the  philosophy  of  mind.  Non  o we  owe  it,  as  ha*  hern 
asserted,  to  Berkeley.  It  was  virtually  taken  by  Dr* 
Cartes  and  the  Cartesian*,  in  their  di»rrimtnation  of 
idea*  of  imagination  ami  ulc  *.of  intelligence ; it  was 
in  term*  vindicated  again*!  I-ocke,  by  herjeant,  Stil- 
1 1 ngfleet.. Norris,  Z.  Mayne,  Bishop  Brown,  and 
others  : Bonnet  sign*  ize  i it ; and,  under  the  con. 
traat  or  A nsehauungen  and  HnnifTr,  it  ha*  long  been 
an  established  and  rla-skcal  di*cr  uni  nation  with  the 
philosopher*  of  Germany.  Nay,  Reid  himself  »ug 
Kvsta  It  in  the  distinction  he  require*  between  four. 
gi  nation  and  rmur/j/ion,  ailiftinction  which  he  unfnr. 
tunately  did  not* carry  out,  and  which  Mr  Stewart 
•till  more  unhappily  again  perverted  See  below,  p. 
371  The  term*  notion-  and  concndion.  (or  more  cor- 
rectly concept  in  thiaisense.i  should  be  reserved 
t<» express  wh  t we  comprehend  but  cannot  picture 
in  imagination,  Mich  as  a relation,  a general  term, 
Ac.  Tbe  word*  nfra,  a*  one  prostituted  .o  all  mean, 
ings.  it  were  pcrha|M  letter  altogether  to  discard. 
A » for  the  representation*  of*  imagination  or  phan. 
ta»y,  I would  employ  the  terms  image or phantasm,  it 
being  distinctly  understood  that  these  terms  are  ap- 
pl  ed  to denote  the  re-  presentations,  not  otour  visible 
perceptions  merely,  as  the  term*  taken  literally  would 
indicate,  but  oi  our  sensible  perceptions  in  general.— 

I There  is  here  a confusion  between  pain  considered 
as  a feeling, , and  *»  tbe  cognition  uf  a feeling,  to 
Which  the  philosopher*  would  object  —II. 

[182,  183] 


spirits,  of  their  operations,  and  of  the  rela- 
tions of  things— we  have  no  ideas  at  all  ;* 
we  have  notion*  of  them,  but  not  ideas  ; tbe 
ideas  we  have  art*  those  of  sciirc,  and  those 
of  imagination.  The  first  aro  the  sensa- 
tions we  have  by  means  of  our  senses,  whose 
existence  no  man  can  deny,  because  he  is 
conscious  of  them  ; and  whose  nature  hath 
been  explained  by  this  author  with  great 
accuracy.  As  to  the  ideas  of  imagination, 
he  hath  left  us  much  in  the  dark,  lie  makes 
them  images  of  our  sensations ; though, 
according  to  his  own  doctrine,  nothing  can 
resemble  a sensation  but  a sensation. He 
seems  to  think  that  they  differ  from  sensa- 
tions only  in  the  degree  of  their  regularity, 
vivacity,  and  constancy.  But  this  cannot 
be  reconciled  to  tbe  experience  of  mankind; 
and,  besides  this  mark,  which  cannot  be 
admitted,  he  hath  given  us  no  other  mark 
by  which  they  may  be  distinguished  from 
notions.  Nay,  it  may  lie  observed,  that  the 
very  reason  he  gives  why  we  can  have  no 
ideas  of  the  acts  of  the  mind  about  its  ideas, 
nor  of  the  relations  of  tilings,  is  applicable 
to  what  he  calls  ideas  of  imagination. 
Principles,  § 142.  “ We  may  not,  1 think, 

strictly  be  said  to  have  an  idea  of  an  active 
being,  or  of  an  action,  although  we  may  be 
said  to  have  a notion  of  them.  1 have  some 
knowledge  or  notion  of  my  mind,  and  its 
acts  about  ideas,  in  as  much  as  1 know  or 
understand  what  is  meant  by  these  words. 
[I  will  not  say  that  the  terms  Idea  and 
Notion  may  not  be  used  convertibly,  if  the 
w orld  will  have  it  so.  But  yet  it  conduces  to 
clearness  and  propriety  that  we  distinguish 
things  very  different  by  different  names.] 
It  is  also  to  be  remarked,  that  all  relations 
including  an  act  of  the  mind,  we  cannot  so 
properly  be  said  to  have  an  idea,  but  rather 
a notion  of  the  relations  and  habitudes  be- 
tween things.’*  From  this  it  follows, that  our 
imaginations  are  not  properly  ideas,  but  no- 
tions, because  they  include  an  act  of  the  mind. 
[183]  For  he  tells  us,  in  a passage  already 
quoted,  that  they  are  creatures  of  themiioi, 
of  its  own  framing,  and  that  it  makes  and 
unmakes  them  as  it  thinks  fit,  and  from  this 
is  properly  denominated  active.  If  it  be  a 
good  reason  why  we  have  not  ideas,  but 
notions  ouly  of  relations,  because  they  in- 
clude an  act  of  the  mind,  the  same  reason 
must  lead  us  to  conclude,  that  our  imagina- 
tions are  notions  and  not  ideas,  since  tlu»y 
are  made  and  unmade  by  the  mind  as  it 
thinks  fit : and,  from  this,  it  is  properly  de- 
nominated active.  £ 

• That  is,  no  images  of  them  in  the  phantasy  Reid 
himself  would  not  sav  that  such  could  be  imagina/.— 
H. 

T Berkeley  does  not  say  so  in  the  meaning  sup- 
posed — H. 

t Imagination  is  an  arobigu'<u«  word;  it  mean* 
either  the  act  of  imagining  or  the  product— i c , the 
im-tge  imagined.  Oi  the  foim  r,  I'e'hfley  held,  we 
can  form  a upturn,  l»ui  not  an  »d.*i,  in  the  seme  ha 
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When  so  much  lias  been  written,  and  so 
many  disputes  raised  about  ideas,  it  were 
desirable  that  we  knew  what  they  are,  and 
to  what  category  or  class  of  beings  they  be- 
long. In  this  we  might  expect  satisfaction 
in  tne  writings  of  Bishop  Berkeley,  if  any- 
where, considering  his  known  accuracy  and 
precision  in  the  use  of  words ; and  it  is  for 
this  reason  that  I have  taken  so  much  pains 
to  find  out  what  he  took  them  to  be. 

After  all,  if  I understand  what  he  calls  the 
ideas  of  sense,  they  are  the  sensations  which 
wo  have  by  means  of  our  five  senses  ; but 
they  arc,  he  says,  less  properly  termed  ideas. 

I understand,  likewise,  what  he  calls 
notions  ; but  they,  says  he,  are  very  differ- 
ent from  ideas,  though,  in  the  modern  wav, 
often  called  by  that  name. 

The  ideas  of  imagination  remain,  which 
are  most  properly  termed  ideas,  as  he  says ; 
and,  with  regard  to  these,  1 am  still  very 
much  in  the  dark.  When  I imagine  a lion 
or  an  elephant,  the  lion  or  elephant  is  the 
object  imagined.  The  act  of  the  mind,  in 
conceiving  that  object,  is  the  notion,  the 
conception,  or  imagination  of  the  object.  If 
besides  the  object,  and  the  act  of  the  mind 
about  it,  there  be  something  called  the  idea 
of  the  object,  I know  not  what  it  is.* 

If  we  commit  other  authors  who  have 
treated  of  ideas,  we  shall  find  as  little  satis- 
faction with  regard  to  the  meaning  of  this 
philosophical  term.  [184]  The  vulgar 
nave  adopted  it ; but  they  only  mean  by 
it  the  notion  or  conception  we  have  of  any 
object,  especially  our  more  abstract  or  gen- 
eral notions.  When  it  is  thus  put  to  sig- 
nify the  operation  of  the  mind  about  objects, 
whether  in  conceiving,  remembering,  or 
perceiving,  it  is  well  understood.  But  phi- 
losophers will  have  ideas  to  he  the  objects 
of  the  mind's  operations,  and  not  the  oper- 
ations themselves.  There  is,  indeed,  great 
variety  of  objects  of  thought.  We  can 
think  of  minds,  and  of  their  operations ; of 
bodies,  and  of  their  qualities  and  relations. 
If  ideas  are  not  comprehended  under  any  of 
these  classes,  I am  at  a loss  to  comprehend 
what  they  are. 

In  ancient  philosophy,  ideas  were  said  to 
be  immaterial  forms,  which,  according  to 
one  system,  existed  from  all  eternity ; and, 
according  to  another,  are  sent  forth  from 
the  objects  whose  form  they  are.i*  In  mo- 
dern philosophy,  they  are  things  in  the 
mind,  which  are  the  immediate  objects  of 
all  our  thoughts,  and  which  have  no  exist- 
ence when  we  do  not  think  of  them.  They 
are  called  the  images,  the  resemblances,  the 


tho  term ; when***,  of  the  latter,  we  can  form 
an  idea  by  merely  repeating  the  imaginably  act— 


Qn  Keid’a  misconception  on  thi*  point,  ice  Note 

t Nothing  by  'he  name  of  idea  wa a *ent  off  from 
object*  In  tho  ancient  philosophy.— H. 


representatives  of  external  objects  of  sense  j 
yet  they  have  neither  colour,  nor  smell,  nor 
figure,  nor  motion,  nor  any  sensible  quality. 
I revere  the  authority  of  philosophers,  espe- 
cially where  they  are  so  unanimous ; but 
until  I can  comprehend  what  they  mean  by 
ideas,  I must  think  and  speak  with  the  vulgar. 

In  sensation,  properly  so  called,  I can 
distinguish  two  things — the  mind,  or  sen- 
tient being,  and  the  sensation.  Whether 
the  last  is  to  be  called  a feeling  or  an  oper- 
ation, I dispute  not ; but  it  has  no  object 
distinct  from  the  sensation  itself.  If  in 
sensation  there  be  a third  thing,  called  an 
idea,  I know  not  what  it  is. 

In  perception,  in  remembrance,  and  in 
conception,  or  imagination,  I distinguish 
three  things — the  mind  that  operates,  the 
operation  of  the  mind,  and  the  object  of  that 
operation.*  [185]  That  the  object  per- 
ceived is  one  thing,  and  the  perception  of 
that  object  another,  I am  as  certain  as  I 
can  be  of  anything.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  conception,  of  remembrance,  of  love 
and  hatred,  of  desire  and  aversion.  In  all 
these,  the  act  of  the  mind  about  its  object  is 
one  thing,  the  object  is  another  thing. 
There  must  be  an  object,  real  or  imaginary, 
distinct  from  the  operation  of  the  mind 
about  it-*f-  Now,  if  in  these  operations  the 
idea  be  a fourth  thing  different  from  the 
three  I have  mentioned,  I know  not  what  it 
is,  nor  have  been  able  to  le&rn  from  all  that 
has  been  written  about  ideas.  And  if  the 
doctrine  of  philosophers  about  ideas  con- 
founds any  two  of  these  things  which  I have 
mentioned  os  distinct — if,  for  example,  it 
confounds  the  object  perceived  with  the 
perception  of  that  object,  and  represents 
them  as  one  and  the  same  thing— such  doc- 
trine is  altogether  repugnant  to  all  that  I am 
able  to  discover  of  the  operations  of  my  ow  n 
mind ; and  it  is  repugnant  to  the  commou 
sense  of  mankind,  expressed  in  the  struc- 
ture of  all  languages. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

0 T THE  SENTIMENTS  OF  MK  HUME. 

Two  volumes  of  the  “ Treatise  of  Human 
Nature"  were  published  in  1739,  and  tho 
third  in  1740.  The  doctrine  contained  in 
this  Treatise  was  published  anew  in  a more 
popular  form  in  Mr  Hume's  “ Philosophical 
Essays,”  of  which  there  have  been  various 
editions.  What  other  authors,  from  the 


• Sk  Note  B.— H. 

f If  there  be  an  imaginary  ottfeet  dWtinct  from  the 
act  of  imagination,  where  does  it  e*i*t  ? It  cannot 
be  external  to  the  mind— for,  rx  hyjtotheti,  it  U ima- 
ginary ; and,  if  in  the  mind  itself,  distinct  from  the  act 
of  imagination— why , what  i*  thi*  but  the  eery  crudest 
doctrine  of  gpeciest  For  Reid'*  puiale,  *ee  Note  B. 

[ 18*,  183} 
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time  of  Des  Cartes,  had  called  idea*,  this 
author  distinguishes  into  two  kinds — to  wit, 
impressions  and  ideas ; comprehending  under 
the  first,  all  our  sensations,  passions,  and 
emotions ; and  under  the  last,  the  faint 
images  of  these,  when  we  remember  or 
imagine  them.  [18G] 

He  sets  out  with  this,  as  a principle  that 
} needed  no  proof,  and  of  which  therefore  he 
offers  none — that  all  the  perceptions  of  the 
human  mind  resolve  themselves  into  these 
two  kinds,  impressions  and  ideas. 

As  this  proposition  is  the  foundation  upon 
which  the  whole  of  Mr  llume’s  system 
rests,  and  from  which  it  is  raised  with  great 
acuteness  indeed,  and  ingenuity,  it  were  to 
be  wished  that  he  had  told  us  upon  what 
authority  this  fundamental  proposition  rests. 
But  we  are  left  to  guess,  whether  it  is  held 
forth  as  a first  principle,  which  has  its 
evidence  in  itself ; or  whether  it  is  to  be 
received  upon  the  authority  of  philosophers. 

Mr  Locke  had  taught  us,  that  all  the 
immediate  objects  of  human  knowledge  are 
ideas  in  the  mind.  Bishop  Berkeley,  pro- 
ceeding upon  this  foundation,  demonstrated, 
very  easily,  that  there  is  no  material  world. 
And  he  thought  that,  for  the  purposes 
both  of  philosophy  and  religion,  we  should 
find  no  loss,  but  great  benefit,  in  the  want 
of  it.  But  the  Bishop,  as  became  his  order, 
was  unwilling  to  give  up  the  world  of  spirits. 
He  saw  very  well,  that  ideas  are  as  unfit  to 
represent  spirits  as  they  arc  to  represent 
bodies.  Perhaps  lie  saw  that,  if  we  per- 
ceive only  the  ideas  of  spirits,  we  shall  find 
the  same  difficulty  in  inferring  their  real 
existence  from  the  existence  of  their  ideas,  as 
we  find  in  inferring  the  existence  of  matter 
from  the  idea  of  it ; and,  therefore,  while  he 
gives  up  the  material  w orld  in  favour  of  the 
system  of  ideas,  he  gives  up  one-half  of  that 
system  in  favour  of  the  world  of  spirits;  and 
maintains  that  we  can,  without  ideas,  think, 
and  speak,  and  reason,  intelligibly  about 
spirits,  and  what  belongs  to  them. 

Mr  Hume  shews  no  such  partiality  in 
favour  of  the  world  of  spirits.  He  adopts 
the  theory  of  ideas  in  its  full  extent ; and, 
in  consequence,  shews  that  there  is  neither 
matter  nor  mind  in  the  universe ; nothing 
but  impressions  and  ideas.  What  we  call 
a bodyt  is  only  a bundle  of  sensations ; and 
what  we  call  the  mind  is  only  a bundle  of 
thoughts,  passions,  and  emotions,  without 
any  subject.  (187] 

Some  ages  hence,  it  will  perhaps  be 
looked  upon  ns  a curious  anecdote,  that 
two  philosophers  of  the  eighteenth  century, 
of  very  distinguished  rank,  were  led,  by  a 
philosophical  hypothesis,  one,  to  disbelieve 
the  existence  of  matter,  and  the  other,  to 
disbelieve  the  existence  both  of  matter  and 
of  mind.  Such  an  anecdote  may  not  he 
un instructive,  if  it  prove  a warning  to 
[ 186—188] 
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philosophers  to  beware  of  hypotheses,  espe- 
cially when  they  lead  to  conclusions  which 
contradict  the  principles  upon  which  all  men 
of  common  sense  must  act  in  common  life. 

The  Egoists,*  whom  we  mentioned  be- 
fore, were  left  far  behind  by  Mr  Ilurae  ; 
for  they  believed  their  own  existence,  and 
perhaps  also  the  existence  of  a Deity.  But 
Mr  Hume’s  system  does  not  even  lt*ave  him 
a s-  lf  to  claim  the  property  of  his  impres- 
sions and  id* ’as. 

A system  of  consequences,  however  ab- 
surd, acutely  and  justly  drawn  from  a few 
principles,  in  very  abstract  matters,  is  of 
real  utility  in  science,  and  may  be  made 
subservient  to  real  knowledge.  This  merit 
Mr  Hume's  metaphysical  writings  have  in 
a great  degree. 

We  had  occasion  before  to  observe,  that, 
since  the  time  of  Dea  Cartes,  philosophers, 
in  treating  of  the  powers  of  the  mind,  have, 
in  many  instances,  confounded  things  which 
the  common  sense  of  mankind  has  always 
led  them  to  distinguish,  and  which  have 
different  names  in  all  languages.  Thus,  in 
the  perception  of  an  external  object,  all 
languages  distinguish  three  things-  the 
mind  that  perceives,  the  operation  of  that 
mind,  which  is  called  perception , and  the 
object  perceived. -f*  Nothing  appears  more 
evident  to  a mind  untutored  by  philosophy, 
than  that  these  three  are  distinct  things, 
which,  though  related,  ought  never  to  be 
confounded.  [188]  The  structure  of  all 
languages  supposes  this  distinction,  and  is 
built  upon  it.  Philosophers  have  intro- 
duced a fourth  thing  in  this  process,  which 
they  call  the  idea  of  the  object,  which  is 
supposed  to  he  an  image,  or  representative 
of  the  object,  and  is  said  to  be  the  imme- 
diate object.  The  vulgar  know  nothing 
about  this  idea ; it  is  a creature  of  philo- 
sophy,introduced  to  account  for  and  explain 
the  manner  of  our  perceiving  external  objects. 


* In  supplement  to  no’e  $ at  p iff),  supra , in  re. 
gard  to  the  pretended,  sect  of  EgauU,  (here  is  to  be 
ad  *cd  the  following  notices,  which  1 did  not  recol- 
lect till  after  that  note  was  set ; — 

Wolf,  (ptychologia  Rationatis , \ 98,)  after  dividing 
Idealists  Into  Egoists  and  Pluralist s,  says,  inter  alia,  of 
the  former  “ Foil  paucis  abhinc  antus  sssecla 
quidam  Maletrranchii,  Par  tails.  qui  F.goomum  pro. 
fessus  e*t  (quod  nmum  mihi  videtur)  aweclas  et  ipae 
nactus  est.**  In  his  Vrmum/Hgr  (iedankenvon  OoU , 
&<\,  c.  I,  \t,  he  also  mentions  this  aUerseltsamste 
Sects  'there  is  also  an  oration  bjr  Christopher 
Matthaeus  Pfaff,  the  Chancellor  of  Tuebingen— 
" 7V  Egoismo,  nova  philosophica  hacrcsi ,"  in 
winch  1 have  not  seen.—  I hus,  what  1 formerly  ha- 
zarded, it  stiU  farther  confirmed.  AH  is  vague  and 
contradictory  hearsay  in  regard  to  the  Egni.ts.  The 
French  place  them  in  Scotland  ; the  Scotch  in  Hol- 
land ; the  Germans  in  France ; and  they  are  variously 
stated  as  the  immediae  disciples  of  Des  Cartes, 
Malcbranrhc,  Spines*.  There  is  certainly  no  reason 
why  an  Egoistical  Idealism  should  not  have  been 
explicitly  promulgated  before  Fichte,  (whose  doctrine, 
however,  is  not  the  same;)  but  I have,  as  yet.  seen 
no  satisfactory  grounds  on  which  It  can  be  shewn 
that  thi*  had  artua  ly  been  done.— H 
f See  Notes  B and  H. 
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It  is  pleasant  to  observe  that,  while  philo- 
sophers, for  more  than  a century,  have  been 
labouring,  by  means  of  ideas,  to  explain 
perception  and  the  other  operations  of  the 
mind,  those  ideas  have  by  degrees  usurj>cd 
the  place  of  perception,  object,  and  even  of 
the  mind  itself,  and  have  supplanted  those 
very  things  they  were  brought  to  explain, 
lies  Cartes  reduced  all  the  operations  of  the 
understanding  to  perception  ; and  what  can 
bo  more  natural  to  those  who  believe  that 
they  are  only  different  modes  of  perceiving 
ideas  in  our  own  minds  ? Locke  confounds 
ideas  sometimes  with  the  perception  of  an 
external  object,  sometimes  with  the  external 
object  itself.  In  Berkeley’s  system,  the  idea 
is  the  only  object,  and  yet  is  often  con- 
founded with  the  perception  of  it.  But,  in 
Hume’s,  the  idea  or  the  impression,  w’hich 
is  only  a more  lively  idea,  is  mind,  percep- 
tion, and  object,  all  in  one : bo  that,  by  the 
term  perception,  in  Mr  Hume’s  system,  we 
must  understand  the  mind  itself,  all  its 
operations,  both  of  understanding  and  will, 
and  nil  the  objects  of  these  operations.  Per- 
ception taken  in  this  sense  he  divides  into 
our  more  lively  perceptions,  which  he  calls 
impressions  * and  the  less  lively,  which  he 
calls  ideas.  To  prevent  repetition,  I must 
here  refer  the  reader  to  some  remarks  made 
upon  this  division,  Essay  I.  chap.  l,in  the 
explication  there  given  of  the  words,  prr- 
ceire,  object , impression,  [pp.  222,  223, 226.  ] 
Philosophers  have  differed  very  much 
with  regard  to  the  origin  of  our  ideas,  or 
the  sources  whence  they  are  derived*  The 
Peripatetics  held  that  all  knowledge  is  de- 
rived originally  from  the  senses  ;+  and  this 
ancient  doctrine  seems  to  be  revived  by 
some  late  French  philosophers,  and  by  Dr 
Hartley  and  Dr  Priestley  among  the  Brit- 
ish. [189]  DesCartes  maintained,  that 
many  of  our  ideas  aro  innate.  Locke  op- 
posed the  doctrine  of  innate  ideas  with 
much  zeal,  and  employs  the  whole  first 
book  of  his  Essay  against  it.  But  he  ad- 
mits two  different  sources  of  ideas  . the 
operations  of  our  external  senses,  which  he 
calls  sensation,  by  which  we  get  all  our 
ideas  of  body,  and  its  attributes ; and  re- 
flection upon  the  operations  of  our  minds,  by 
which  we  get  the  ideas  of  everything  be- 


• Mr  Stewart  {Flan.  III.  Adtlrtuta  to  vol  I.  p. 
4S)  seems  to  think  that  th-  word  im/rre/anm  wai 
(lrat  introduced  a*  a technical  term,  into  the  philo. 
»ophjr  of  mind,  by  Hume.  Thi»  it  not  altogether 
correct  For,  betides  the  instance*  which  Mr  Stewart 
himsrtf  adduces,  of  the  illustration  afti  mpted,  of  the 
piarnomena  cf  memory  from  the  analogy  of  an  im. 
j /rsaand  a t»o«v,  words  corresponding  to  impression 
• ere  among  the  ancients  familiarly  applied  to  the  pro- 
cesses cf  external  perception,  imagination,  Ac.,  in  the 
Atomistic,  the  Platonic,  the  Aristotelian,  and  the 
Stoical  philosophies ; while,  among  modern  psycholo. 
ni*ta.  (as  l)ii  Carte*  and  <<a>sendi,  > the  term  was  like- 
wise in  common  use — H. 

t (his  is  an  incorrect,  at  h ast  a too  unqualified, 
statement.— H- 


[essav  u. 

longing  to  the  mind.  The  main  design  of 
the  second  book  of  Locke's  “ Essay,”  is  to 
shew,  that  all  our  simple  ideas,  without 
exception,  are  derived  from  the  one  or  the 
other,  or  both  of  these  sources.  In  doing 
this,  the  author  ii  led  into  some  paradoxes, 
although,  in  general,  he  is  not  fond  of  para- 
doxes : And  had  he  foreseen  all  the  con- 
sequences that  may  be  drawn  from  his  ac- 
count of  the  origin  of  our  ideas,  he  would 
probably  have  examined  it  more  carefully.  • 

Mr  Hume  adopts  Locke’s  account  of  the 
origin  of  our  ideas ; and  from  that  principle 
infers,  that  we  have  no  idea  of  substance, 
corporeal  or  spiritual,  no  idea  of  power,  no 
other  idea  of  a cause,  but  tliat  it  is  something 
antecedent,  and  constantly  conjoined  to  that 
which  we  call  its  effect ; and,  in  a word, 
that  we  can  have  no  idea  of  anything  but 
our  sensations,  and  the  operations  of  mind 
we  are  conscious  of. 

This  author  leaves  no  power  to  the  mind 
in  framing  its  ideas  and  impressions;  and, 
no  wonder,  since  he  holds  that  we  have  no 
idea  of  power  ; and  the  mind  is  nothing  but 
that  succession  of  impressions  and  ideas  of 
which  we  are  intimately  conscious. 

He  thinks,  therefore,  that  our  impressions 
arise  from  unknown  causes,  and  that  the 
impressions  are  the  causes  of  their  corre- 
sponding ideas.  By  this  he  means  no  more 
hut  that  they  always  go  before  the  ideas ; 
for  this  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  constitute 
the  relation  of  cause  and  effect.  [190] 

As  to  the  order  and  succession  of  our 
ideas,  he  holds  it  to  he  determined  by  three 
laws  of  attraction  or  association,  which  he 
takes  to  he  original  properties  of  the  ideas, 
by  which  they  attract,  as  it  were,  or  asso- 
ciate themselves  with  other  ideas  which 
either  resemble  them,  or  which  have  been 
contiguous  to  them  in  time  and  place,  or  to 
which  they  have  the  relations  of  cause  and 
effect. 

We  may  here  observe,  by  the  way,  that 
the  last  of  these  three  laws  seems  to  he  in- 
cluded in  the  second,  since  causation,  ac- 
cording-to  him,  implies  no  more  than  con- 
tiguity in  time  and  place,  f 


• At  any  rate,  according  to  l.orke,  all  our  know, 
ledge  U a derivation  from  rjrjtcrimce.—  H. 

t Mr  Hume  says—  ••  I do  not  find  that  any  phlln. 
Mother  hat  attempted  to  enumerate  or  class  all  the 
principle*  of  Association  ; a subject,  however,  that 
•fciri  to  me  very  woithy  of  ctiriuaity.  To  me  there 
appear*  to  be  only  three  principle*  of  connection 
among  ideas:  Hesemblance — Contiguity  in  time  or 
place— CauM-  and  Effect." — Fatays.  vol.  ii..  p.  24  — 
Aristotle,  and,  after  him.  minv  other  philosopher*, 
had,  however,  done  this,  and  with  even  greater  sueccaa 
th.m  Hume  himself.  Aristotle's  reduction  it  to  the 
four  following  heads  Proximity  in  time — Conti, 
guity  in  place—  Resemblance— Contrast.  Thi«  i. 
more  correct  than  Humc’i;  for  Hume '•  second  head 
ought  to  be  divided  into  two;  while  our  connecting 
any  particular  event*  in  the  relation  ol  cause  and 
effect,  is  itself  the  result  of  their  ot'srrved  proximity 
in  time  and  contiguity  in  pl»<  e ; nay,  to  custom  anil 
this  empirical  connect io  (as  oliM-m-d  bv  Heid)  docs 

[189,  190 J 
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It  is  not  my  design  at  present  to  shew 
how  Mr  Hume,  upon  the  principles  he  has 
borrowed  from  Locke  and  Berkeley,  1ms, 
with  great  acuteness,  reared  a system  of 
absolute  scepticism,  which  leaves  no  rational 
ground  to  believe  any  one  proposition, 
rather  than  its  contrary  : my  intention  in 
this  phce  being  only  to  give  a detail  of  the 
sentiments  of  philosophers  concerning  ideas 
since  they  became  an  object  of  s(>eculation, 
and  concerning  the  manner  of  our  perceiv- 
ing external  objects  by  their  means. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

O?  THE  SENTIMENTS  OP  ANTHONY  ARNAULD. 

In  this  sketch  of  the  opinions  of  philoso- 
phers concerning  ideas,  we  must  not  omit 
Anthony  Amauld,  doctor  of  the  Sorbonne, 
who,  in  the  year  1683,  published  his  book 
“Of  True  and  False  Ideas,”  in  opposition 
to  the  system  of  Malebranche  Indore  men- 
tioned. It  is  only  about  ten  years  since  I 
could  find  this  book,  and  I believe  it  is 
rare.*  [191) 

Though  Arnauld  wrote  before  Locke, 
Berkeley,  and  Hume,  I have  reserved  to 
the  last  place  some  account  of  his  senti- 
ments, because  it  seems  difficult  to  deter- 
mine whether  he  adopted  thecommon  theory 
of  ideas,  or  whether  he  is  singular  in  reject- 
ing it  altogether  os  a fiction  of  philoso- 
phers. 

The  controversy  between  Malebranche 
and  Arnauld  necessarily  led  them  to  con- 
sider what  kind  of  things  ideas  are— a point 
upon  which  other  philosophers  had  very 
generally  been  silent.  Both  of  them  pro- 
fessed the  doctrine  universally  received : 
that  we  perceive  not  material  things  imme- 
diately— that  it  is  their  ideas  that  are  the 
immediate  objects  of  our  thought— and  that 
it  is  in  the  idea  of  everything  that  we  per- 
ceive its  properties. 

It  is  necessary  to  premise  that  both 
these  authors  use  the  word  perception,  as 
Des  Cartes  had  done  before  them,  to  sig- 
nify every  operation  of  the  understand- 
ing. “ To  think,  to  know,  to  perceive,  are 
the  same  thing,”  says  Mr  Arnauld,  chap, 
v.  def.  2-  It  is  likewise  to  be  observed, 
that  the  various  operations  of  the  mind  are 
by  both  called  modifications  of  the  mind. 
Perhaps  they  were  led  into  this  phrase  by 
the  Cartesian  doctrine,  that  the  essence  of 
the  mind  consists  in  thinking,  as  that  of 
body  consists  in  extension.  I apprehend, 


Hum*  himself  endeavour  to  reduce  the  principle  of 
Causality  altogether.— II.  See  Note*  D#* and  !>•••. 

• The  treatises  of  Arnauld  in  his  controversy  with 
Malebranche,  are  to  be  found  in  the  thirty-ciohlh 

volume  of  his  collected  works  in  4 to. H. 

t Every  apprehensive,  or  strictly  ccpnitav  opera 
lion  of  the  understanding  — H. 

[191,  192] 


therefore,  that,  when  they  make  sensation, 
perception,  memory,  and  imagination,  to 
be  various  modifications  of  the  mind,  they 
mean  no  more  but  that  these  are  things 
which  can  only  exist  in  the  mind  as  their 
subject.  We  express  the  sain*  thing,  by 
calling  them  various  modes  of  thinking,  or 
various  operations  of  the  mind.* 

The  things  which  the  mind  perceives, 
says  Malebranche,  arc  of  two  kinds.  They 
are  either  in  the  mind  itself,  or  they  are 
external  to  it.  The  things  in  the  mind, 
are  all  its  different  modifications,  its  sensa  • 
thins,  its  imaginations,  its  pure  intellec- 
tions, its  passions  and  affections.  These 
are  immediately  perceived  ; we  are  con- 
scious of  them,  and  have  no  need  of  ideas 
to  represent  them  to  us.  [192] 

Things  external  to  the  mind,  arc  eithei 
corporeal  or  spiritual.  With  regard  to  the 
last,  he  thinks  it  possible  that,  in  another 
state,  spirits  may  be  an  immediate  object 
of  our  understandings,  and  so  be  perceived 
without  ideas  ; that  there  may  be  such  an 
union  of  spirits  as  that  they  may  imme- 
diately perceive  each  other,  and  communi- 
cate their  thoughts  mutually,  without  signs 
and  without  ideas. 

But,  leaving  this  as  a problematical  point, 
he  holds  it  to  be  undeniable,  that  material 
tilings  cannot  be  perceived  immediately, 
but  only  by  the  mediation  of  ideas.  He 
thought  it  likewise  undeniable,  that  the  idea 
must  be  immediately  present  to  the  mind, 
that  it  must  touch  the  soul  as  it  were,  and 
modify  its  perception  of  the  object. 

From  these  principles  we  must  neces- 
sarily conclude,  either  that  the  idea  is 
some  modification  of  the  human  mind,  or 
that  it  must  be  an  idea  in  the  Diviue 
Mind,  which  is  always  intimately  present 
with  our  minds.  The  matter  being  brought 
to  this  alternative,  Malebranche  considers 
first  all  the  possible  ways  such  a modifica- 
tion may  be  produced  in  our  mind  os  that 
we  call  an  idea  of  a material  object,  taking 
it  for  granted  always,  that  it  must  be  an 
object  perceived,  and  something  different 
from  the  act  of  the  mind  in  perceiving  it. 
He  finds  insuperable  objections  against 
every  hypothesis  of  such  ideas  being  pro- 
duced in  our  minds ; and  therefore  con- 
cludes, that  the  immediate  objects  of  per- 
ception are  the  ideas  of  the  Divine  Mind. 

Against  this  system  Arnauld  wrote  his 
book  “ Of  True  and  False  Ideas.”  He 
does  not  object  to  the  alternative  men- 
tioned by  Malebranche  ; but  he  maintains, 
that  ideas  are  modifications  of  our  minds. 
And,  finding  no  other  modification  of  the 

♦ Modes,  or  modifications  of  mind,  in  the  Cartesian 
school,  mean  merely  what  turn*  recent  philosophers 
express  bjr  states  of  mind  and  include  .both  the 
active  aiid  f Missive  phenomena  of  the  conscious  ‘ob- 
ject I he  terms  were  used  bjr  Des  Cartes  as  well  u 
by  hisductplr*.—  H. 
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human  miud  which  can  be  called  the  idea 
of  an  external  object,  he  says  it  is  only 
another  word  for  perception.  Chap,  v.,  del. 
3-  1 193]  “ I take  the  idea  of  an  object, 

and  the  perception  of  an  object,  to  be  the 
same  tiling.  I do  not  say  whether  there 
may  be  other  things  to  which  the  name  of 
idea  may  bo  given.  But  it  is  certain  that 
there  are  ideas  taken  in  this  sense,  and  that 
these  ideas  are  either  attributes  or  modifi- 
cations of  our  minds.”* 

This,  I think,  indeed,  was  to  attack  the 
system  of  Malebranche  upon  its  weak  side, 
and  where,  at  the  same  time,  an  attack  was 
least  expected.  Philosophers  had  been  so 
unanimous  in  maintaining  that  we  do  not 
perceive  external  objects  immediately, -f* 
but  by  certain  representative  images  of 
them  called  idt '//.*,£  that  Malebranche 
might  well  think  his  system  secure  upon 
that  quarter,  and  that  the- only  question  to 
be  determined  was,  in  what  subject  those 
ideas  are  placed,  whether  in  the  human  or 
in  the  divine  mind  ? 

But,  says  Mr  Arnauld,  those  ideas  are 
mere  chimeras — fictions  of  philosophers  ; 
there  are  no  such  beiugs  in  nature;  and, 
therefore,  it  is  to  no  purpose  to  inquire 
whether  they  are  in  the  divine  or  in  the  hu- 
man mind.  The  only  true  and  real  ideas 
are  our  perceptions,  which  § are  acknow. 
ledged  by  all  philosophers,  and  by  Male- 
branche himself,  to  be  acts  or  modifications 
of  our  own  minds.  He  does  not  say  that 
the  fictitious  ideas  were  a fiction  of  Male- 
b rancho  He  acknowledges  that  they  had 
been  very  generally  maintained  by  the 
scholastic  philosophers,  ||  and  points  out, 
very  judiciously,  the  prejudices  that  had 
led  them  into  the  belief  of  such  ideas. 

Of  all  the  powers  of  our  mind,  the 


* Arnauld  Hid  not  allow  that  perception!  and 
Idea*  arc  really  or  distinguished — i e.,  as 

one  thin g from  another  thing;  not  even  that  tney 
*rc  nuxto/ly  distinguished — i e , a«  a thing  from  tta 
mode.  He  maintained  that  they  are  really  identical, 
and  only  rationally  discriminated  at  viewed  in  dif- 
ferent relation* ; the  indivisible  mental  modification 
being  called  a perception,  by  reference  to  the  mind  or 
thinking  subj'-ct—  an  idea,  by  reference  to  the  mediate 
object  or  thing  thought-  Arnauld  everywhere  avow* 
that  he  denic*  idea*  only  af  existences  distinct  Irom 
the  art  itself  of  percept  ion.— bee  Oeuvres,  U xxxvni 
pp-  187,  1SH,  IU9.  339.— H. 

f Arnauld  does  not  assert  against  Malebranche, 
“ Uuil'uy  perceive  external  objects  immediately" — that 
is,  in  themselves  and  ai  existing.  He  wa«  too  accu- 
rate for  this.  By  an  immediate  cognition,  Keid 
means  merely  the  negation  of  the  intermediation  of 
any  third  thing  between  the  reality  perceived  and 
the  percipient  mind.— H. 

t Idea  was  not  the  word  by  which  representative 
Image*,  distinct  from  the  percipient  act,  had  been 
commonly  called  ; nor  were  philosophers  at  ad  unani- 
mous in  the  admission  of  such  vicarious  objects.— 
bee  Notes  G.  L,  M.  N.  O,  Ac  — H 
S 1 hat  is,  PercejtOons,  (the cognitive  acts,'  but  not 
Ulfat,  vtOcimfiediateobjectsot  those  acts.)  The  latter 
were  not  acknowledged  by  Malebranche  and  all  phi. 
lo*ophers  to  be  mere  acts  or  modifications  nr  our  own 
minds.— H. 

II  Hut  by  a dlltereril  name. — H 


[essay  U. 

external  senses  arc  thought  to  be  the 
best  understood,  and  their  objects  are  the 
most  familiar.  Hence  we  measure  other 
powers  by  them,  and  transfer  to  other 
powers  the  language  which  properly  be- 
longs to  them.  The  objects  of  sense  must 
be  present  to  the  sense,  or  within  its 
sphere,  in  order  to  their  being  perceived. 
Hence,  by  analogy,  we  are  led  to  say  of 
everything  wheu  we  think  of  it,  that  it  is 
present  to  the  mind,  or  in  the  mind.  1194] 
But  this  presence  is  metaphorical,  or  ana- 
logical only  ; and  Arnauld  calls  it  objec- 
tive presence,  to  distinguish  it  from  that 
local  presence  which  is  required  in  objects 
that  are  perceived  by  sense.  But  both 
being  called  by  the  same  name,  they  are 
confounded  together,  and  those  things  that 
belong  only  to  real  or  local  presence,  are 
attributed  to  the  metaphorical. 

We  are  likewise  accustomed  to  see  objects 
by  their  images  in  a mirror,  or  in  water; 
and  hence  are  led,  by  analogy,  to  think  that 
objects  may  he  presented  to  the  memory  or 
imagination  in  some  similar  manner,  by 
images,  which. philosopher  have  called  ideas. 

By  such  prejudices  and  analogies,  Arnauld 
conceives,  men  have  been  led  to  believe  that 
the  objects  of  memory  and  imagination 
must  be  presented  to  the  mind  by  images 
or  ideas ; and  the  philosophers  have  been 
more  carried  away  by  these  prejudices  than 
even  the  vulgar,  because  the  use  made  of 
this  theory  wus  to  explain  and  account  for 
the  various  operations  of  the  mind— a matter 
in  which  the  vulgar  take  no  concern. 

He  thinks,  however,  that  Des  Cartes  had 
got  the  better  of  these  prejudices,  and  that 
he  uses  the  word  idea  as  signifying  the  same 
thing  with  perception,*  and  is,  therefore, 
surprised  that  a disciple  of  Des  Cartes,  and 
one  who  was  so  great  an  admirer  of  him  as 
Mak-branchc  was,  should  he  carrit  d away 
by  them.  It  is  strange,  iudeed,  that  the 
two  most  eminent  disciples  of  Des  Cartes 
and  his  contemporaries  should  differ  so 
essentially  with  regard  to  his  doctrine  con- 
cerning ideas. + 

I shall  not  attempt  to  give  the  reader  an 
account  of  the  continuation  of  this  contro- 
versy between  those  two  acute  philosophers, 
in  the  subsequent  defences  and  replies ; be- 
cause I have  not  access  to  see  them.  After 
much  reasoning,  and  some  animosity,  each 


• I am  convinced  I hat  in  this  interpretation  of  D»a 
Cartes’  doctrine,  Arnauld  is  right;  for  Des  Carte* 
defines  mental  Ideas— those,  to  wit,  qf  which  ire  are 
conscious — to  be  “ Coehtaliones  prout  sunt  (anquam 
imagines—  that  is,  thoughts  considered  in  their  repre- 
sentative rapnciiy  ; nor  is  there  any  passage  to  be  found 
in  the  writings  o<  this  philosopher,  winch,  it  properly 
undent  o<  d,  warrants  the  conclusion,  that,  by  idea*  in 
the  mind,  lie  meant  augM  distinct  fr«.m  the  cognitive 
act.  ‘J  he  double  use  of  the  term  idea  by  l)e*  Carte* 
has,  however,  led  Reid  and  others  into  a miscon- 
ception on  thi«  point.  See  Note  N.— H. 
f Herd's  own  doctrine  is  far  more  ambiguous.—  H. 

[193,  1941 
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continued  in  his  own  opinion,  and  left  his 
antagonist  where  he  found  him.  [195] 
Malebranche's  opinion  of  our  seeing  all 
things  in  God,  soon  died  away  of  itself ; and 
Arnauld's  notion  of  ideas  seems  to  have 
been  less  regarded  than  it  deserved,  by  the 
philosophers  that  came  after  him  ;*  per- 
haps for  this  reason,  among  others,  that  it 
seemed  to  bo.  in  some  sort,  given  up  by 
himself,  in  his  attempting  to  reconcile  it  to 
the  common  doctrine  concerning  ideas. 

From  the  account  I have  given,  one 
would  be  apt  to  conclude  that  Amauld 
totally  denied  the  existence  of  ideas,  in  the 
philosophical  sense  of  that  word,  and  that 
he  adopted  the  notion  of  the  vulgar,  who 
acknowledge  no  object  of  perception  but  the 
external  object  But  he  seems  very  un- 
willing to  deviate  so  far  from  the  common 
track,  and,  what  he  had  given  up  with  one 
hand,  he  takes  back  with  the  other. 

For,  first,  Having  defined  ideas  to  be  the 
same  thing  with  perceptions,  he  adds  this 
qualification  to  his  definition  : — “ I do  not 
here  consider  whether  there  are  other  things 
that  may  be  called  ideas  ; but  it  is  certain 
there  are  ideas  taken  in  this  sense.  I 
believe,  indeed,  there  is  no  philosopher  who 
docs  not,  on  some  occasions,  use  the  word 
idea  in  this  popular  sense. 


• The  opinion  of  Amauld  in  regard  to  the  nature 
of  ideas  was  by  no  mean*  overlooked  by  subsequent 
philosophers.  It  Is  found  fully  detailed  in  a(mo>t 
every  systematic  course  or  compend  ol  philosophy, 
which  appeared  for  a long  time  alter  its  first  promul- 
gation, and  in  many  ol  these  it  is  the  doctrine  re- 
commended  as  the  ii uc.  Arnauld's  was  indeed  the 
opinion  which  latterly  prevailed  in  the  Cartesian 
school.  From  this  it  passed  into  other  schools.  lx*ib- 
nita,  like  Amauld,  regaided  Idtas.  Notions,  Repre- 
sentations, as  mere  modifications  or  the  mind,  (what 
\ y his  disciples,  were  called  material  ideas,  like  the 
cerebral  ideas  of  Des  i artea,  are  out  of  the  quevion,) 
and  no  cruder  opinion  than  this  has  ever  subse- 
qucntly  found  a looting  in  any  of  the  German 
systems. 

*'  1 don’t  know,”  says  Mr  Stewart,  " of  any  author 
who,  prior  to  !)r  Held,  ha*  expressed  himseli  on  this 
subject  with  so  much  j sinus  and  precision  as  Father 
Itutfier,  in  the  following  passage  of  his  Treatise  on 
• First  Truths 

••  • If  we  confine  ourselves  to  what  is  intelligible  in 
our  observations  on  ideas,  we  will  say,  they  arena, 
thing,  but  mere  modification*  of  thenund  as  a think- 
ing being.  They  are  called  ideas  with  regard  to  the 
object  represented ; and  perceptions  w<th  regard  to 
the  faculty  representing.  It  is  manifest  that  our 
ideas,  considered  in  this  sense,  are  not  more  dlstm. 
guished  than  motion  is  from  a body  moved.*—  (P. 
:tl  I,  English  Translation.)"—  Hi  m.  lit.  Add  to  vol.  i. 
p.  10 

In  this  passage.  Buffer  only  repeats  t he  doctrine  of 
Amauld,  in  Arnauld's  own  worus. 

Dr  Thomas  Brown,  on  the  other  hand,  has  en- 
deavoured to  shew  that  th  s doctrine,  (which  he 
identities  with  Reid's,)  had  been  long  the  catholic 
opinion  ; and  that  Hcid,  in  his  attack  on  the  Ideal 
sy-tem.  only  refuted  what  had  been  already  alnicat 
universally  explored.  In  this  alt-  nipt  he  is,  bow. 
ever,  singularly  unfortunate;  for,  with  the  cxrep- 
lion  of  t'rousax,  all  the  examples  he- adduces  to 
evince  the  prevalence  ol  rnauld's  doctrine  are  only 
so  many  mntakes,  so  many  instances,  in  (act,  which 
might  be  alleged  in  continuation  of  the  very  opposite 
n inclusion,  sec  Edinburgh  Review,  vol.  lit,  p,  181- 
IU6 -H. 

f See  following  note  -H. 
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Secondly , He  supports  this  popular  sent*) 
of  the  wotd  by  the  authority  of  Des  Cartes, 
who,  in  his  demonstration  of  the  existence 
of  God,  from  the  idea  of  him  in  our  minds, 
defines  an  idea  thus : — “ By  the  word  idea , 
I understand  that  form  of  any  thought,  by 
the  immediate  perception  of  which  I am 
conscious  of  that  thought ; so  that  1 can  ex- 
press nothing  by  w ords,  with  understanding, 
without  beingeertain  that  there  is  in  my  mind 
the  idea  of  that  which  is  expressed  by  the 
words.”  This  definition  seems,  indeed,  to 
be  of  the  same  import  with  that  which  is 
given  by  Arnauld.  But  Des  Cartes  adds 
a qualification  to  it,  which  Arnauld,  in 
quoting  it,  omits ; and  which  shews  that 
Des  Cartes  meant  to  limit  his  definition  to 
! the  idea  then  treated  of — that  is,  to  the  idea 
of  the  Deity  ; and  that  there  are  other  ideas 
to  which  this  definition  does  not  apply.  [196] 
For  he  adds: — “ And  thus  I give  the  name 
of  idea,  not  solely  to  the  images  painted  in 
the  phantasy ; nay,  in  this  place,  I do  not 
at  all  give  the  name  of  ideas  to  those 
images,  in  so  far  as  they  are  painted  in  the 
corporeal  phantasy  that  is  in  some  part  of 
the  brain,  but  only  in  so  far  as  they  inform 
the  mind,  turning  its  attention  to  that  part 
of  the  bruin.”* 

Thirdly , Amauld  has  employed  the  whole 
I of  his  sixth  chapter,  to  shew  that  these  ways 
of  speaking,  common  among  philosophers — 
to  wit,  that  ice  perceive  not  things  imme- 
diately ; that  it  is  their  ideas  that  are  the 
immediate  objects  of  our  thoughts;  that  it  is 
in  the  idea  of  everything  that'wc  perceive  its 
properties — are  uot  to  be  rejected,  but  are 
true  when  rightly  understood.  He  labours 
to  reconcile  these  expressions  to  his  own 
definition  of  ideas,  by  observing,  that  every 
perception  and  every  thought  is  necessarily 
conscious  of  itself,  and  reflects  upon  itself ; 
and  that,  by  this  consciousness  and  reflec- 
tion, it  is  its  own  immediate  object  Whence 
he  infers,  that  the  idea— that  is,  the  percep- 
tion— is  the  immediate  object  of  perception- 

This  looks  like  a weak  attempt  to  recon- 
cile two  inconsistent  doctrines  by  one  who 
wishes  to  hold  both.*f  It  is  true,  that  con- 
sciousness always  goes  along  with  percep- 
tion; but  they  are  different  operations  of 
the  mind,  and  they  have  their  different 
objects.  Consciousness  is  not  perception, 
nor  is  the  object  of  consciousness  the  object 
of  perception.^  The  same  may  be  sa  d of 

• Des  Carte*  her*  refer*  to  the  other  meaning  which 
he  give*  to  the  term  idea— that  is,  to  denote  the 
mater^l  motion,  th*  organic  * flection  of  the  brain, 
ol  which  the  mind  i*  not  conaciou*.  On  Reid'*  mi». 
apprehension  ol  the  Cartesian  doctrine  touching  this 
matter,  see  Note  N — 11 

f Arnauld's  attempt  is  nether  weak  nor  inconsist, 
ent.  He  had.  in  fact,  a clearer  view  of  the  condw 
tion*  of  the  problem  than  Reid  himself,  who  has,  in 
fact,  confound' d two  opposite  doctrines.  See  Note  C. 
— H. 

t On  Reid’s  error  in  reducing  consciousness  to  a 
•pedal  faculty,  sec  Note  H.— *1. 
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every  ojieration  of  mind  that  ha*  an  object 
Thus,  injury  is  the  object  of  resentment 
When  I resent  an  injury,  1 am  conscious 
of  my  resentment — that  is,  my  resentment 
is  the  immediate  and  the  only  object  of  my 
consciousness ; hut  it  would  be  absurd  to 
infer  from  this,  that  my  resentment  is  the 
immediate  object  of  my  resentment  [ 197  ] 

Upon  the  whole,  if  Amauld — in  conse- 
quence of  his  doctrine,  that  ideas,  taken 
for  representative  images  of  external  ob- 
jects, are  a mere  fiction  of  the  philosophers 
— liad  rejected  boldly  the  doctrine  of  Des 
Cartes,  os  well  as  of  the  other  philosophers, 
concerning  those  fictitious  beings,  and  all 
the  ways  of  Bpeaking  that  imply  their  ex- 
istence, I should  have  thought  him  more 
consistent  with  himself,  and  his  doctrine 
concerning  ideas  more  rational  and  more 
intelligible  than  that  of  any  other  author  of 
my  acquaintance  who  has  treated  of  the 
subject.* 

CHAPTER  XIV. 

REFLECTIONS  ON  THB  COMMON  THEORY  OP 
IDEAS. 

After  bo  long  a detail  of  the  sentiments 
of  philosophers,  ancient  and  modern,  con- 
cerning ideas,  it  may  seem  presumptuous 
to  call  in  question  their  existence.  But  no 
philosophical  opinion,  however  ancient, 
however  generally  received,  ought  to  rest 
upon  authority.  There  is  no  presumption 
in  requiring  evidence  for  it,  or  in  regulat- 
ing our  belief  by  the  evidence  we  can  find. 

To  prevent  mistakes,  the  reader  must 
again  be  reminded,  that  if  by  ideas  are 
meant  only  the  acts  or  operations  of  our 
minds  in  perceiving,  remembering,  or  ima- 
gining objects,  1 am  far  from  calling  in 
question  the  existence  of  those  acts ; we 
arc  conscious  of  them  every  day  and  every 
hour  of  life ; and  I believe  no  man  of  a 
sound  mind  ever  doubted  of  the  real  exist- 
ence of  the  operations  of  mind,  of  which  he 
is  conscious.  Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted  that, 
by  the  faculties  which  God  has  given  us, 
we  can  conceive  things  that  are  absent,  ns 
well  as  perceive  those  that  are  within  the 
reach  of  our  senses ; and  that  such  concep- 
tions may  be  more  or  less  distinct,  and 


• Reid  « discontent  with  Amauld  • opinion — an 
opinion  which  ia  stated  with  great  perap'ruity  »*y  ita 
author— may  beutrda*  an  arKutn  nt  to  shew  that  hia 
own  doctrine  U.  however  ambiguous,  that  of  intui. 
tirror  immediate  perception.  (<ee  NoteC  ) Arnauld’f 
theory  Is  Identical  with  the  ftner  form* of  representa- 
tive or  mediate  perception,  and  the  difficulties  of  that 
doctrine  were  not  ovcr'ooked  bv  his  great  antagonist 
Amauld  well  objected  that,  when  we  see  a horse,  ac- 
cording to  Maiebranche,  what  we  see  is  in  reality 
f?od.  himself ; but  Malrbranche  well  rejoined,  th  •!, 
when  we  see  a horse,  according  to  Arnauld,  what  we 
are  u,  in  reality,  only  a modification  of  ourselves.  — H. 


more  or  less  lively  and  strong.  We  have 
reason  to  ascribe  to  the  all-knowing  and 
all-perfect  Being  distinct  conceptions  of  all 
thinjp  existent  and  possible,  and  of  all  their 
relations;  and  if  these  conceptions  are  called 
his  eternal  ideas,  there  ought  to  be  no  dis- 
ute  among  philosophers  about  a ‘word. 
198]  The  ideas,  of  whose  existence  I 
require  the  proof,  are  not  the  operations  of 
any  mind,  but  supposed  objects  of  those 
operations.  They  are  not  perception,  re- 
membrance, or  conception,  but  things  that 
are  said  to  be  perceived,  or  remembered,  or 
imagined. 

Nor  do  I dispute  the  existence  of  what 
the  vulgar  call  the  objects  of  perception. 
These,  by  all  who  acknowledge  their  exist- 
ence, are  called  real  things,  not  ideas.  Bui 
philosophers  maintain  that,  besides  these, 
there  are  immediate  objects  of  perception 
in  the  mind  itself : that,  for  instance,  we 
do  not  see  the  sun  immediately,  but  an 
idea;  or,  as  Mr  Ilume  calls  it,  an  impres- 
sion in  our  own  minds.  This  idea  is  said 
to  be  the  image,  the  resemblance,  the  re- 
presentative of  the  «un,  if  there  be  a sun. 
It  is  from  the  existence  of  the  idea  that  we 
must  infer  the  existence  of  the  sun.  But 
the  idea,  being  immediately  perceived,  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  as  philosophers  think,  of 
its  existence. 

In  like  manner,  when  I remember,  or 
when  I imagine  anything,  all  men  acknow- 
ledge that  there  must  be  something  that  is 
remembered,  or  that  is  imagined ; that  is, 
some  object  of  those  operations.  The 
object  remembered  must  be  something  that 
did  exist  in  time  past : the  object  imagined 
may  be  something  that  never  existed.* 
But,  say  the  philosophers,  besides  these 
objects  which  all  men  acknowledge,  there 
is  a more  immediate  object  which  really 
exists  in  the  mind  at  the  same  time  we 
remember  or  imagine.  This  object  is  an 
idea  or  imnge  of  the  thing  remembered  or 
imagined. 

The  first  reflection  I would  moke  on  this 
philosophical  opinion  is,  that  it  is  directly 
contrary  to  the  universal  sense  of  men  who 
have  not  been  instructed  in  philosophy. 
When  we  see  the  sun  or  tnoon,  we  have  no 
doubt  that  the  very  objects  which  we  im- 
mediately see  are  very  far  distant  from  us, 
and  from  one  another.  Wc  have  not  the 
least  doubt  that  this  is  the  sun  and  moon 
which  God  created  some  thousands  of  years 
ago,  and  which  have  continued  to  perform 
their  revolut:ons  in  the  heavens  ever  since. 
[199]  But  how  are  we  astonished  when 
the  philosopher  informs  us  that  we  are  mis- 
taken in  all  this ; that  the  sun  and  moon 
which  we  see  are  not,  as  we  imagine,  many 
miles  distant  from  us,  and  from  each  other, 


• See  Note  B — H 
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but  that  they  are  in  our  own  mind ; that 
they  had  no  existence  before  we  saw  them, 
and  will  have  none  when  we  cease  to  per- 
ceive and  to  think  of  them ; because  the 
objects  we  perceive  are  only  ideas  in  our 
own  minds,  which  can  have  no  existence  a 
moment  longer  tliau  we  think  of  them  ! * 

If  a plain  man,  uninstructed  in  philoso- 
phy, has  faith  to  receive  these  mysteries, 
how  great  must  be  his  astonishment  ! Ho 
b brought  into  a new  world,  where  every- 
thing he  sees,  tastes,  or  touches,  is  an  idea 
— a fleeting  kind  of  being  which  he  can  con- 
jure into  existence,  or  can  annihilate  in  the 
twinkling  of  an  eye. 

After  his  mind  is  somewhat  composed,  it 
will  be  natural  for  him  to  ask  his  philoso- 
phical instructor,  Pray,  sir,  are  there  then 
no  substantial  and  permanent  beings  called 
the  sun  and  moon,  which  continue  to  exist 
whether  we  think  of  them  or  not  ? 

Here  the  philosophers  differ.  Mr  Locke, 
and  those  that  were  before  him,  will  answer 
to  this  question,  tliat  it  is  very  true  there 
are  substantial  and  permanent  beings  called 
the  sun  and  moon  ; but  they  never  appear 
to  us  in  their  own  person,  but  by  their  re- 
presentatives, the  ideas  in  our  own  minds, 
and  we  know  nothing  of  them  but  what  we 
can  ga tlier  from  those  ideas. 

Bishop  Berkeley  and  Mr  Hume  would 
give  a different  answer  to  the  question  pro- 
posed. They  would  assure  the  querist  that 
it  is  a vulgar  error,  a mere  prejudice  of  the 
ignorant  and  unlearned,  to  think  that  there 
are  any  permanent  and  substantial  beings 
called  the  sun  and  moon  ; that  the  heavenly 
bodies,  our  own  bodies,  and  all  bodies  what- 
soever, are  nothing  but  ideas  in  our  miuds ; 
and  that  there  can  bo  nothing  like  the  ideas 
of  one  mind,  but  the  ideas  of  another  mind. 
[200]  There  is  nothing  in  nature  but 
minds  and  ideas,  says  the  Bishop; — nay, 
says  Mr  Hume,  there  is  nothing  in  nature 
but  ideas  only ; for  what  we  call  a mind  is 
nothing  but  a train  of  ideas  connected  by 
certain  relations  between  themselves. 

In  this  representation  of  the  theory  of 
ideas,  there  is  nothing  exaggerated  or  mis- 
represented,«as  far  as  I am  able  to  judge  ; 
and  surely  nothing  farther  is  necessary  to 
shew  that,  to  the  uninstmeted  in  philoso- 
phy, it  must  appear  extravagant  and  vision- 
ary, and  most  contrary  to  the  dictates  of 
common  understanding. 

There  is  the  less  need  of  any  farther 
proof  of  this,  that  it  is  very  amply  acknow- 


•  Whether  Reid  himaelf  do  not  virtually  hold  thl* 
hut  opinion,  «ee  Note  C.  At  any  rate,  it  it  very  in- 
correct to  *ay  i hat  the  tun,  moon,  Ac  , arc,  or  can  l>e» 
perceived. by  us  a»  existent,  a d in  their  real  dis- 
tance in  the  heavens  ; all  that  we  can  be  cognisant 
of  (supposing  that  wc  are  immetiiaUly  percipient  of 
the  nowtgo)  M the  rays  of  .light  emanating  ftom  them, 
and  in  contact  and  relation  with  our  organ  of  light. 
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ledged  by  Mr  Hume  in  his  Essay  on  the 
Academical  or  Sceptical  Philosophy.  “It 
seems  evident,”  says  he,  “ that  men  arc  car- 
ried, by  a natural  instinct  or  prepossession, 
to  repose  faith  in  their  senses ; and  that, 
without  any  reasoning,  or  even  almost  be- 
fore the  use  of  reason,  we  always  suppose  an 
external  universe,  which  depends  not  on 
our  perception,  but  would  exist  though  we 
and  every  sensible  creature  were  absent  or 
annihilated.  Even  the  animal  creation  are 
verned  by  a like  opinion,  and  preserve  this 
lief  of  external  objects  in  all  their  thoughts, 
designs,  and  actions.” 

“ It  seems  also  evident  that,  when  men 
follow  this  blind  and  powerful  instinct  of 
nature,  they  always  suppose  the  very  im- 
ages presented  by  the  senses  to  be  the  ex- 
ternal objects,  and  never  entertain  any 
suspicion  that  the  one  are  nothing  but  re- 
presentations of  the  other.  This  very  table 
which  we  see  white,  and  feel  hard,  is  be- 
lieved to  exist  independent  of  our  percep- 
tion, and  to  be  something  external  to  the 
mind  which  perceives  it ; our  presence  be- 
stows not  being  upon  it ; our  absence  anni- 
hilates it  not : it  preserves  its  existence 
uniform  and  entire,  independent  of  the  situ- 
ation of  intelligent  beings  who  perceive  or 
contemplate  it.  [201] 

“ But  this  universal  and  primary  notion 
of  all  men  is  soon  destroyed  by  the  slightest 
philosophy,  which  teaches  us  that  nothing 
can  ever  be  present  to  the  mind,  but  an 
image  or  perception ; and  that  the  senses 
are  only  the  inlets  through  which  these 
images  are  received,  without  being  ever 
able  to  produce  any  immediate  intercourse 
between  the  mind  and  the  object.” 

It  is  therefore  acknowledged  by  this  phi- 
losopher, to  be  a natural  instinct  or  pre- 
possession, an  universal  and  primary  opinion 
of  all  men,  a primary  instinct  of  nature,  that 
the  objects  which  we  immediately  perceive 
by  our  senses,  are  not  images  in  our  minds, 
but  external  objects,  and  that  their  exist- 
ence is  independent  of  us  and  our  percep- 
tion. 

In  this  acknowledgment,  Mr  Hume  in- 
deed seems  to  me  more  generous,  and  even 
more  ingenuous  than  Bishop  Berkeley,  who 
would  persuade  us  that  his  opinion  does 
not  oppose  the  vulgar  opinion,  but  only  that 
of  the  philosophers  ; and  that  the  external 
existence  of  a material  world  is  a philoso- 
phical hypothesis,  and  not  the  natural  dic- 
tate of  our  perceptive  powers.  The  Bishop 
shews  a timidity  of  engaging  such  an  adver- 
sary, as  a primary  and  universal  opinion  of 
all  men.  He  is  rather  fond  to  court  its  pa- 
tronage. But  the  philosopher  intrepidly  gives 
a defiance  to  this  antagonist,  and  seems  to 
glory  inaconflict  that  was  worthy  of  his  arm. 
Optat  aprum  aut  fulvum  (Usccndere  won t# 
[ leonem.  After  all,  I suspect  that  a philo. 
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sopher  who  wagea  war  with  this  adversary, 
will  find  himself  in  the  same  condition  as  a 
mathematician  who  should  undertake  to 
demonstrate  that  there  is  no  truth  in  the 
axioms  of  mathematics- 

A second  reflection  upon  this  subject  is — 
that  the  authors  who  have  treated  of  ideas, 
have  generally  taken  their  existence  for 
granted,  os  a thing  that  could  not  be  called 
in  question  ; and  such  arguments  as  they 
have  mentioned  incidentally,  in  order  to 
prove  it,  seem  too  weak  to  support  the  con- 
clusion. [202] 

Mr  Locke,  in  the  introduction  to  his 
Essay,  tells  us,  that  he  uses  the  word  idea 
to  signify  whatever  is  the  immediate  object 
of  thought ; and  then  adds,  14  I presume  it 
will  be  easily  granted  me  that  there  arc 
such  ideas  in  men’s  minds ; every  one  is 
conscious  of  them  in  himself;  and  men’s 
words  and  actions  will  satisfy  him  that  they 
are  in  others.’*  I ain  indeed  conscious  of 
perceiving,  remembering,  imagining;  but 
that  the  objects  of  these  operation*  are 
images  in  my  mind,  1 am  uot  conscious. 

] ain  satisfied,  by  men’s  words  and  actions, 
that  they  often  perceive  the  sume  objects 
which  I perceive,  which  could  not  be,  if 
those  objects  were  ideas  in  their  own  minds. 

Mr  Norris  is  the  only  author  I have  met 
with,  who  professedly  puts  the  question. 
Whether  material  tilings  can  be  perceived 
by  us  immediately  ? He  lias  offered  four 
arguments  to  shew  that  they  cannot.  First , 

44  Material  objects  are  without  the  mind,  ! 
and  therefore  there  can  be  no  union  between 
the  object  and  the  percipient.’*  Answer , 
This  argument  is  lame,  until  it  is  shewn  to 
be  necessary  that  in  perception  there  should 
be  a union  between  the  object  and  the  per- 
cipient. Stcontiy  44  Material  objects  are 
disproportioned  to  the  mind,  and  removed 
from  it  by  the  whole  diameter  of  Being.” 
This  argument  I cannot  answer,  because  I 
do  not  understand  it."  Third , 44  Because, 


• Tliii  confession  would,  nf  itself,  prove  how  super, 
finally  Retd  was  versed  in  the  literature  of  phUo. 
sophy.  NoirU's  second  argument  la  only  the  state, 
mont  of  a principle  genet  ally  assumed  by  philosophers 
—that  the  relation  o(  ktn.wcdgc  tnfi  r>  a correspond, 
eurc  ol  nature  between  the  subject  Knowing,  and  the 
object  known.  I his  principle  has,  |>erhnps,  exerted 
a more  extensive  influence  on  speculation  than  any 
other ; and  yet  it  has  not  been  p>  overt,  nnd  it  incapable 
of  proof— nay,  is  contiadicted  I y the  evidence  of 
consciousness  itself.  To  trace  the  influence  of  this 
assumption  would  be,  in  lart,  in  a certain  sort,  to 
write  the  history  of  philosophy;  for,  though  thi*  In- 
fluence has  never  yet  been  historically  devef  peri,  it 
would  be  easy  to  shew  that  the  belief,  explicit 
or  implicit,  that  what  knows  and  what  is  imme- 
diately known  must  be  ol  an  analogous  nature,  lies 
at  the  root  of  almost  evert  theory  of  cognition,  from 
the  very  earliest  to  the  very  latent  speculations.  In 
the  more  ancient  philosophy  of  Greece,  three  philo- 
sophers (Anaxagora*.  Heraclitus,  and  Alcnuron)  are 
found,  who  professed  the  opposite  doctrine — that  the 
condition  of  knowledge  lies  in  the  contrariety,  in  the 
natural  antithesis,  ol  subject  and  object.  Ansto  le, 
likcwi  e,  in  hu  treatise  On  the  Soul,  express)*  roiw 
demos  the  prevalent  opinion,  that  the  similar  is  only 


[essay  xl. 

if  material  objects  were  immediate  objects 
of  perception,  there  could  be  no  physical 
science — things  necessary  and  immutable 
being  the  only  object  of  science.*’  Answer t 
Although  things  necessary  and  immutable 
be  not  the  immediate  objects  of  perception, 
they  may  be  immediate  objects  of  other 
powers  of  the  mind.  Fouith , 44  If  material 
things  were  perceived  by  themselves,  they 
would  be  a true  light  to  our  minds,  as  being 
the  intelligible  form  of  our  understandings, 
and  consequently  perfective  of  them,  and 
indeed  superior  to  them.’*  If  I comprehend 
anything  of  this  mysterious  argument,  it 
follows  from  it,  that  the  Deity  perceives 
nothing  at  all,  because  nothing  t an  be  supe- 
rior to  his  understanding,  or  perfective  of 
it.  [203] 

There  is  an  argument  which  is  hinted 
at  by  Malebranche,  and  by  several  other 
authors,  w hich  deserves  to  be  more  seriously 
considered.  As  I And  it  most  clearly  ex- 
pressed and  most  fully  urged  by  Dr  Samuel 
Clarke,  I shall  give  it  in  his  words,  in  his 
second  reply  to  Leibnitz,  § 4.  44  The  soul, 

without  being  present  to  the  images  of  the 
things  perceived,  could  not  possibly  perceive 
them.  A living  substance  can  only  there 
perceive,  where  it  is  present,  either  to  the 


cognisable  by  the  similar;  but,  in  hit  Nieomackian 
Ethic*,  he  revert*  t<>  the  doctiine  which,  in  the  lor. 
mu  work,  he  had  rejected.  With  these  exceptions, 
no  principle,  since  the  time  of  Empedocles  by  whom 
it  seems  first  to  have  l»ecn  explicitly  announred,  has 
been  more  universally  received,  than  thia— that  the 
relation  qf  knouiedae  infer*  an  analogy  <\f  existence. 
Tim  ana'ogy  may  be  of  two  degree*.  II  hut  know*, 
and  what  is  ki noun,  may  tie  cither  similar  or  the 
same ; and,  i «he  principle  itself  he  admitted,  the 
latter  alternative  is  the  more  philosophic  al.  \\  ithout 
entering  on  details,  I may  here  notice  tome  of  the 
more  remurkaiiie  rebuilt  of  this  principle,  in  both  iti 
degree*.  The  general  principle,  nut,  indeed,  exclu- 
sively, but  mainly,  determined  the  admission  of  a 
representative  perception,  by  disallowing  the  possibil- 
ity ot  any  const iousness,  or  immediate  kuowhdge  of 
matter,  by  a nature  so  different  from  it  as  mind  ; 
and,  in  its  two  degrees,  it  determined  the  various  hy- 
potheses, by  which  it  was  a< tempted  t«>  explain  the 
possibility  of  a representative  or  mediate  perception 
ot  the  external  world.  To  this  principle,  in  ita 
lower  potence— that  what  knows  must  be  similar  in 
nature  to  what  i»  immediately  known— we  owe  the 
intentional  t/xcies  nf  the  Aristotelians,  and  the  idea* 
of  Malebranche  and  Rerkr ley.  From  this  principle, 
in  ita  higher  potence— that  what  knows  must  t*e 
identical  in  nature  with  what  is  immediately  known 
—there  flow  the  gnostic  reason * ot  the  Platonists,  the 
pre-existingforms  or  specks  ot  'I hcophrastus  and  The. 
mistius,  or  Adelandus  and  Avicenna,  the  (mental) 
idea*  at  l>e*  Cartes  and  Arnauld,  th c rejtresentations, 
sensual  ideas,  *\x  ot  Leibnitz  and  Wolf,  the  nherno. 
tnena  of  Kant,  the  states  of  Brown,  and  (snail  we 
•ay?;  the  vacillating  doctrine  of  perception  held  by 
Heid  himself.  Mediately,  this  principle  whs  the 
origin  of  many  other  famous  theories :— of  the  hier. 
arch  ita  I gradation  ot  souls  or  lacultic*  ot  the  Aristo- 
telians : of  the  vehicular  media  of  the  Platonists; 
ot  the  hypotheses  of  a common  intellect  of  Alex, 
ander,  1 hctnbtius,  A terrors,  Cajetanu*,  and  Zsbar. 
ella  ; of  the  vision  in  thedcity  of  Malebranche  ; and  of 
the  ( artesian  and  leibnitzian  doctrines  of  assistance 
and  pre-established  harmony.  Finally,  to  this  prin. 
ciple  l*  to  lie  ascribed  the  refusal  ol  the  evidence  ot  con- 
sciousness to  the  primary  fact,  the  duality  of  its  per. 
ceptiou  ; and  the  Unitarian  schemes  of  Absolute  Idcn. 
tlty.  Materialism,  and  Idiatism,  are  the  results  — H. 
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things  themselves,  (as  the  omnipresent  God 
is  to  the  whole  universe,)  or  to  the  images 
of  things,  as  the  soul  is  in  its  proper  senao- 
rium.” 

Sir  Isaac  Newton  expresses  the  same 
sentiment,  but  with  his  usual  reserve,  in  a 
query  only. 

The  ingenious  Dr  Porterfield,  in  his  Essay 
concerning  the  motions  of  our  eyes,  adopts 
this  opinion  with  more  confidence.  His 
words  arc : u How  body  acts  upon  mind, 
or  mind  upon  body,  I know  not ; but  this  I 
am  very  certain  of,  that  nothing  can  act,  or 
be  acted  upon,  where  it  is  not ; and  there- 
fore our  mind  can  never  perceive  anything 
but  its  own  proper  modifications,  and- the 
various  states  of  the  sensorinm,  to  which  it 
is  present : so  that  it  is  not  the  external 
sun  and  moon  which  are  in  the  heavens, 
which  our  mind  perceives,  but  only  their 
image  or  representation  impressed  upon  the 
sensorium.  How  the  bouI  of  a seeing  man 
sees  these  images,  or  how  it  receives  those 
ideas,  from  such  agitations  in  the  sensorium, 
I know  not ; but  I am  sure  it  can  never 
perceive  the  external  bodies  themselves,  to 
which  it  is  not  present.** 

These,  indeed,  arc  great  authorities  : but, 
in  matters  of  philosophy,  we  must  not  be 
guided  by  authority,  but  by  reason.  Dr 
Clarke,  in  the  place  cited,  mentions  slightly, 
as  the  reason  of  his  opinion,  that  “ nothing 
can  any  more  act,  or  be  acted  upon  when 
it  is  not  present,  than  it  can  be  where  it  is 
not.*’  1204]  And  again,  in  his  third 
reply  to  Leibnitz,  § 1 1 — “ We  are  sure  the 
soul  cannot  perceive  what  it  is  not  present 
to,  because  nothing  can  act,  or  be  acted 
upon,  where  it  is  not.”  The  same  reason 
we  see  is  urged  by  Dr  Porterfield. 

That  nothing  can  act  immediately  where 
it  is  not,  I think  must  be  admitted  : for  I 
agree  with  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  that  power 
without  substance  is  inconceivable.  It  is  a 
consequence  of  this,  that  nothing  can  be 
acted  upon  immediately  where  the  agent  is 
not  present : let  this,  therefore  be  granted. 
To  make  the  reasoning  conclusive,  it  is 
farther  necessary,  that,  when  we  perceive 
objects,  either  they  act  upon  us,  or  we  act 
upon  them.  Tins  does  not  appear  self-evi- 
dent, nor  have  I ever  met  with  any  proof 
of  it.  I shall  briefly  offer  the  reasons  why  I 
think  it  ought  not  to  be  admitted. 

When  we  say  that  one  being  acts  upon 
another,  we  mean  that  some  power  or  force 
is  exerted  by  the  agent,  which  produces,  or 
has  a tendency  to  produce,  a change  in  the 
thing  acted  upon.  If  this  be  the  meaning 
of  the  phrase,  as  I conceive  it  is,  there 
appears  no  reason  for  asserting  that,  in 
perception,  either  the  object  acts  upon  the 
mind,  or  the  mind  upon  the  object. 

An  object,  in  being  perceived,  does  not 
act  at  all.  I perceive  the  walla  of  the  room 
[SO*,  205] 


where  I sit ; but  they  arc  perfectly  inactive, 
and  therefore  act  not  upon  the  mind.  To 
be  perceived,  is  what  logicians  call  an  ex- 
ternal denomination,  which  implies  neither 
action  nor  quality  in  the  object  perceived.* 
Nor  could  men  ever  have  gone  into  this 
notion,  that  perception  is  owing  to  Borne 
action  of  the  object  upon  the  mind,  were 
it  not  that  we  are  bo  prone  to  form  our 
notions  of  the  mind  from  some  similitude 
we  conceive  between  it  and  body.  Thought 
in  the  mind  is  conceived  to  have  some 
analogy  to  motion  in  a body  : and,  os  a body 
is  put  in  motion,  by  being  acted  upon  by 
some  other  body  ; so  we  are  apt  to  think  the 
mind  is  made  to  perceive,  by  some  impulse 
it  receives  from  the  object.  But  reasonings, 
drawn  from  such  analogies,  ought  never  to 
be  trusted.  [205]  They  are,  indeed,  the 
cause /Of  most  of  our  errors  with  regard  to 
the  mind.  And  we  might  as  well  conclude, 
that  minds  may  be  measured  by  feet  and 
inches,  or  weighed  by  ounces  and  drachms, 
because  bodies  have  those  properties.  + 

I see  as  little  reason,  in  the  second  place, 
to  believe  that  in  perception  the  mind  acts 
upon  the  object.  To  perceive  an  object  is 
one  thing,  to  act  upon  it  is  another;  nor  is 
the  last  at  all  included  in  the  first.  To  say 
that  I act  upon  the  wall  by  looking  at  it,  is 
an  abuse  of  language,  and  has  no  meaning. 
Logicians  distinguish  two  kinds  of  opera- 
tions of  mind : the  first'  kind  produces  no 
effect  without  the  mind ; the  last  does. 
The  first  they  call  immanent  actSy  the  se- 
cond transitive.  AH  intellectual  operations 
belong  to  the  first  class ; they  produce  no 
effect  upon  any  external  object.  But,  with- 
out having  recourse  to  logical  distinctions, 
every  man  of  common  sense  knows,  that  to 


• This  p.i«*agc,  among  others  that  fo'low,  afford 
the  foundation  of  an  argument,  to  prove  that  Reid 
is  not  original  in  hia  doctrine  of  Perception ; but 
that  it  was  borrowed  from  the  speculations  of  cert  in 
older  philosophers,  of  which  he  waa  aware.  Sec 
Note  S— H. 

f Thia  reasoning,  which  ia  not  original  to  Reid, 
(see  Note  S,)  ia  not  clearly  or  precisely  expressed, 
in  aaaerting  that  " an  object,  in  being  perceived,  doe* 
not  act  at  all,"  our  author  cannot  mean  that  it  doea 
not  act  unon  the  organ  of  seme ; for  this  would  not 
onlybeabiurd  in  itaelf,  but  in  contradiction  to  hit 
own  doctrine— ••  it  being,”  he  aaya,  “ a law  of  our 
nature  that  we  perceive  not  exiernal  objocta  tin- 
!e>a  ceitain  impressions  be  made  on  the  nerves  and 
brain.”  The  assertion—”  1 iwrceive  thp  walla  of  the 
room  where  1 ait, -but  they  are  perfectly  inactive, 
and,  therefore,  act  not  on  the  mind,”  is  equally  in- 
correct in  statement.  The  trails  of  the  room,  strictly 
so  called,  assuredly  do  not  act  on  the  mini t or  on  the 
eye;  but  the  wails  of  the  room,  in  this  sens  , are,  in 
fact,  no  object  of  (visual)  perception  at  all  What 
we  *ee  in  this  instance,  and  what  we  loosely  call  the 
walls  of  the  room,  is  only  the  light  reflected  from 
their  surface  in  us  relation  to  the  organ  of  sight— t e.t 
colour;  but  it  cannot  be  affirmed  that  ihe  r.. y*  of 
light  do  not  act  on  and  affect  the  retina,  Of»tic  nerve, 
and  brain.  What  Aristotle  distinguished  as  the 
concomitants  of  sensation— as  extension,  motion, 
position,  ac.— are,  indeed,  perceived  without  any 
rdat  ve  passion  of  tte  sense.  Bu>,  whatever  may 
tie  Kcid\  meaning,  it  is,  at  best,  vague  and  inexpls 
cit— H. 
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think  of  nn  object,  and  to  act  upon  it,  are 
very  different  things. 

As  we  have,  therefore,  no  evidence  that, 
in  perception,  the  mind  acts  upon  the  object, 
or  the  object  upon  the  mind,  but  strong  rea- 
sons to  the  contrary,  Dr  Clarke’s  argument 
against  our  perceiving  external  objects  im- 
mediately falls  to  the  ground. 

This  notion  that,  in  perception,  the  object 
must  be  contiguous  to  the  percipient,  seems, 
with  many  other  prejudices,  to  be  borrowed 
from  analogy'.  In  all  the  external  senses, 
there  must,  as  has  been  before  observed,  be 
some  impression  made  upon  the  organ  of 
sense  by  the  object,  or  by  something  coming 
from  the  object*  An  impression  supposes 
contiguity.  Hence  we  are  led  by  analogy 
to  conceive  something  similar  in  the  opera- 
tions of  the  mind.  Many  philosophers  re- 
solve almost  every  operation  of  mind  into 
impressions  and  feelings,  words  manifestly 
borrowed  from  the  sense  of  touch.  And  it 
is  very  natural  to  conceive  contiguity  neces- 
sary between  that  which  makes  the  impres- 
sion, and  that  which  receives  it ; between 
that  which  feels, and  that  which  is  felt.  [206] 
And  though  no  philosopher  will  now  pre- 
tend to  justify  such  analogical  reasoning  ns 
thin,  yet  it  has  n powerful  influence  upon 
the  judgment,  while  we  contemplate  the 
operations  of  our  minds,  only  as  they  ap- 
pear  through  the  deceitful  medium  of  such 
analogical  notions  and  expressions.* 

When  we  lay  aside  those  analogies,  and 
reflect  attentively  u|*>n  our  perception  of 
the  obiects  of  sense,  we  must  acknowledge 
that,  though  we  are  conscious  of  perceiving 
objects,  we  are  altogether  ignorant  how  it 
is  brought  about ; and  know  as  little  how 
we  perceive  objects  as  how  we  were  made. 
And,  if  we  should  admit  an  image  in  the 
mind,  or  contiguous  to  it,  we  krow  as 
little  how  perception  may  be  produced  by 
this  image  os  by  the  most  distant  object. 
Why,  therefore,  should  we  be  led,  by  a 
theory  which  is  neither  grounded  on  evi- 
dence, nor,  if  admitted,  cun  explain  any  one 
phenomenon  of  perception,  to  reject  the 
natural  and  immediate  dictates  of  those 
perceptive  powers,  to  which,  in  the  conduct 
of  life,  we  find  a necessity  of  yielding  im- 
plicit submission  ? 

There  remains  only  one  other  argument 
that  I have  been  able  to  find  urged  again*t 
our  perceiving  external  objects  immediately. 
It  is  proposed  by  Mr  Hume,  who,  in  the 
essay  already  quoted,  after  acknowledging 
that  it  is  an  universal  and  primary  opi- 
nion of  all  men,  that  we  perceive  external 


• It  I*  vif.t  vident  that.  If  a thing  la  to  b<-  a»  ob- 
ject immfrti'iteljt  known,  it  rouat  be  known  *a  It 
cX'rta.  Now,  a body  mutt  exirt  in  anrne  definite 
part  of  apace— in  a certain  ptac*  ; it  cannot,  thrre. 
lore,  t>c  immeriintely  known  ns  I'j  irtnuj,  except  it  be 
known  in  itsvtacr.  But  thia  atippoari  the  mind  to 
be  immediately  preaeut  to  it  in  apace.— H. 


objects  immediately,  subjoins  what  fol- 
lows : — 

“ But  this  universal  and  primary  opinion 
of  all  men  is  Boon  destroyed  by  the  slightest 
philosophy,  which  teaches  us  that  nothing 
can  ever  be  present  to  the  mind  but  an 
image  or  perception  ; and  that  the  senses 
are  only  the  inlets  through  which  these 
images  are  received,  without  being  ever 
able  to  produce  any  immediate  intercourse 
between  the  mind  and  the  object.  The 
table,  which  we  see,  seems  to  diminish  as 
we  remove  farther  from  it : but  the  real 
table,  which  exists  independent  of  us,  suf- 
fers no altcrut ion.  [ 207 ] It  was,  therefore, 
nothing  hut  its  image  which  was  present  to 
the  mind.  These  are  the  obvious  dictates  of 
reason ; and  no  man  who  reflects  ever  doubted 
that  the  existences  which  we  consider,  when 
we  say  this  hvusty  and  /A at  tree , are  nothing 
but  perceptions  in  the  mind,  and  fleeting 
copies  ami  representations  of  other  exist- 
ences, which  remain  uniform  and  independ- 
ent. So  far,  then,  we  are  necessitated,  by 
reasoning,  to  depart  from  the  primary  in- 
stincts of  nature,  and  to  embrace  a new 
system  with  regard  to  the  evidence  of  our 
senses.” 

We  have  here  a remarkable  conflict  be- 
tween two  contradictory  opinions,  wherein 
all  mankind  arc  engaged.  On  the  one  Bide 
stand  all  the  vulgar,  who  arc  unpractised  in 
phi  osophical  rescuches,  and  guided  by  the 
uncorruptcd  primary  instincts  of  nature. 
On  the  other  side  stand  all  the  philoso- 
phers, ancient  and  modern  ; every  man, 
without  exception,  who  reflects.  In  this 
division,  to  my  great  humiliation,  I find 
myself  classed  with  the  vulgar. 

The  pasi^age  now  quoted  is  all  I have 
found  in  Mr  Hume's  writings  upon  this 
point : and,  indeed,  there  is  more  reason- 
ing in  it  than  I have  found  in  any  other 
author ; I shall,  therefore,  examine  it  min- 
utely. 

First,  He  tells  us,  that  “ this  universal 
and  primary  opinion  of  all  men  is  soon 
destroyed  by  the  slightest  philosophy,  which 
teaches  us  that  nothing  can  ever  be  pre- 
sent to  the  mind  but  an  image  or  percep- 
tion.” 

The  phrase  of  being  present  to  the  mind 
has  some  obscurity ; but  I conceive  lie 
means  being  an  immediate  object  of  thought ; 
an  immediate  object,  for  instance,  of  per- 
ception, of  memory,  or  of  imagination.  If 
this  be  the  meaning,  (and  it  is  the  only 
pertinent  one  I can  think  of,)  there  is  no 
more  in  this  passage  but  an  assertion  of  the 
proposition  to  be  proved,  and  an  assertion 
that  philosophy  teaches  it.  If  this  be  so, 
I beg  leave  to  dissent  from  philosophy  till 
she  gives  me  reason  for  what  she  teaches. 
[ J08]  For,  though  common  sense  and  my 
I external  senses  demand  my  assent  to  their 
[■206-208] 
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dictates  upon  their  own  authority,  yet  phi- 
losophy is  not  entitled  to  this  privilege. 
But,  that  I may  not  dissent  from  so  grave 
a personage  without  giving  a reason,  I 
this  as  the  reason  of  my  dissent  : — 1 see 
the  sun  when  he  shines ; I remember  the 
battle  of  Culloden  ;*  and  neither  of  these 
objects  is  an  image  or  perception. 

He  tells  us,  in  the  next  place,  “ That  the 
senses  are  only  the  inlets  through  which 
these  images  are  received.” 

I know  that  Aristotle  and  the  schoolmen 
taught  that  images  or  species  flow  from  ob- 
jects, and  are  let  in  by  the  senses,  and  strike 
upon  the  mind ; but  this  has  been  so  effectu- 
ally refuted  by  Des  Cartes,  by  Malebranche, 
and  many  others,  that  nobody  now  pretends 
to  defend  it.  Reasonable  men  consider  it 
as  one  of  the  most  unintelligible  and  un- 
meaning parts  of  the  ancient  system.  To 
what  cause  is  it  owing  that  modern  philo- 
sophers are  so  prone  to  fall  back  into  this 
hypothesis,  as  if  they  really  believed  it  ? 
For,  of  this  pronencss  I could  give  many 
instances  besides  this  of  Mr  Hume  ; and  1 
take  the  cause  to  be,  that  images  in  the 
mind,  and  images  let  in  by  the  senses,  are 
so  nearly  allied,  and  so  strictly  connected, 
that  they  must  stand  or  fall  together.  The 
old  system  consistently  maintained  both  : 
but  the  new  system  has  rejected  the  doc- 
trine of  images  let  in  by  the  senses,  hold- 
ing, nevertheless,  that  there  are  images  in 
the  mind  ; and,  having  made  this  unnatural 
divorce  of  two  doctrines  which  ought  not 
to  be  put  asunder,  that  which  they  have 
retained  often  leads  them  back  involun- 
tarily to  that  which  they  luive  rejected. 

Mr  Hume  Burely  did  not  seriously  be- 
lieve that  an  image  of  sound  is  let  in  by  the 
ear,  an  image  of  smell  by  the  nose,  an 
image  of  hardness  and  softness,  of  solidity 
and  resistance,  by  the  touch.  For,  besides 
the  absurdity  of  the  thing,  which  has  often 
been  shewn,  Mr  Hume,  and  all  modern 
philosophers,  maintain  that  the  images  which 
arc  the  immediate  objects  of  perception 
have  no  existence  when  they  are  not  per- 
ceived ; whereas,  if  they  were  let  in  by  the 
senses,  they  must  be,  before  they  are  per- 
ceived, and  have  a sepnrate  existence.  [ 209 ] 

He  tell  us,  farther,  that  philosophy  teaches 
that  the  senses  are  unable  to  produce  any 
immediate  intercourse  between  the  mind 
and  the  object.  Here,  I still  require  the 
reasons  that  philosophy  gives  for  this  ; for, 
to  my  apprehension,  I immediately  per- 
ceive external  objects,  and  this,  I conceive 
is  the  immediate  intercourse  here  meant. 

Hitherto  I see  nothing  that  can  be  called 


• The  »un  ran  be  no  immrdiatenbjert  of  cnnacinus- 
I’CM  in  i*crception,  but  only  certain  rays  ii  connec- 
tion with  the  eye.  The  battle  ol  Culloden  can  be  no 
immediate  object  of  consciouaneui  in  recollection,  but 
only  a certain  i (presentation  by  the  mind  itself.— H. 
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an  argument.  Perhaps  it  was  intended 
only  for  illustration.  The  argument,  the 
only  argument,  follows  ; — 

The  table  which  we  see,  seems  to  dimin- 
ish as  we  remove  farther  from  it ; but  the 
real  table,  which  exists  independent  of  us 
suffers  no  alteration.  It  was,  therefore, 
nothing  but  its  image  which  was  presented 
to  the  mind.  These  are  the  obvious  dic- 
tates of  reason. 

To  judge  of  the  strength  of  this  argu- 
ment, it  is  necessary  to  attend  to  a distinc- 
tion which  is  familiar  to  those  who  are  con- 
versant in  the  mathematical  sciences— I 
mean  the  distinction  between  real  and  ap- 
parent magnitude.  The  real  magnitude  of 
a line  is  measured  by  some  known  measure 
of  length— as  inches,  feet,  or  miles : the 
real  magnitude  of  a surface  or  solid,  by 
known  measures  of  surface  or  of  capacity. 
This  magnitude  is  an  object  of  touch  only, 
and  not  of  sight ; nor  could  we  even  have 
had  any  conception  of  it,  without  the  sense 
of  touch ; and  Bishop  Berkeley,  on  that 
account,  calls  it  tangible  magnitude .* 

Apparent  magnitude  is  measured  by  the 
angle  which  an  object  subtends  at  the  eye. 
Supposing  two  right  lines  drawn  from  the 
eye  to  the  extremities  of  the  object  making 
an  angle,  of  which  the  object  is  the  sub- 
tense, the  apparent  magnitude  is  measured 
by  this  angle.  [210]  This  apparent  mag- 
nitude is  an  object  of  sight,  and  not  of 
touch.  Bishop  Berkeley  calls  it  visible 
magnitude. 

If  it  is  asked  what  is  the  apparent  mag- 
nitude of  the  sun's  diameter,  the  answer 
is,  that  it  is  about  thirty -one  minutes  of  a 
degree.  But,  if  it  is  ai-ked  what  is  the 
real  magnitude  of  the  sun's  diameter,  the 
answer  must  be,  so  many  thousand  miles, 
or  so  many  diametere  of  the  earth.  From 
which  it  is  evident  that  real  magnitude,  and 
apparent  magnitude,  are  things  of  a different 
nature,  though  the  name  ot  magnitude  is 
given  to  both.  The  first  has  three  dimen- 
sions, the  last  only  two ; the  first  is  mea- 
sured by  a line,  the  last  by  an  angle. 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  evident 
that  the  real  magnitude  of  a body  must 
continue  unchanged,  while  the  body  is 
unchanged.  This  we  grant.  But  is  it 
likewise  evident,  that  the  apparent  niag- 


* The  doctrine  of  Reid— that  mi/  magnitude  or 
extension. is  the  object  of  touch,  and  erf  touch  alone— 
ia  altogether  untenable.  For,  In  theyfraf  place,  mag- 
nitude appears  greater  or  less  in  proportion  to  the 
different  siseof  the  tactile  organ  in  different  '.objects; 
thus,  an  apple  is  larger  to  the  hand  of  a child  than  to 
the  hand  of  an  adult.  Touch,  therefore,  can,  at  best, 
afford  a knowledge  ol  the  relation  of  magnitudes,  in 
proportion  to  the  organ  of  this  or  that  individual, 
hut,  in  the  iccond  place,  even  in  the  same  individual, 
the  same  object  appears  w rearer  or  lew,  ac  cording  as 
it  ia  touched  by  one  part  of  the  body  or  by  another. 
On  thia  subject,  nee  W cber'a  " Annotation**  de 
Pulsu,  Re  orptionc,  Auditu  ft  Tactu  j"  leirnc, 
H * 
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uitude  must  continue  the  same  while  the 
body  is  unchanged  ? So  far  otherwise, 
that  every  man  who  knows  anythiug  of 
mathematics  can  easily  demonstrate,  that 
t ie  same  individual  object,  remaining  in 
the  same  place,  and  unchanged,  must  neces- 
sarily vary  in  its  apparent  magnitude,  ac- 
cording as  the  point  from  which  it  is  seen 
is  more  or  less  distant ; and  that  its  appa- 
rent length  or  breadth  will  be  nearly  in  a 
reciprocal  proportion  to  the  distance  of  the 
spectator.  This  is  as  certain  as  the  princi- 
ples of  geometry.* 

We  must  likewise  attend  to  this — that, 
though  the  real  magnitude  of  a body  is  not 
originally  an  object  of  sight,  but  of  touch, 
yet  we  learn  by  experience  to  judge  of  the 
real  magnitude  in  many  cases  by  sight. 
We  learn  by  experience  to  judge  of  the 
distance  of  a body  from  the  eye  within  cer- 
tain limits  ; and,  from  its  distance  and  ap- 
parent magnitude  taken  together,  we  learn 
to  judge  of  its  real  magnitude.  [211] 

And  this  kind  of  judgment,  by  being 
rej>eated  every  hour  and  almost  every 
minute  of  our  lives,  becomes,  when  we  are 
grown  up,  so  ready  and  so  habitual,  that  it 
very  much  resembles  the  original  perceptions 
of  our  senses,  and  may  not  improperly  4>o 
called  acquired-perception. 

Whether  we  call  it  judgment  or  acquired 
perception  is  a verbal  difference.  But  it  is 
evident  that,  by  means  of  it,  we  often  dis- 
cover by  one  sense  things  which  are  pro- 
perly and  naturally  the  objects  of  another. 
Thus  I can  say,  without  impropriety,  I hear 
a drum,  I hear  a great  bell,  or  i hear  a 
small  bell ; though  it  is  certain  that  the 
figure  f»r  size  of  the  sounding  body  is  not 
originally  an  object  of  hearing.  In  like 
manner,  we  learn  by  experience  how  a 
body  of  such  a real  magnitude  and  at  such 
a distance  appears  to  the  eye.  But  neither 
its  real  magnitude,  nor  its  distance  from 
the  eye,  arc  properly  objects  of  sight,  any- 
more than  the  form  of  a drum  or  the  size 
of  a bell,  are  properly  objects  of  hearing- 

If  these  tilings  be  considered,  it  will  ap- 
pear that  Mr  Hume’s  argument  hath  no 
force  to  support  Ills  conclusion —nay,  that  it 
leads  to  a contrary  conclusion.  The  argu- 
ment is  this : the  table  we  see  seems  to  di- 
minish os  we  remove  farther  from  it ; that 
is,  its  apparent  magnitude  is  diminished; 
but  the  real  table  sufTers  no  alteration — to 
wit,  in  its  real  magnitude;  therefore,  it  is 


• The  whole  rnnfu«inn  and  difficult v In  fh  « m»*. 
ter  ariw*-.  from  not  determining  what  U the  trueotrjrct 
in  nioMl.iM-rreption.  Thu  i*  not  any  distant  thing, 
hut  merely  the  ray*  of  light  in  immediate  relation  to 
the  organ.  We  therefore  »ce  a dijferent  object  at 
every  movement,  by  which  a different  complement 
of  ray*  i*  reflected  to  the  eye.  The  thing*  from  which 
the*e  ray*  a*c  reflected  are  not,  in  truth,  perceived  at 
all ; and  to  conceive  them  a*  object*  < f perception  in 
therefore  err<>neou«,  and  productive  of  error.— II. 
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not  the  real  table  »e  see.  I admit  both  the 
premises  in  this  syllogism,  but  I deny  the 
conclusion.  The  syllogism  has  what  the 
logicians  call  two  middle  terms:  apparent 
magnitude  is  the  middle  term  in  the  first 
premise;  real  magnitude  in  the  second. 
Therefore,  according  to  the  rules  of  logic, 
the  conclusion  is  not  justly  drawn  from  the 

ftremiscs ; but,  laying  aside  the  rules  of 
ogic,  let  us  examine  it  by  the  light  of  com- 
mon sense. 

Let  us  suppose,  for  a moment,  that  it  is 
the  real  table  we  see : Must  not  this  real 
table  seem  to  diminishas  we  remove  farther 
from  it  ? It  is  demonstrable  that  it  must. 
How-then  can  this  apparent  diminution  bean 
argument  that  it  is  not  the  real  table?  [212] 
When  that  which  must  happen  to  the  real 
table,  as  wc  remove  farther  from  it,  does 
actually  happen  to  the  table  we  see,  it  is  ab- 
surd to  conclude  from  this,  that  it  is  not  the 
real  table  we  see.*  It  is  evident,  therefore, 
that  this  ingenious  author  has  imposed  upon 
himself  by  confounding  real  magnitude  with 
apparent  magnitude,  and  that  his  argument 
is  a mere  sophism. 

I observed  that  Mr  Hume's  argument 
not  only  has  no  .strength  to  support  his  con- 
clusion, but  that  it  leads  to  the  contrary  con- 
clusion—to  wit,  that  it  is  the  real  table  we 
see  ;*  for  this  plain  reason,  that  the  table 
we  see  has  precisely  that  apjiarcnt  magni- 
tude which  it  is  demonstrable  the  real  table 
must  have  w hen  placed  at  that  distance. 

This  argument  is  made  much  stronger  by 
considering  that  the  real  table  may  be  placed 
successively  at  a thousand  different  dis- 
tances, and.  in  every  distance,  in  a thousand 
different  positions ; and  it  can  be  deter- 
mined demonstratively,  by  the  rules  of 
geometry  and  perspective,  what  must  be  its 
apparent  magnitude  and  apparent  figure,  in 
each  of  those  distances  and  |>ositions.  Let 
the  table  be  placed  successively  in  as  many 
of  those  different  distances  and  different  po- 
sitions as  you  will,  or  in  them  all ; open 
your  eyes  and  you  shall  see  a table  pre- 
cisely of  that  apparent  magnitude,  and  that 
apparent  figure,  which  the  real  table  must 
have  in  that  distance  and  in  that  position. 
Is  not  this  a strong  argument  that  it  is  the 
real  table  you  see  ?* 

In  a word,  the  appearance  of  a visible 
object  is  infinitely  diversified,  according  to 
its  distance  and  position.  The  visible  ap- 
pearances are  innumerable,  when  we  con- 
fiue  ourselves  to  one  object,  and  they  are 
multiplied  according  to  the  variety  of  ob- 
jects. Those  appearances  have  been  mat- 
ter of  speculation  to  ingenious  men,  at  least 
since  the  time  of  Euclid.  They  have  ac- 
counted for  all  this  variety,  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  objects  we  see  are  external. 


• See  last  note.  — H. 
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anil  not  in  the  mind  itself.  [ 2 Hi  ] The  rules 
they  have  demonstrated  oliout  the  various 
projections  of  the  sphere,  about  the  appear- 
ances of  the  planets  in  their  progressions, 
stations,  and  retrogradutions,  and  all  the 
rules  of  perspective,  are  built  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  objects  of  sight  are  external. 
They  can  each  of  them  he  tried  in  thousands 
of  instances.  In  many  arts  and  professions, 
innumerable  trials  are  daily  made ; nor 
were  they  ever  found  to  fail  in  a single  in- 
stance. Shall  we  say  that  a false  supposi- 
tion, invented  by  the  rude  vulgar,  has  been 
so  lucky  in  solving  an  infinite  number  of 
plucnomcua  of  nature  ? This,  surely,  would 
be  a greater  prodigy  tlian  philosophy  ever 
exhibited  : add  to  this,  that,  upon  the  con- 
trary hypothesis — to  wit,  that  the  objects  of 
sight  are  internal — no  account  can  be  given 
of  any  one  of  those  appearances,  nor  any 
physical  cause  assigned  why  a visible  object 
should,  in  any  one  case,  have  one  apparent 
figure  and  magnitude  rather  than  another. 

Thus,  1 have  considered  ©very  argument 
I have  found  advauced  to  prove  the  exist- 
ence of  ideas,  or  images  of  external  things, 
in  the  mind  ; and,  if  no  better  arguments  can 
be  found,  I cannot  help  thinking  that  the 
whole  history  of  philosophy  has  never  fur- 
nished an  instance  of  an  opinion  so  unani- 
mously entertained  by  philosophers  upon  so 
slight  grounds. 

A Mr/  reflection  I would  make  upon’ 
this  subject  is.  that  philosophers,  notwith- 
standing their  unanimity  us  to  the  existence 
of  ideas,*  hardly  agree  in  any  one  thing 
else  concerning  them.  If  ideas  be  not  a 
mere  fiction,  they  must  be,  of  all  objects  of 
human  knowledge,  the  things  we  have  best 
access  to  know,  and  to  bo  acquainted  with  ; 
yet  there  is  nothing  about  which  men  differ 
so  much. 

Some  have  held  them  to  lie  self-existent, 
others  to  be  in  the  I). vine  mind,  others  in 
our  own  minds,  and  others  in  the  brain  or 
Mfnxorium.  1 considered  the  hypothesis  of 
images  in  the  brain,  in  the  fourth  chapter 
of  this  essay.  As  to  images  in  the  mind,  if 
anything  more  is  meant  by  the  image  of  an 
object  in  the  mind  than  the  thought  of  that 
object,  I know  not  what  it  means.  [21 4 J 
The  distinct  conception  of  an  object  may, 
in  a metaphorical  or  analogical  sense,  be 
called  an  intake  of  it  in  the  mind.  But  this 
image  is  only  the  conception  of  the  object, 
and  not  the  object  conceived.  It  is  an  act 
of  the  mind,  and  not  the  object  of  that  act.-f 

Some  philosophers  will  have  our  ideas,  or 
a part  of  them,  to  be  innate  ; others  will 
have  them  all  to  be  adventitious  : some  de- 
rive them  from  the  senses  alone  ; others 
from  sensation  and  roHectiou  : some  think 


• Thi*  unanimity  did  not  exist. —it. 
1 See  Note*  B and  C\— H. 
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they  are  fabricated  by  the  mind  itself ; 
others  that  they  are  produced  by  externa 
objects  ; others  that  they  are  the  immediate 
operation  of  the  Deity ; others  say,  tluit 
impressions  are  the  causes  of  ideas,  and 
tlint  the  causes  of  impressions  are  unknown  : 
some  think  that  we  have  ideas  only  of  ma- 
terial objects,  but  none  of  minds,  of  their 
operations,  or  of  the  relations  of  things ; 
others  will  have  the  immediate  object  of 
every  thought  to  be  an  idea:  some  think 
we  have  abstract  ideas,  and  that  by  this 
chiefly  we  are  distinguished  from  the  brutes  : 
others  maintain  an  abstract  idea  to  be  an 
absurdity,  and  that  there  can  be  no  such 
tiling  : with  some  they  are -the  immediate  ob- 
jects of  thought,  with  others  the  only  objects. 

A fourth  reflection  is,  that  ideas  do  not 
make  any  of  the  operations  of  the  mind  to 
he  better  understood,  although  it  was  pro- 
bably with  that  view  that  they  have  been 
first  invented,  and  afterwards  so  generally 
received. 

We  are  at  a loss  to  know  bow  we  per- 
ceive distant  objects;  how  wc  remember 
tilings  past ; how  we  imagine  things  that 
have  no  existence.  Ideas  in  the  mind  seem 
to  account  for  all  these  operations  : they  are 
all  by  the  means  of  ideas  reduced  to  one 
operation — to  a kind  of  feeling,  or  inime 
diate  perception  of  things  present  and  in 
contact  with  the  percipient ; and  feeling  is 
an  operation  so  familiar  that  we  think  it 
needs  no  explication,  but  may  serve  to  ex- 
plain other  operations.  [215] 

But  this  feeling,  or  immediate  percep- 
tion, is  os  difficult  to  be  comprehended  as 
the  things  which  we  pretend  to  explain  by 
it.  Two  things  may  be  in  contact  without 
any  feeling  or  perception ; there  must 
therefore  be  in  the  percipient  a power  to 
feel  or  to  perceive.  How  this  power  is  pro- 
duced, and  how  it  operates,  is  quite  beyond 
the  reach  of  our  knowledge.  As  little  can 
wo  know  whether  this  power  must  be  limited 
to  things  present,  and  in  contact  with  us. 
Nor  can  any  man  pretend  to  prove  that  the 
Being  who  gave  us  the  power  to  perceive 
things  present,  may  not  give  us  the  power 
to  perceive  things  that  are  distant,*  to  re- 
member things  past,  and  to  conceive  things 
that  never  existed. 

Some  philosophers  have  endeavoured  to 
make  all  our  senses  to  be  only  different 
modifications  of  touch  ;*f*  a theory  which 
serves  only  to  confound  things  that  are  dif- 
ferent, and  to  perplex  and  darken  things 
that  are  clear.  The  theory  of  ideas  resembles 
this,  by  reducing  all  the  operations  of  the 

• An  immritintr  perception  of  thing*  distant,  in 
contradiction  in  term*. — H. 

t li  an  immediate  perception  be  supposed,  it  can 
only  be  rationally  suppoarti  of  object*  a*  in  coni  ait 
with  the  organ*  of  *en*e  Rot.  in  thi*  cam*,  all  lti« 
sense*  would,  as  Petnorritua  l ■rid,  lie,  in  a certain 
sort,  only  modification.  of  touch.— H. 
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human  understanding  to  the  perception  of 
ideas  in  our  own  minds.  This  power  of 
perceiving  ideas  is  as  inexplicable  as  any  of 
the  powers  explained  by  it  ■ and  the  con- 
tiguity of  the  object  contributes  nothing  at 
all  to’ make  it  better  understood;  because 
there  appears  no  connection  between  con- 
tiguity and  perception,  but  what  i*  grounded 
on  prejudices  drawn  front  Borne  imagined 
similitude  between  mind  and  body,  and 
front  the  supposition  that,  in  perception, 
the  object  acts  upon  the  mil  d,  or  the  mind 
upon  the  object.  We  have  seen  how  this 
theory  has  led  philosophers  to  confound 
those  operations  of  mind,  which  experience 
leaches  all  men  to  be  different,  and  teaches 
them  to  distinguish  in  common  language  ; 
and  that  it  has  led  them  to  invent  a lan- 
guage inconsistent  with  the  principles  upon 
which  all  language  is  grounded. 

The  hit  reflection  I shall  make  upon  this 
theory,  is— that  the  natural  and  necessary 
consequences  of  it  furnish  a just  prejudice 
against  it  to  every  man  who  pays  a due  re- 
gard to  the  common  sensewf  mankind.  [216] 
Not  to  mention  that  it  led  the  I’ytha- 
goreans  and  Plato  to  imagine  that  we  see 
only  the  shadows  of  external  things,  and 
not  the  things  themselves,*  and  that  it  gave 
rise  to  the  Peripatetic  doctrine  of  sensible 
ifsoin,  one  of  the  greatest  absurdities  of 
that  ancient  system,  let  us  only  consider  the 
fruits  it  has  produced  since  it  was  new- 
modelled  by  Hi's  Cartes.  That  great  re- 
former in  philosophy  saw  the  absurdity  of 
the  doctrine  of  ideas  coming  from  external 
objects,  and  refuted  it  effectually,  after  it 
had  been  received  by  philosophers  forohou- 
sands  uf  years ; but' he  still  retained  ideas 
in  the  brain  and  in  the  mind-t  Upon  this 
foundation  all  our  modern  systems  of  the 
powers  of  the  mind  are  built.  And  the  tot- 
tering state  of  those  fabrics,  though  built 
by  skilful  hands,  may  give  a strong  suspicion 
of  the  unsoundnesa  of  the  foundation. 

It  was  this  theory  of  ideas  that  led  Dos 
Cartes,  and  those  that  followed  him,  to  think 
it  necessary  to  prove,  by  philosophical  argu- 
ments, the  existence  of  material  objects. 
And  who  does  not  sec  that  philosophy  must 
make  a very  ridiculous  figure  in  the  eyes  of 
sensible  men,  while  it  is  employed  in  muster- 
ing up  metaphysical  arguments,  to  prove 
that  there  is  a sun  and  a moon,  an  earth  and 
a sea  ? Yet  we  find  these  truly  great  men, 
lies  Cartes,  Malebraneho,  Arnauld,  and 
Locke,  seriously  employing  themselves  in 
this  argument.* 

Surely  their  principles  led  them  to  think 

• Srv  ihfwp,  p Vrti?  col.  b,  note  *— .H 

t See  Note  K.-H. 

j 1 1 Rdd  do  not  allow  that  we  are  i mme-llately 
cognitive  or  contemn*  of  the  non-rpo,  h • « *n  doc- 
trine  of  perception  difflrrt  not  from  that  of  othei 
ptiilotophcrt  in  the  ncc»  atlty  for  thia  pioof.  H 


that  all  men,  from  the  beginning  of  the 
world,  believed  the  existence  uf  these  things 
upon  insufficient  grounds,  and  to  think  that 
they  would  ho  able  to  placo  upon  a more 
rational  foundation  this  universal  belief  of 
mankind.  But  the  misfortune  is,  that  all 
the  laboured  arguments  they  have  advanced, 
to  prove  the  existence  of  those  things  we 
see  and  feel,  are  mere  sophisms  : Not  one 
of  them  will  lienr  examination. 

I might  mention  several  paradoxes,  which 
Mr  Locke,  though  by  no  means  fond  of  para- 
doxes, was  led  into  by  this  theory  or  ideas. 
[217]  Such  as,  that  the  secondary  qualities 
of  body  arc  no  qualities  of  body  at  all,  but 
sensations  of  the  mind  : That  the  primary 
qualities  of  hotly  are  resemblances  of  our 
sensations  : That  we  have  no  notion  of  dur- 
ation, hut  from  the  succession  of  ideas  in 
our  minds : That  personal  identity  consists 
in  consciousness  ; so  that  the  same  indivi- 
dual thinking  being  may  muke  two  or  three 
different  persons, and  several  different  think- 
ing beings  make  one  person  : That  judg- 
ment is  nothing  but  a perception  ot  the 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  our  ideas. 
Most  of  these  paradoxes  I Bhall  have  oc- 
casion to  examine. 

However,  all  these  consequences  of  the 
doctrine  of  ideas  were  tolerable,  compared 
with  those  which  came  afterwards  to  he  dis- 
covered by  Berkeley  and  Hume  : — That 
there  is  no  material  world  : No  abstract 
ideas  or  notions  : That  the  mind  is  only  a 
train  of  related  impressions  and  ideas,  with- 
out any  subject  on  which  t!n*v  may  he  im- 
pressed . That  there  is  neither  space  nor 
time,  body  nor  mind,  but  impressions  and 
ideas  only  : And,  to  sum  up  all,  Tliat  there 
is  no  probability,  even  in  demonstration  it- 
self, nor  any  one  proposition  more  probable 
than  its  contrary. 

These  are  the  noble  fruits  which  have 
grown  upon  this  theory  of  ideas,  since  it 
began  to  be  cultivated  by  skilful  hands.  It 
is  no  wonder  that  sensible  men  should  1* 
disgusted  at  philosophy,  when  such  wild 
nnd  shocking  paradoxes  "(as*  under  its  name. 
However,  as  these  paradoxes  have,  with 
great  acuteness  and  ingenuity,  been  deduced 
by  just  reasoning  from  the  theory  of  ideas, 
they  must  at  last  bring  this  advantage,  that 
positions  so  shocking  to  the  common  sense 
of  mankind,  and  so  contrary  to  the  decisions 
of  all  our  intellectual  powers,  will  open  men's 
eyes,  and  break  the  force  of  the  prejudice 
which  hath  held  them  entangled  in  that 
theory.  1218] 

CHAPTER  XV. 

ACCOUNT  or  Til*  SYSTEM  or  LEI  BN  IT*. 

There  is  yet  another  system  concerning 
perception,  of  which  I shall  give  Borne  ac 
[216-218  | 
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count,  because  of  the  fame  of  its  author.  1 1 ' 
is  the  Invention  of  the  famous  German  phi- 
losopher Leibnitz,  who,  while  he  lived,  held 
the  first  rank  amoi  g the  Germans  in  all 
parts  of  philosophy,  as  well  as  in  mathe- 
matics, in  jurisprudence,  in  the  knowledge 
of  antiquities,  and  in  every  branch  both  of  1 
science  and  of  literature.  He  was  highly 
respected  by  emperors,  and  by  many  kings 
and  princes,  who  bestowed  upon  him  singu- 
lar marks  of  their  esteem.  He  was  a par- 
ticular favourite  of  our  Queen  Caroline, 
consort  of  George  II.,  with  whom  he  con- 
tinued his  correspondence  by  letters,  after 
she  came  to  the  crown  of  Britain,  till  his 
death. 

The  famous  controversy  between  him  and 
the  British  mathematicians,  whether  he  or 
Sir  Isaac  Newton  was  the  inventor  of  that 
noble  improvement  in  mathematics,  called 
by  Newton,  the  method  of  Jiusione , and  by 
Leibnitz  the  differential  method , engaged 
the  attention  of  the  mathematicians  in 
Europe  for  several  years.  He  had  likewise 
a controversy  with  the  learned  and  judicious 
Dr  Samuel  Clarke,  about  several  points  of 
the  Newtonian  philosophy  which  he  dis- 
apprm  ed.  The  papers  which  gave  occasion 
to  this  controversy,  with  all  the  replies  and 
rejoinders,  had  the  honour  to  be  transmitted 
from  the  one  party  to  the  other,  through 
the  hands  of  Queen  Caroline,  and  were 
afterwards  published. 

His  authority,  in  all  matters  of  philoso- 
phy, is  still  so  great  in  most  parts  of  Ger- 
many, that  they  arc  considered  as  bold 
spirits,  and  a kind  of  heretics,  who  dissent 
from  him  in  anything.  [219]  Carolus* 
Wolfius,  the  moBt  voluminous  writer  in 
philosophy  of  this  age,  is  considered  as  the 
great  interpreter  and  advocate  of  the  Leib- 
nitzian  system,  and  reveres  as  an  oracle 
whatever  has  dropped  from  the  pen  of 
Leibnitz.  This  author  proposed  two  great 
works  upon  the  mind.  The  first,  which  I 
have  seen,  he  published  with  the  title  of 
“ Psychologia  Empirics,  seu  Experiment- 
olis.’*-t*  The  other  was  to  have  the  title  of 
“ Psychologia  Kationalis  ;**  and  to  it  he 
refers  for  his  explication  of  the  theory  of 
Leibnitz  with  regard  to  the  mind.  But 
whether  it  was  published  I have  not  learn- 
ed-£ 

I must,  therefore,  take  the  short  account 
I am  to  give  of  this  system  from  the  writ- 
ings of  Leibnitz  himself,  without  the  light 
which  his  interpreter  Wolfius  may  have 
thrown  upon  it. 

Leibnitz  conceived  the  whole  universe, 


* HI-  name  «ras  Christian.— -H. 

♦ 'I  hit  title  U incorrect.  It  U “ PaychologU  Ftn. 
pirira  mtthodo  scientific*  prnracUU,”  Ac.  The 
work  appear*!  in  I '32. — H 

t It  WMi-p- bltehedin  l'34.  Such  careless  ignorance 
of  the  most  diatinguished  works  on  the  subject  of  an 
author's  »|M*cuUtions,  is  peculiarly  British.— H. 
r 219,  220] 


bodies  as  well  as  minds,  to  l>e  made  up 
of  monads— that  is,  simple  substances,  each 
of  which  is,  by  the  Creator,  in  the  begin- 
ning of  its  existence,  endowed  with  certain 
active  and  perceptive  powers.  A monad, 
therefore,  is  an  active  substance,  simph, 
without  parts  or  figure,  which  has  within 
itself  the  power  to  produce  all  the  changes 
it  undergoes  from  the  beginning  of  its  ex- 
istence to  eternity.  The  changes  which 
the  monad  undergoes,  of  what  kind  soever, 
though  they  may  seem  to  us  the  effect  of 
causes  operating  from  without,  yet  they 
are  only  the  gradual  and  successive  evolu- 
tions of  its  own  internal  powers,  which 
would  have  produced  all  the  same  changes 
and  motions,  although  there  had  been  no 
other  being  in  the  universe. 

Every  human  soul  is  a monad  joined  to 
an  organized  body,  which  organized  body 
consists  of  an  infinite  number  of  monads, 
each  having  some  degree  of  active  and  of 
jierceptive  power  in  itself.  But  the  whole 
machine  of  the  body  has  a relation  to  that 
monad  which  we  call  the  soul,  which  is,  as 
it  were,  the  centre  of  the  whole  [220] 

As  the  universe  is  completely  filled  with 
monads,  without  any  chasm  or  void,  and 
thereby  every  body  acts  upon  every  other 
body,  according  to  its  vicinity  or  distance, 
and  is  mutually  reacted  upon  by  every  other 
body,  it  follows,  says  Leibnitz,  that  every 
monad  is  a kind  of  living  mirror,  which  re- 
flects the  whole  universe,  according  to  its 
point  of  view,  and  represents  the  whole 
more  or  less  distinctly. 

I cannot  undertake  to  reconcile  this  part 
of  the  system  with  what  was  before  men- 
tioned— to  wit,  that  every  change  in  a 
monad  is  the  evolution  of  its  own  original 
powers,  and  would  have  hnppened  though 
uo  other  substance  bad  beeu  created.  But, 
to  proceed. 

There  are  different  orders  of  monads, 
some  higher  and  others  lower-  The  higher 
orders  he  calls  dominant ; such  is  the  hu- 
man soul.  The  monads  that  comfiose  the 
organized  bodiesof  men,  animals, and  plants, 
are  of  a lower  order,  and  subservient  to  the 
dominant  monads.  But  every  monad,  of 
whatever  order,  is  a complete  substance  in 
itself — indivisible,  having  no  parts  ; inde- 
structible, because,  having  no  parts,  it  can- 
not perish  by  any  kind  of  decomposition ; 
it  cau  only  perish  by  annihilation,  and  we 
have  no  reason  to  believe  that  God  will  ever 
annihilate  any  of  the  beings  which  he  has 
made. 

The  monads  of  a lower  order  may,  by  a 
regular  evolution  of  their  powers,  rise  to  a 
higher  order.  They  may  successively  be 
joined  to  organized  bodies,  of  various  forma 
and  different  degrees  of  perception  ; but 
they  never  die,  nor  cease  to  be  in  some  de- 
gree active  and  percipient. 
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Thin  philosopher  makes  a distinction  be-  [ 
twecu  perception  and  what  he  calls  upper, 
ceptton.  The  first  is  common  to  all  monads, 
the  last  proper  to  the  higher  orders,  among 
which  are  human  souls.  [221] 

By  apperception  he  understands  that  de- 
gree of  perception  which  reflects,  as  it  were, 
upon  itself ; by  which  we  are  conscious  of 
our  own  existence,  and  conscious  of  our 
perceptions ; by  which  we  can  reflect  upon 
the  operations  of  our  own  min  is,  and  can 
comprehend  abstract  truths.  The  mind,  in 
many  operations,  lie  thinks,  (tarticiilarly  in 
Bleep,  and  in  many  actions  common  to  us  | 
wi;h  the  brutes,  lias  not  this  apperception, 
although  it  is  still  filled  with  a multitude  of 
obscure  and  indistinct  perceptions,  of  which 
we  are  not  conscious. 

lie  conceives  that  our  bodies  and  minds 
are  united  in  such  a manner  that  neither 
has  any  physical  influence  upon  the  other. 
Each  performs  all  its  operations  by  its  own 
internal  springs  and  powers  ; yet  the  oper- 
ations of  one  correspond  exnctly  with  those 
of  the  other,  by  a pre-established  harmony; 
just  as  one  clock  may  be  so  adjusted  as  to 
keep  time  with  another,  although  each  has 
its  own  moving  power,  and  neither  receives 
any  part  of  its  motion  from  the  other. 

So  that,  according  to  this  system,  all  our  ! 
perceptions  of  external  objects  would  be  the  I 
same,  though  external  things  had  never  ! 
existed  ; our  perception  of  them  would  con- 
tinue, although,  by  the  power  of  God,  they 
should  this  moment  be  annihilated.  We 
do  not  perceive  external  things  because  they  . 
exist,  but  because  the  soul  was  originally  so  ' 
constituted  as  to  produce  in  itself  all  its 
successive  changes,  and  all  its  successive 
perceptions,  independently  of  the  external 
objects. 

Every  perception  or  apperception,  every 
operation,  in  a word,  of  the  soul,  is  a neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  state  of  it  imme- 
diately preceding  that  operation  ; and  this 
state  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  tin*  I 
state  preceding  it ; and  so  backwards,  until  ! 
you  come  to  its  first  formation  and  consti-  J 
tut  ion,  w hich  produces,  successively  and  : 
by  necessary  consequence,  all  its  succes- 
sive states  to  the  end  of  its  existence ; 
[222]  so  that,  in  this  respect,  the  soul,  and 
every  monad,  may  be  compared  to  a watch 
wound  up,  which,  having  the  spring  of  its 
motion  in  itself,  by  the  gradual  evolution  of 
its  own  spring,  produces  all  the  successive 
motions  wo  observe  in  it- 

In  this  account  of  Leibnitz's  system  con- 
cerning monads  and  the  pre-established 
harmony,  1 have  kept,  as  nearly  as  I could, 
to  his  own  expressions,  in  his  “ New  System 
of  the  Nature  and  Communication  of  Sub- 
stances, and  of  the  Union  of  Soul  and 
Body  and  in  the  several  illustrations  of 
tliat  new  By^tem  which  he  afterwards  pub- 
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fished  ; and  in  his  M Principles  of  Nature 
and  Grace  founded  in  Reason.’*  I shall 
now  make  a few  remarks  upon  this  system. 

1.  To  pass  over  the  irresistible  necessity 
of  all  human  actions,  which  makes  a part  of 
this  system,  that  w'ill  be  considered  in  an- 
other place,  I observe,  firtl,  that  the  dis- 
tinction made  betw'een  perception  and  ap- 
perception is  obscure  and  unphilosophicul. 
As  far  as  we  can  discover,  every  operation 
of  our  mind  is  attended  w ith  consciousness, 
and  particularly  that  which  we  call  the  per- 
ception of  external  objects  ; and  to  speak  of 
a perception  of  which  we  are  not  consciuus, 
is  to  speak  without  any  meaning. 

As  consciousness  is  the  only  power  by 
which  we  discern  the  operations  of  our  own 
minds,  or  can  form  any  notion  of  them,  an 
operation  of  mind  of  which  we  are  not  con- 
scious, is,  we  know  not  what ; and  to  call 
such  an  operation  by  the  name  of  perception, 
is  an  abuse  of  language.  No  man  can  per- 
ceive  an  object  without  being  conscious  that 
he  perceives  it.  No  man  can  think  without 
being  conscious  tliat  he  thinks.  What  men 
are  not  conscious  of,  cannot  therefore,  with- 
out impropriety*,  be  called  either  perception 
or  thought  of  any  kind.  And,  if  we  will 
suppose  operations  of  mind  of  which  we  are 
not  conscious,  and  give  a name  to  such 
creatures  of  our  imagination,  that  name 
must  signify  what  we  know  nothing  about.* 
[223] 

2.  To  suppose  bodies  organized  or  un- 
organized, to  be  made  up  of  indivisible 
monads  which  have  no  parts,  is  contrary  to 
all  that  we  know  of  body.  It  is  essential 
to  a body  to  have  parts  ; and  every  part  of 
a body  is  a body,  and  has  parts  also.  No 
number  of  parts,  without  extension  or  figure, 
not  even  an  infinite  number,  if  we  may  u ho 
that  expression,  can,  by  being  put  together, 
make  a whole  that  has  extension  and  figure, 
which  all  bodi<  s have. 

3.  It  is  contrary  to  all  that  we  know  of 
bodies,  to  ascribe  to  the  monads,  of  which 
they  are  supposed  to  be  compounded,  per- 
ception and  active  force.  If  a philosopher 
thinks  proper  to  say,  that  a clod  of  earth 
both  perceives  and  has  active  force,  let  him 
bring  his  proofs.  But  he  ought  not  to 
expect  that  men  who  have  understanding 
will  so  far  give  it  up  as  to  receive  without 
proof  whatever  his  imagination  may  sug- 
gest. 

4.  Tills  system  overturns  all  authority  of 
our  senses,  and  leaves  not  the  least  ground 
to  believe  the  existence  of  the  objects  of 


• The  language  in  which  Leibnitz  cxpre**c*  hit 
doctrine  of  latent  modification*  of  mind,  which, 
though  out  of  consciousness,  mantle*!  their  cxiaten-c 
in  their  effect*,  is  objectionable ; the  doctrine  iiaclf  •• 
not  only  trur  but  of  the  very  highest  importance  in 
psychology,  although  it  has  never  yei  born  sppr.-ci. 
•ted  or  even. understood  by  any  writer  on  philoaotiliy 
in  this  i si  mil  — H. 
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sense,  or  the  existence  of  anything  which 
depends  upon  the  authority  of  our  senses ; 
for  our  perception  of  objects,  according  to 
this  system,  has  no  dependence  upon  any- 
thing external,  and  would  be  the  same  as  it 
is,  supposing  external  objects  had  never 
existed,  or  that  they  were  from  this  moment 
aunihilatcd. 

It  is  remarkable  that  Leibnitz's  system, 
that  of  Ma’ebrancbe,  and  the  common  sys- 
tem of  ideas  or  images  of  external  objects 
in  the  mind,  do  nil  agree  in  overturning  all 
the  authority  of  our  senses ; and  this  one 
thing,  as  long  as  men  retain  their  senses, 
will  always  make  all  these  systems  truly 
ridiculous. 

5.  The  last  observation  I shall  make 
upon  this  system,  which,  indeed,  is  equally 
applicable  to  all  the  systems  of  Perception 
I have  mentioned,  is,  that  it  is  all  hypo- 
thesis, made  up  of  conjectures  and  suppo- 
sitions, without  proof.  The  Peripatetics 
supposed  sensible  aperies  to  be  sent  forth 
by  the  objects  of  sense.  The  modems  sup- 
pose ideas  in  the  brain  or  in  the  mind.  [ 224  ] 
Malebranche  supposed  that  wo  perceive 
the  ideas  of  the  Divine  mind.  Leibnitz 
supposed  monads  and  a pre-established  har- 
mony ; and  these  monads  being  creatures 
of  his  own  making,  he  is  at  liberty  to  give 
them  what  properties  and  powers  his  fancy 
n*ay  suggest.  In  like  manner,  the  Indian 
philosopher  supposed  that  the  earth  is  sup- 
ported by  a huge  elephant,  and  that  the 
elephant  stands  on  the  back  of  a huge  tor- 
toise. • 

Such  suppositions,  while  there  is  no  proof 
of  them  offered,  are  nothing  but  the  fictions 
of  human  fancy  ; and  we  ought  no  more 
fo  believe  them,  than  we  believe  Homer’s 
fictions  of  Apollo's  silver  bow,  or  Minerva's 
shield,  or  Venus's  girdle.  Such  fictions  in 
j»oetry  arc  agreeable  to  the  rules  of  art : 
they  are  intended  to  please,  not  to  convince. 
But  the  philosophers  would  have  us  to 
believe  their  fictions,  though  the  account 
they  give  of  the  phenomena  of  nature  has 
commonly  no  more  probability  than  the 
account  that  Homer  gives  of  the  plague  in 
the  Grecian  camp,  from  Apollo  taking  his 
station  on  a neighbouring  mountain,  and 
from  his  silver  bow  letting  fly  his  swift 
arrows  into  the  camp. 

Men  then  only  begin  to  have  a true  taste 
in  philosophy,  when  they  have  learned  to 
hold  hypotheses  in  just  contempt ; and  to 
consider  them  as  the  reveries  of  speculative 
men,  which  will  never  have  any  similitude 
to  the  works  of  God. 


* It  ia  a deputed  point  whi  ther  leibmts  were 

itrioua  in  Ins  moiuwlology  and  prv  eatablifhed  bar- 
inony.— H. 


The  Supreme  Being  has  given  us  some 
intelligence  of  his  works,  by  what  our  senses 
inform  us  of  external  things,  and  by  what 
our  consciousness  and  reflection  inform  us 
concerning  the  operations  of  our  own  minds. 
Whatever  can  be  inferred  from  these  com- 
mon informations,  by  just  and  sound  reason- 
ing. is  true  and  legitimate  philosophy  : but 
what  we  arid  to  this  from  conjecture  is  all 
spurious  and  illegitimate.  [225] 

After  this  long  account  of  the  theories 
advanced  by  philosophers,  to  account  for 
our  perception  of  external  objects,  I hope 
it  will  appear,  that  neither  Aristotle’s  theory 
of  sensible  species,  nor  Malebranche's  of 
our  seeing  things  in  God,  nor  the  common 
theory  of  our  perceiving  ideas  in  our  ow'n 
minds,  nor  Leibnitz’s  theory  of  monads 
and  a pre-established  harmony,  give  any 
satisfying  account  of  this  power  of  the  mind, 
or  make  it  more  intelligible  than  it  is 
without  their  aid.  They  are  conjectures, 
and,  if  they  were  true,  would  solve  no  diffi- 
culty, but  raise  many  new  ones.  It  is, 
therefore,  more  agreeable  to  good  sense 
and  to  sound  philosophy,  to  rest  satisfied 
with  what  our  consciousness  and  attentive 
reflection  discover  to  us  of  the  nature  (A 
perception,  than,  by  inventing  hypotheses, 
to  attempt  to  explain  tilings  which  are 
above  the  reach  of  human  understanding. 
I believe  no  man  is  able  to  explain  how'  we 
perceive  external  objects,  any  more  than 
how  we  are  conscious  of  those  that  are 
internal.  Perception,  consciousness,  me- 
mory, and  imagination,  are  all  original  and 
simple  powers  of  the  mind,  and  parts  of  its 
constitution.  For  this  reason,  though  I 
have  endeavoured  to  shew  that  the  theories 
of  philosophers  on  this  subject  are  ill 
grounded  and  insufficient,  I do  not  attempt 
to  substitute  any  other  theory  in  their 
place. 

Every  man  feels  that  perception  gives 
him  an  invincible  belief  of  the  existence  of 
that  which  he  perceives ; and  that  this 
belief  is  not  the  effect  of  reasoning,  but 
the  immediate  consequence  of  perception.* 
When  philosophers  have  wearied  them- 
selves and  their  readers  with  their  specula- 
tions upon  this  subject,  they  can  neither 
strengthen  this  belief,  nor  weaken  it  ; nor 
can  they  shew  how  it  is  produced.  It  puts 
the  philosopher  and  the  peasant  upon  a 
level ; and  neither  of  them  can  give  any 
other  reason  for  believing  his  senses,  than 
that  he  finds  it  impossible  for  him  to  do 
otherwise.  [22C] 


* In  an  immoUnte  t^rcei'lion  of  external  thmpx. 
the  belief  of  their  esUtence  would  not  !*•  a con** 
qurtitr  of  the  iicrrcptlon.  but  lx?  Involved  in  the  ?»■ 
cej**k>n  Itself*— H. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

OF  SENSATION*. 

Having  finished  what  I intend,  with 
regard  to  tlmt  act  of  mind  which  we  call 
the  perception  of  an  external  object,  I 
proceed  to  consider  another,  which,  by  our 
constitution,  is  conjoined  with  perception, 
and  not  with  perception  only,  but  with 
many  other  acts  of  our  minds ; and  that  is 
sensation.  To  prevent  repetition,  I must 
refer  the  reader  to  the  explication  of  this 
word  given  in  Essay  I.,  chap.  i. 

Almost  all  our  perceptions  have  corre- 
sponding sensations  which  constantly  ac- 
company them,  and,  on  that  account,  arc 
very  apt  to  be  confounded  with  them. 
Neither  ought  we  to  expect  that  the  sens- 
ation, and  its  corresponding  perception, 
should  be  distinguished  in  coinmou  lan- 
guage, because  the  purposes  of  common 
life  do  not  require  it-  Language  is  made 
to  serve  the  purj>osea  of  ordinary  conversa- 
tion ; and  we  have  no  reason  to  expect  that 
it  should  make  distinctions  that  are  not  of 
common  use.  Hence  it  happens,  that  a 
quality  |>erceived,  and  the  sensation  cor- 
responding to  that  perception,  often  go  under 
the  same  name. 

This  makes  the  names  of  most  of  our 
sensations  ambiguous,  and  this  ambiguity 
hath  very  much  perplexed  philosophers.  It 
will  l»e  necessary  to  give  some  instances,  to 
illustrate  the  distinction  between  our  sens- 
ations and  the  objects  of  perception. 

When  I smell  a rose,  there  is  in  this 
operation  both  sensation  and  perception. 
The  agreeable  odour  I feel,  considered  by 
itself,  without  relation  to  any  external  ob- 
ject, is  merely  a sensation-  1 227 1 It  affects 
the  mind  in  a certain  way ; and  this  affection 
of  the  mind  may  be  conceived,  without  a 
thought  of  the  rose,  or  any  other  object. 
This  sensation  can  be  nothing  else  than  it 
is  felt  to  be.  Its  very  essence  consists  in 
being  felt ; and,  when  it  is  not  felt,  it  is  not. 
There  is  no  difference  between  the  sensa- 
tion and  the  feeling  of  it — they  are  one  and 
the  same  thing.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
we  before  observed  that,  in  sensation,  there 
is  no  object  distinct  from  that  act  of  the 
mind  by  which  it  is  felt — and  this  holds 
true  with  regard  to  all  sensations. 

Let  us  next  attend  to  the  perception 
which  wo  have  in  smelling  a rose.  Percep- 
tion has  always  an  external  object ; and  the 
object  of  my  perception,  in  this  case,  is  that 
quality  in  the  rose  which  I discern  by  the 
sense  of  smell.  Observing  that  the  agree- 
able sensation  is  raised  when  the  rose  is 
near,  and  ceases  when  it  is  removed,  I am 
led,  by  mv  nature,  to  conclude  some  quality 
U>  be  in  the  rose,  which  is  the  cause  of  this 


sensation.  This  quality  in  the  rose  is  the 
object  perceived  ; and  that  act  of  my  mind 
by  which  I have  the  conviction  and  belief 
of  this  quality,  is  what  in  this  case  I call 
perception-  • 

But  it  is  here  to  lie  observed,  that  the 
sensation  l feel,  and  the  quality  in  the  rose 
which  I perceive,  are  both  called  by  the 
same  name.  The  smell  of  a rose  is  the 
name  given  to  both  : so  that  this  name  hath 
two  meanings ; and  the  distinguishing  its 
different  meanings  removes  all  perplexity, 
and  enables  us  to  give  dear  and  distinct 
answers  to  questions  about  which  philoso- 
phers have  held  much  dispute. *f* 

Thus,  if  it  is  asked,  whether  the  smell 
he  in  the  rose,  or  in  the  mind  that  feels  it, 
the  answer  is  obvious  : That  there  are  two 
different  things  signified  by  the  smell  of  a 
rose  ; one  of  which  is  in  the  mind,  and  can 
be  in  nothing  but  in  a sentient  being ; the 
other  is  truly  and  properly  in  the  rose.  The 
sensation  which  I feel  is  in  my  mind.  The 
mind  is  the  sentient  being ; and,  as  the  rose 
is  insentient,  there  can  be  no  sensation,  nor 
anything  resembling  sensation  in  it.  [228] 
But  this  sensation  in  my  mind  is  occasioned 
by  a certain  quality  in  the  rose,  which  is 
called  by  the  same  name  with  the  sensation, 
not  on  account  of  any  similitude,  but  be- 
cause of  their  constant  concomitanry. 

All  the  names  we  have  for  smells,  tastes, 
sounds,  and  for  the  various  degrees  of  heat 
and  cold,  have  a like  ambiguity;  and  what 
has  been  said  of  the  smell  of  a rose  may  be 
applied  to  them.  They  signify  both  a sens- 
ation, and  a quality  perceived  by  means  of 
that  sensation.  The  first  is  the  sign,  the 
last  the  thing  signified-  As  both  are  con- 
joined by  nature,  and  -as  the  purposes  of 
common  life  do  not  require  them  to  be  dis- 
joined in  our  thoughts,  they  are  both  ex- 
pressed by  the  same  name : and  this  am- 
biguity is  to  be  found  in  all  languages,  be- 
cause the  reason  of  it  extends  to  all. 

The  same  ambiguity  is  found  in  the 
names  of  such  diseases  as  are  indicated  by 
a particular  painful  sensation  : such  as  the 
toothache,  the  headache.  The  toothache 

* ThU  paragraph  appear*  to  be  an  explicit  disa* 
vowal  of  tne  doctrine  of  an  Intuitive  or  immediate 
perrepn<m-  If,  from  a certain  sensible  reeling,  or 
sensation,  (which  Itaelf  cognitive  of  no  object,)  I am 
only  determined  by  my  nature  to  conclude  lhat  theie 
i*  some  external  quality  which  It  Ihe  MWt  of  this 
sensation,  and  if  this  quality,  thu*  only  known  as  an 
inference  from  itseflfrct,  be  the  object  perceived ; then 
U perception  not  an  act  immediately  cognitive  of 
any  exiting  object,  and  the  object  perceived  U,  in 
tact,  except  as  an  imaginary  something,  unknown. 

f In  reference  to  this  and  the  following  paragraph*. 
Iny  observe  that  the  distinction  ot  subjective  and 
objective  qualities  here  vaguely  attempted,  had  been 
already  precisely  acrcmplished  by  Aristotle,  in  hi* 
discrimination  of  ssfnmsi «s»n:Tii  ( qualitatcs  pati - 
biles,)  and  wm&r  (passiones)  In  regard  to  the  far. 
*•  sian  distinction,  which  is  equally  precise,  but  or 
which  likewise  Reid  i»  unaware,  sec  above,  p. 
col  b,  note*.— -H 
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dignifies  a painful  sensation.,  which  can  only 
be  in  a sentient  being  ; but  it  signifies  also 
a disorder  in  the  body,  which  has  no  simili- 
tude to  a sensation,  but  is  nature  ly  con- 
nected with  it. 

Pressing  my  hand  with  force  against  the 
table,  1 feel  pain,  and  I feel  the  table  to  be 
hard.  The  pnin  is  a sensation  of  the  mind, 
and  there  is  nothing  that  resembles  it  in 
the  table.  The  hardness  is  in  the  table, 
nor  is  there  anything  resembling  it  in  the 
mind.  Feeling  is  applied  to  both  ; but  in 
a different  sense ; being  a word  commonto 
the  act  of  sensation,  and  to  that  of  perceiv- 
ing by  the  sense  of  touch. 

I touch  the  table  gently  with  my  hand, 
and  I feel  it  to  be  smooth,  hard,  and  cold. 
These  are  qualities  of  the  table  perceived  by- 
touch  ; but  I perceive  them  by  means  of  a 
sensation  which  indicates  them.  This  sens- 
ation not  being  painful,  I commonly  give  no 
attention  to  it.  ] 229 ] 1 1 carries  my  thought 
immediately  to  the  thing  signified  by  it,  and 
is  itself  forgot,  as  if  it  had  never  been.  But, 
by  repeating  it,  and  turning  my  attention 
to  it,  and  abstracting  my  thought  from  the 
thing  signified  by  it,  I find  it  to  be  merely 
a sensation,  and  that  it  has  no  similitude  to 
the  hardness,  smoothness,  or  coldness  of 
the  table,  which  are  signified  by  it. 

It  is  indeed  difficult,  at  first,  to  disjoin 
things  in  our  attention  which  have  always 
keen  conjoined,  and  to  make  that  an  object 
of  reflection  which  never  was  so  before ; 
but  some  pains  and  practice  will  overcome 
this  difficulty  in  those  who  havo  got  the 
habit  of  reflecting  on  the  operations  of  their 
own  minds. 

Although  the  present  subject  leads  us 
only  to  consider  the  sensations  which  we 
have  by  means  of  our  external  senses,  yet 
it  will  serve  to  illustrate  what  has  been  said, 
and,  I apprehend,  is  of  importance  in  itself, 
to  observe,  mat  many  operations  of  mind, 
to  which  we  give  one  name,  and  which  we 
always  consider  as  one  thing,  are  complex 
in  their  nature,  and  made  up  of  several 
more  simple  ingredients ; and  of  these  ingre- 
dients sensation  very  often  makes  one.  Of 
this  we  shall  give  some  instances. 

The  appetite  of  hunger  includes  an  un- 
easy sensation,  and  a desire  of  food.  Sens- 
ation and  desire  are  different  acts  of  mind. 
The  last,  from  its  nature,  must  have  an 
object ; the  first  has  no  object  These  two 
ingredients  may  always  bo  separated  in 
thought — perhaps  they  sometimes  are,  in 
reality  ; but  hunger  includes  both. 

Benevolence  towards  our  fellow-creatures 
includes  an  agreeable  feeling;  but  it  includes 
also  a desire  of  the  happiness  of  others. 
The  ancients  commonly  called  it  desire. 
Many  moderns  chuse  rather  to  call  it  a feel- 
ing. Both  are  right : and  they  only  err  who 
exclude  either  of  the  ingredients.  [2110] 


Whether  these  two  ingredients  are  neces- 
Rarily  connected,  is,  perhaps,  difficult  for  us 
to  determine,  there  being  many  necessary 
connections  which  we  do  not  perceive  to  be 
necessary ; but  we  can  disjoin  them  in 
thought.  They  arc  different  acts  of  the 
mind. 

An  uneasy  feeling,  and  a desire,  are,  in 
like  manner,  the  ingredients  of  malevolent 
affections;  such  as  malice,  envy,  revenge. 
The  passion  of  (ear  includes  an  uneasy 
sensation  or  feeling,  and  an  opinion  of 
danger  ; and  hope  is  made  up  of  the  con- 
trary ingredients.  When  we  hear  of  a 
heroic  action,  the  sentiment  which  it  raises 
in  our  mind,  is  made  up  of  various  ingre- 
dients. There  is  in  it  an  agreeable  feeling, 
a benevolent  affection  to  the  person,  and  a 
judgment  or  opinion  of  his  merit. 

If  we  thus  analyse  the  various  operations 
of  our  minds,  we  shall  find  that  many  of 
them  which  we  consider  as  perfectly  simple, 
because  we  have  been  accustomed  to  call 
them  by  one  name,  are  compounded  of  more 
simple  ingredients ; and  that  sensation,  or 
feeling,  which  is  only  a more  refined  kind 
of  sensation,  makes  one  ingredient,  not 
only  in  the  perception  of  external  objects, 
but  in  most  operations  of  the  mind. 

A small  degree  of  reflection  may  satisfy 
us  that  the  number  and  variety  of  our  sens- 
ations and  feelings  is  prodigious;  for,  to 
omit  all  those  which  accompany  our  appe- 
tites. passions,  and  affections,  our  moral 
sentiments  and  sentiments  of  taste,  even 
our  external  senses,  furnish  a great  variety 
of  sensations,  differing  in  kind,  and  almost 
in  every  kind  an  endless  variety  of  degrees. 
Every  variety  we  discern,  with  regard  to 
taste,  smell,  sound,  colour,  heat,  and  cold, 
and  in  the  tangible  qualities  of  bodies,  is 
indicated  by  a sensation  corresponding  to 
it 

The  most  general  and  the  most  import- 
ant division  of  our  sensations  and  feelings, 
is  into  the  agreeable,  the  disagreeable,  and 
the  indifferent  Everything  we  call  plea- 
sure, happiness,  or  enjoyment,  on  the  one 
hand ; and,  on  the  other,  everything  we 
call  misery,  pain,  or  uneasiness,  is  sen  na- 
tion or  feeling  ; for  no  man  can  for  the  pre- 
sent be  more  happy  or  more  miserable  tlian 
he  feels  himself  to  be.  [231]  He  cannot 
be  deceived  with  regard  to  the  enjoyment 
or  suffering  of  the  present  moment. 

But  I apprehend  that,  besides  the  sens- 
ations that  are  either  agreeable  or  disagree- 
able, there  is  still  a greater  number  that 
are  indifferent.*  To  these  we  give  so  little 
attention,  that  they  have  no  name,  and  are 
immediately  forgot,  as  if  tney  had  never 
been  ; und  it  requires  attention  to  the  ope- 


• Thu  U a point  in  dispute  among  phllo*^ 
— H. 
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rations  of  our  minds  to  be  convinced  of  their 
existence. 

For  this  end  we  may  observe,  that,  to  a 
pood  car,  every  human  voice  is  distinguish- 
able from  all  others.  Some  voices  are  plea- 
sant, some  disagreeable  ; but  the  far  greater 
part  can  neither  be  said  to  be  one  nor  the 
other.  The  same  thing  may  be  said  of 
other  sounds,  and  no  leas  of  tastes,  smells, 
and  colours  ; and,  if  wo  consider  that  our 
senses  are  in  continual  exercise  while  we  are 
awake,  that  some  sensation  attends  every 
object  they  present  to  us,  and  that  familiar 
objects  seldom  raise  any  emotion,  pleasant 
or  painful,  we  shall  see  reason,  besides  the 
agrees ble  and  disagreeable,  to  admit  a third 
class  of  sensations  that  may  be  culled  in- 
different. 

The  sensations  that  are  indifferent,  are 
far  from  being  useless.  They  serve  as 
signs  to  distinguish  things  that  differ ; and 
the  information  we  have  concerning  things 
external,  conies  by  their  means.  Thus,  if 
a man  had  no  ear  to  receive  pleasure  from 
the  harmony  or  melody  of  sounds,  he  would 
still  find  the  sense  of  hearing  of  great 
utility.  Though  sounds  give  him  neithei 
pleasure  nor  pain  of  themselves,  they  would 
give  him  much  useful  information  ; and  the 
like  may  be  said  of  the  sensations  we  have 
by  all  the  other  senses.  [2321 

As  to  the  sensations  and  feelings  that  are 
agreeable  or  disagreeable,  they  differ  much 
not  only  in  degree,  but  in  kind  and  in  dig- 
nity. Some  belong  to  the  animal  part  of 
our  nature,  and  are  common  to  us  with  the 
brutes  ; others  belong  to  the  rational  and 
moral  part.  The  first  are  more  properly 
called  srnsations  ; the  last,  felinyt r.  The 
French  word  s-'ntiment  is  common  to  both.  • 

The  intention  of  nature  in  them  is  for  the 
most  part  obvious,  and  well  deserving  our 
notice.  It  has  been  beautifully  illustrated 
by  a very  elegant  French  writer,*  in  his 
“ Theorie  des  Sentiments  Ayr  tablet." 

The  Author  of  Nature,  in  the  distribution 
of  agreeable  and  painful  feelings,  hath 
wisely  and  benevolently  consulted  the  good 
of  the  human  species,  and  hath  even  shewn 
us,  by  the  same  means,  what  tenor  of  con- 
duct we  ought  to  hold.  For,  first,  The 
painful  sensations  of  the  animal  kind  are 
admonitions  to  avoid  what  would  hurt  us ; 
and  the  agreeable  sensations  of  this  kind 
invite  us  to  those  actions  that  are  necessary 
to  the  preservation  of  the  individual  or  of 
the  kind.  Secondly , By  the  same  means, 
nature  invites  us  to  moderate  bodily  exer- 
cise, and  admonishes  us  to  avoid  idleness 
and  inactivity  on  the  one  hand,  and  exces- 
sive labour  and  fatigue  on  the  other. 


• Some  French  philoaophert,  inner  Itcid,  have 
»l tempted  the  distinction  of  seat  intent  and  icntation. 

f Uiofuc  de  Pouilly.— IJ 


Thirdly , The  moderate  exercise  of  all  out 
rational  powers  gives  pleasure.  Fourthly, 
Every  species  of  beauty  is  beheld  with 
pleasure,  and  every  species  of  deformity 
with  disgust ; and  we  sliall  find  all  that  we 
call  beautiful,  to  be  something  estimable  or 
useful  in  itself,  or  a sign  of  something  that 
is  estimable  or  useful.  Ffthly , The  bene- 
volent affections  are  all  accompanied  with 
an  agreeable  feeling,  the  malevolent  with 
the  contrary.  And,  sixthly,  Tile  highest, 
the  noblest,  and  most  durable  pleasure  is 
that  of  doing  well,  and  acting  the  part  tliat 
becomes  us  ; and  the  most  hitter  and  (tain- 
ful  sentiment,  the  anguish  and  remorse  of 
a guilty  conscience.  These  observations, 
with  regard  to  the  economy  of  nature  in 
the  distribution  of  our  (taiuful  and  agree- 
able sensations  and  feelings,  are  illustrated 
by  the  author  last  mentioned,  so  elegantly 
and  judiciously,  that  I shall  not  attempt  to 
say  anything  upon  them  after  him.  [2311] 

I shall  conclude  this  chapter  by  observ- 
ing that,  as  the  confounding  our  sensations 
with  that  perception  of  external  objects 
which  is  constantly  conjoined  with  them, 
has  been  the  occasion  of  most  of  the  errors 
and  falso  theories  of  philosophers  with  re- 
gard to  the  senses ; so  the  distinguishing 
these  operations  seems  to  me  to  be  the  key 
that  leads  to  a right  understanding  of  both. 

Sensation,  taken  by  itself,  implies  neither 
the  conception  nor  belief  of  any  external 
object.  It  supposes  a sentient  being,  and 
a certain  manner  in  which  that  being  is 
affected ; but  it  sup|M>ses  no  more.  Per- 
ception implies  an  immediate  conviction 
and  belief  of  something  external — some- 
thing different  both  from  the  mind  that 
perceives,  and  from  the  act  of  perception. 
Things  so  different  in  their  nature  ought 
to  be  distinguished ; but,  by  our  constitu- 
tion, they  are  always  united.  Every  dif- 
ferent perception  is  conjoined  W’ith  a sensa- 
tion that  is  proper  to  it.  The  ono  is  the 
sign,  the  other  the  thing  signified.  They 
coalesce  in  our  imagination.  They  arc  sig- 
nified by  one  name,  and  are  considered  as 
one  simple  operation.  The  purposes  of  life 
do  not  require  them  to  be  distinguished. 

It  is  the  philosopher  alone  who  lias  occa- 
sion to  distinguish  them,  when  he  would 
analyse  the  o|>eration  compounded  of  them. 
But  he  has  no  suspicion  that  there  is  any 
composition  in  it ; and  to  discover  this  re- 
quires a degree  of  reflection  which  has  liecu 
too  little  practised  even  by  philosophers. 

In  the  old  philosophy,  sensation  and  per- 
ception were  perfectly  confounded.  The 
sensible  species  coming  from  the  object,  and 
impressed  upon  the  mind,  was  the  whole ; 
and  you  might  call  it  sensation  or  percep- 
tion as  you  pleased  * 


i * THU  u not  correct , fur,  in  the  distinction  of  tin* 
(23V.  233] 
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Dos  Cartes  and  Locke,  attending  more 
to  the  operations  of  their  own  minds,  say, 
t! i Lit  the  sensations  by  w hich  we  have  notice 
of  secondary  qualities  have  no  resemblance 
Hi  anything  that  pertains  to  body  ; but  they 
did  not  see  that  this  might,  with  equal  justice, 
be  applied  to  the  primary  qualities.  [23d] 
Mr  Locke  maintains,  that  the  sensations  we 
have  from  primary  qualities  are  resem- 
blances of  those  qualities.  This  shews  how 
grossly  the  most  ingenious  men  may  err 
with  regard  to  the  operations  of  their  minds. 
It  must,  indeed,  be  acknowledged,  that  it  is 
much  easier  to  have  a distinct  notion  of  the 
rensations  that  belong  to  secondary  than 
of  those  that  belong  to  the  primary  quali- 
ties.* The  reason  of  this  will  appear  in 
the  next  chapter. 

But.  bad  Mr  Locke  attended  with  suffi- 
cient accuracy  to  the  seusationsi*  which  he 
was  every  day  and  every  hour  receiving 
from  primary  qualities,  ho  would  lutvo  Been 
that  they  can  as  little  resemble  any  quality  | 
of  an  iuuuimated  being  as  pain  can  resemble 
a cube  or  a circle. 

What  had  escaped  this  ingenious  philo- 
sopher, was  clearly  discerned  by  Bishop 
Berkeley.  He  had  a just  notion  of  sensa- 
tions, and  saw  that  it  was  impossible  that 
anything  in  an  insentient  being  could  re- 
semble them  ; a thing  so  evident  ill  itself, 
tint  it  seems  wonderful  that  it  should  have 
been  so  long  unknown. 

But  let  us  attend  to  the  consequence  of 
this  discovery  Philosophers,  as  well  as  the 
vulgar,  had  been  accustomed  to  comprehend 
both  sensation  and  perception  under  oue 
name,  and  to  consider  them  as  one  uncom- 
pounded  operation.  Philosophers,  even 
more  than  the  vulgar,  gave  the  name  of 
sensation  to  the  whole  o(>cration  of  the 
senses ; and  all  the  notions  we  have  of  ma- 
terial things  were  called  ideas  of  sensation. 
This  led  Bishop  Berkeley  to  take  one  in- 
gredient of  a complex  operation  for  the 
whole ; and,  having  clearly  discovered  the 
nature  of  sensation,  taking  it  for  granted 
that  all  that  tho  senses  present  to  the  mind 
is  sensation,  which  can  have  no  resemblance 
Jo  anything  material,  he  concluded  that 
there  is  no  material  world.  [23o] 

If  the  senses  furnished  us  with  no  mate- 
rials of  thought  but  sensations,  his  conclu- 
sion must  bo  just ; for  no  sensation  can  give 
us  the  conception  of  material  things,  far  less 


species  impressa  and  si*ecies  ejepressa,  the  di.ti no- 
tion of sensation  a>>d  i+rcrption  could  lie  (•ercrived  ; 
but,  in  point  ot  fact,  many  even  of  the  Aristotelian*, 
who  admitted  specie*  at  *11,  allowed  thorn  only  in  one 
i r two  of  the  sense*.  See  Note*  1)  * and  M — H 
• I he  reader  will  observe  that  Rind  *aya,  *•  Uia- 
tinct  Hutton  qf  the  sensations  that  belong  to  the  w- 
rO'idary  qualities,”  and  nut  distinct  notion  of  the 
secondary  qualities  themselves  — H. 

t Here  again  the  reader  will  obaerve  that  the  term 
i*  sensations,  and  nut  notions,  of  the  primary  quali- 
ties.-H. 
t £0—8361 
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atiy  argument  to  prove  their  existc-nce.  But, 
if  it  is  true  that  by  our  senses  we  have  nut 
only  a variety  of  sensations,  hut  likewise  a 
conception  and  au  immediate  natural  con- 
viction of  external  objects,  he  reasons  from 
a false  supposition,  and  his  arguments  fall 
to  the  ground.  * 

CHAPTER  XVII. 

OF  TIIK  OBJECT*  OF  PERCEPTION  ; AND,  FIRST, 

OF  PRIMARY  AND  SECONDARY  QUALITIES. 

The  objects  of  perception  arc  the  various 
qualities  of  bodies.  Intending  to  trout  of 
these  only  in  general,  and  chiefly  with  a view 
to  explain  the  notions  which  our  senses 
give  us  of  them,  I begin  with  the  distinction 
between  primary  and  secondary  qualities. 
These  were  distinguished  very  early.  The 
Peripatetic  system  confounded  them,  and 
left  no  difference-  The  distinction  was  again 
revived  by  Dos  Cartes  and  Locke,  and  a 
second  time  abolished  by  Berkeley  and 
Hurao.  If  the  real  foundation  of  this  dis- 
tinction can  be  pointed  out,  it  will  enable  us 
to  account  for  the  various  revolutions  in  the 
sentiments  of  philosophers  concerning  it. 

Every  one  knows  that  extension,  divisi- 
bility, figure,  motion,  solidity,  hardness, 
softness,  and  fluidity,  were  by  Mr  Locke 
called  primary  qualitv  $ of  body  ; and  that 
sound,  colour,  taste,  smell,  and  heat  or  cold, 
were  called  secondary  qualities.  Is  there  a 
just  foundation  for  this  distinction  ? Is 
there  anything  common  to  the  primary 
which  belongs  not  to  the  secondary  ? And 
what  is  it  ? 

I answer,  That  there  apficars  to  me  to  be 
a real  foundation  for  the  distinction  ; and  it 
is  this— that  our  senses  give  us  a direct  ami 
a distinct  notion  of  the  primary  qualities, 
and  inform  us  what  they  are  in  themselves.  + 
But  of  the  secondary  qualities,  our  senses 
give  us  only  a relative  and  obscure  notion. 
[236]  They  inform  us  only,  that  they  are 
qualities  that  affect  us  in  a certain  manner 
— that  is,  produce  in  us  a certain  sensation  ; 
but  as  to  what  they  are  in  themselves,  our 
senses  leave  us  in  the  dark.£ 

* On  this  whole  distinction,  tee  Note  D.  v . — II 

t By  the  expression,  ••  tcha*  they  are  in  themselves,'’ 
In  reference  to  the  primary  qualities,  and  of  ••  rtla- 
tin  notion, m in  reference  to  the  aecr.ndary,  Reid 
r.in  not  tnran  that  the  forma*  are  known  to  ua  ahso. 
lately  amt  in  themselves — that  ia,  out  q/  relation  to  our 
cognitive  faculties  ; for  he  elsewhere  admits  that  all 
our  knowledge  i«  relative.  Farther,  if  «*  our  aenaci 
give  ua  a direct  ami  distinct  notion  of  the  ptimary 
qualities  and  inform  »jr  what  they  are  in  the m tel  res," 
these  qualities  a*  known,  must  resemble.  or  be  iden- 
tical with,  these  qualities  aa  existing. — 11. 

{ The  dihttm  tions  of  perception  and  acmaf  ion,  and 
of  primary  and  secondary  qualities,  may  be  reduced 
to  one  higher  princ  pie  Knowledge  ia  partly  nlrnrt* 
ire,  partly  subjective ; both  theae  elements  are  esaru. 
tial  to  every  cognition,  but  in  every  cognition  they 
are  always  in  the  inverse  ratio  of  each  other  Now 
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Every  man  capable  of  reflection  may 
easily  satisfy  himself  that  he  has  a |>erfectly 
clear  and  distinct  notion  of  extension,  divisi- 
bility, figure,  and  motion.  The  solidity  of 
a body  ine.ius  no  more  but  that  it  excludes 
other  bodies  from  occupying  the  same  place 
at  the  same  time  Hardness,  softne-  s,  and 
fluidity  are  different  degrees  of  cohesion  in 
the  parts  of  a body.  It  is  fluid  when  it  has 
no  sensible  cohesion  ; soft,  when  the  cohe- 
S'on  is  weak  ; and  hard,  when  it  is  strong. 
Of  the  cause  of  this  cohesion  we  are  ignor- 
ant, but  the  thing  itself  we  understand  per- 
fectly, being  immediately  informed  of  it  by 
the  sense  of  touch.  It  is  evident,  therefore, 
that  of  the  primary  qualities  we  have  a clear 
and  distinct  notion ; we  know  what  they 
are,  though  we  may  be  ignorant  of  their 
causes. 

I observed,  farther,  that  the  notion  we 
have  of  primary  qualities  is  direct,  and  not 
relative  only.  A relative  notion  of  a thing, 
is,  strictly  speaking,  no  notion  of  the  thing 
at  all,  but  only  of  some  relation  which  it 
bears  to  something  else. 

Thus,  gravity  sometimes  signifies  the  tend- 
ency of  bodies  towards  the  earth  : some- 
times it  signifies  the  cause  of  that  tendency. 
When  it  means  the  first,  I have  a direct 
and  distinct  notion  of  gravity ; I see  it,  and 
feel  it,  and  know  perfectly  what  it  is  ; but 
this  tendency  must  have  a cause-  We  give 
the  same  name  to  the  cause ; and  that  cause 
has  been  an  object  of  thought  and  of  specu- 
lation. Now,  what  notion  have  we  of  this 
cause  when  we  think  and  reason  about  it  ? 
It  is  evident  we  think  of  it  as  an  unknown 
cause,  of  a known  effect.  This  is  a relative 
notion  ; and  it  must  be  obscure,  because  it 
gives  us  no  conception  of  what  the  thing  is, 
hut  of  what  relation  it  hears  to  something 
else.  Every  relation  which  a thing  un- 
known bears  to  something  that  is  known, 
may  give  a relative  notion  of  it ; and  there 
are  many  objects  of  thought  and  of  dis- 
course of  which  our  faculties  can  give  no 
better  than  a relative  notion-  (237) 

Having  premised  these  things  to  explain 
w hat  is  meant  by  a relative  notion,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  our  notion  of  primary  qualities  is 
not  of  this  kind ; we  know  what  they  are, 
and  not  barely  what  relation  they  bear  to 
something  else. 

It  is  otherwise  with  secondary  qualities. 
If  you  ask  me,  what  is  that  quality  or  mo- 
dification in  a rose  which  I call  its  smell,  I 
am  at  a loss  to  answer  directly.  Upon  re- 
flection, I find,  that  I have  a distinct  notion 
of  the  sensation  which  it  produces  in  my 
mind.  But  there  can  be  nothing  like  to 
this  sensation  in  the  rose,  because  it  is  in- 


tn  prrcrjttion  and  the  primary  qualities,  the  ot^ectivs 
eie  ent  preponderate*,  where**  the  subject  ivr  e>e- 
preponderate*  in  *e»««tion  and  the  tecondarj 
jualitu*.  See  Note*  D and  D * H. 
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sentient.  The  quality  ill  the  rose  is  some- 
thing which  occasions  the  sensation  in  me  ; 
but  what  that  something  is,  I know  not. 
My  senses  give  me  no  information  upon 
this  point.  The  only  notion,  therefore,  my 
senses  give  is  this— that  siuell  in  the  rose  is 
an  unknown  quality  or  modification,  which 
is  the  cause  or  occasion  of  a sensation  which 
I know  well.  The  relation  which  this  un- 
known quality  bears  to  the  sensation  with 
which  nature  hath  connected  it,  isall  I learn 
from  the  sense  of  smelling;  hut  this  is 
evidently  a relative  notion.  The  same  rea- 
soning will  apply  to  every  secondary’  quality. 

Thus,  I think  it  appears  that  there  is  a 
real  foundation  for  the  distinction  of  pri- 
mary from  secondary  qualities ; and  that 
they  are  distinguished  by  this—  that  of  the 
primary  we  have  by  our  senses  a direct  and 
distinct  notion  ; but  of  the  secondary  only 
a relative  notion,  which  must,  because  it  is 
only  relative,  be  obscure  ; they  are  con- 
ceived only  as  the  unknown  causes  or  occa- 
sions of  certain  sensations  with  which  we 
are  well  acquainted. 

The  account  I have  given  of  this  distinc- 
tion is  founded  upon  no  hypothesis.  [238] 
Whether  our  notions  of  primary  qualities 
are  direct  and  distinct,  those  of  the  se- 
condary relative  and  obscure,  is  a matter 
of  fact,  of  which  every  man  may  have  cer- 
tain knowledge  by  attentive  reflection  upon 
them.  To  this  reflection  I appeal,  as  the 
proper  test  of  what  has  been  advanced,  and 
proceed  to  make  some  reflections  on  this 
subject. 

1 The  primary  qualities  are  neither  sens- 
ations, nor  are  they  resemblances  of  sens- 1 
Htiona.  This  appears  to  me  self-evident.  ■ 
I have  a clear  and  distinct  notion  of  each  of 
the  primary  qualities.  I have  a clear  and 
distinct  notion  of  sensation.  I can  com- 
pare the  one  with  the  other  ; and,  w hen  1 
do  so,  I am  not  able  to  discern  a resembling 
feature.  Sensation  is  the  act  or  the  feeling 
(I  dispute  not  which)  of  a sentient  being. 
Figure,  divisibility,  solidity,  are  neither 
acts  nor  feelings.  Sensation  supposes  a 
sentient  being  as  its  subject ; for  a sensa- 
tion that  is  not  felt  by  some  sentient  being, 
is  an  absurdity.  Figure  and  divisibility 
supposes  a subject  that  is  figured  and  divi- 
sible, but  not  a subject  that  is  sentient. 

2.  We  have  no  reason  to  think  that  any 
of  the  secondary  qualities  resemble  any  sens- 
ation. The  absurdity  of  this  notion  has 
been  clearly  shewn  by  Des  Cartes,  Locke, 
and  many  modern  philosophers.  It  was  a 
tenet  ot  the  ancient  philosophy,  and  is  still 
by  many  imputed  to  the  vulgar,  but  only  as 
a vulgar  error.  It  is  too  evident  to  need 
proof,  that  the  vibrations  of  a sounding 
body  do  not  resemble  the  sensation  of  sound, 
nor  the  effluvia  of  an  odorous  body  the  sens- 
ation of  smell 

( 237,  23Hl 
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3.  The  distinctness  of  our  notions  of  pri- 
mary qualities  prevents  all  questions  and 
disputes  about  their  nature.  There  are  no 
different  opinions  about  the  nuture  of  ex- 
tension, figure,  or  motion,  or  the  nature  of 
any  primary  quality.  Their  nature  is  man- 
ifest to  our  senses,  and  cannot  be  unknown 
to  any  man,  or  mistaken  by  him,  though 
their  causes  may  admit  of  dispute.  [239] 

The  primary  qualities  are  the  object  of 
the  mathematical  sciences;  and  the  dis- 
tinctness of  our  notions  of  them  enables 
us  to  reason  demonstratively  about  them  to 
a great  extent.  Their  v» rious  modifications 
are  precisely  defined  in  the  imagination,  and 
thereby  capable  of  being  compared,  and  their 
relations  determined  with  precision  and  cer- 
tainty. 

It  is  not  so  with  secondary  qualities 
Their  nature  not  being  manifest  to  the  sense, 
may  be  a subject  of  dispute.  Our  feeling 
informs  us  that  the  fire  is  hot ; but  it  does 
not  inform  us  what  that  heat  of  the  fire  is. 
But  does  it  not  appear  a contradiction,  to 
say  we  know  that  the  fire  is  hot,  but  we 
know  not  what  that  heat  is  ? I answer, 
there  is  the  same  appearance  of  contradic- 
tion in  many  things  that  must  be  granted. 
We  know  that  wine  has  an  inebriating  qua- 
lity ; but  we  know  not  what  that  quality  is. 
It  is  true,  indeed,  that,  if  we  had  not  some 
notion  of  what  is  meant  by  the  heat  of  fire, 
and  by  an  inebriating  quality,  we  could 
affirm  nothing  of  either  with  understand- 
ing. We  have  a notion  of  both  ; but  it* is 
only  a relative  notion.  We  know  that  they 
are  the  causes  of  certain  known  effects. 

4.  The  nature  of  secondary  qualities  is  a 
proper  subject  of  philosophical  disquisition  ; 
and  in  this  philosophy  has  made  some  pro- 
gress. It  has  been  discovered,  that  the 
sensation  of  smell  is  occasioned  by  the 
effluvia  of  bodies ; that  of  sound  by  their 
vibration.  The  disposition  of  bodies  to  re- 
flect a particular  kind  of  light,  occasions  the 
sensation  of  colour.  Very  curious  dis- 
coveries have  been  made  of  the  nature  of 
heat,  and  an  ample  field  of  discovery  in 
these  subjects  remains. 

6.  We  may  see  why  the  sensations  be- 
longing  to  secondary  qualities  are  an  object 
of  our  attention,  while  those  which  belong 
to  the  primary  are  not. 

The  first  are  not  only  signs  of  the  ob- 
ject perceived,  but  they  bear  a capital  part 
in  the  notion  we  form  of  it.  1240]  We 
conceive  it  only  as  that  which  occasions  such 
a sensation,  and  therefore  cannot  reflect 
upon  it  without  thinking  of  the  sensation 
which  it  occasions : we  have  no  other  mark 
whereby  to  distinguish  it.  The  thought  of 
a secondary  quality,  therefore,  always  car- 
ries us  back  to  the  sensation  which  it  pro- 
ducer We  give  the  same  name  to  both, 
and  are  apt  to  confound  them  together. 
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But,  having  a char  and  distinct  concept  ion 
of  primary  qualities,  we  have  no  need,  when 
we  think  of  them,  to  recall  their  sensations. 
When  a primary-  quality  is  perceived,  the 
sensation  immediately  leads  our  thought  to 
the  quality  signified  by  it,  and  is  itself  for- 
got. We  have  no  occasion  afterwards  to 
reflect  upon  it ; and  so  we  come  to  be  as 
little  acquainted  with  it  as  if  we  had  never 
felt  it.  This  is  the  case  with  the  sensations 
of  all  primary  qualities,  when  they  are  not 
so  painful  or  pleasant  as  to  draw  our  atten- 
tion. 

When  a man  moves  his  hand  rudely 
against  a pointed  hard  body,  he  feels  pain, 
aud  may  easily  be  persuaded  that  this  pain 
is  a sensation,  and  that  there  is  nothing 
resembling  it  in  the  hard  body ; at  the  same 
time,  he  perceives  the  body  to  be  hard  and 
pointed,  and  he  knows  that  these  qualities 
belong  to  the  body  only.  In  this  case,  it  is 
easy  to  distinguish  what  he  feels  from  what 
he  perceives. 

Let  him  again  touch  the  pointed  body 
gently,  so  as  to  give  him  no  pain  ; and  now 
you  can  hardly  persuade  him  that  he  feels 
anything  but  the  figure  and  hardness  of  the 
body  : so  difficult  it  is  to  attend  to  the  sens- 
ations belonging  to  primary  qualities,  when 
they  are  neither  pleasant  nor  painful.  They 
carry  the  thought  to  the  external  object, 
and  immediately  disappear  and  are  forgot. 
Nature  intended  them  only  as  signs ; and 
when  they  have  served  that  purpose  they 
vanish. 

We  are  now  to  consider  the  opinions 
both  of  the  vulgar  and  of  philosophers  upon 
this  subject.  [241]  As  to  the  former,  it 
is  not  to  be  expected  that  they  should  make 
distinctions  which  have  no  connection  with 
the  common  affairs  of  life ; they  do  not, 
therefore,  distinguish  the  primary  from  the 
secondary  qualities,  but  speak  of  both  as 
being  equally  qualities  of  the  external  ob- 
ject. Of  the  primary  qualities  they  have  a 
distinct  notion,  as  they  are  immediately  and 
distinctly,  perceived  by  the  senses ; of  the 
secondary,  their  notions,  as  I apprehend, 
are  confused  aud  indistinct,  rather  than 
erroneous.  A secondary  quality  is  the 
unknown  cause  or  occasion  of  a well-known 
effect ; and  the  same  name  is  common  to 
the  cause  and  the  effect.  Now,  to  dis- 
tinguish clearly  the  different  ingredients  of  a 
complex  notion,  and,  at  the  same  time,  the 
different  meanings  of  an  ambiguous  word, 
is  the  work  of  a philosopher ; and  is  not 
to  be  expected  of  the  vulgar,  when  their 
occasions*do  not  require  it. 

I grant,  therefore,  that  the  notion  which 
the  vulgar  have  of  secondary  qualities,  is 
indistinct  and  inaccurate.  But  there  seems 
to  be  a contradiction  between  the  vulgar 
and  the  philosopher  upon  this  subject,  and 
each  charges  the  other  with  a gross  ah- 
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eunlity.  The  vulgar  say,  that  firo  is  hot, 
and  snow  cold,  and  sugar  sweet ; And  that 
to  deny  this  is  a gross  absurdity,  and  con- 
tradicts the  testimony  of  our  senses.  The 
philosopher  says,  that  heat,  and  cold,  and 
sweetness,  are  nothing  but  sensations  in 
our  minds ; and  it  is  absurd  to  conceive 
that  these  sensations  are  in  the  fire,  or  in 
the  snow,  or  in  the  sugar. 

I believe  this  contradiction,  between  the 
vulgar  and  the  philosopher,  is  more  apparent 
than  real  ; and  that  it  is  owing  to  an  abuse 
of  language  on  the  part  of  the  philosopher, 
and  to  indistinct  notions  on  the  part  of  the 
' vulgar*  The  philosopher  says,  there  is  no 
heat  in  the  fire,  meaning  that  the  fire  has 
not  the  sensation  of  heat.  His  meaning  is 
just ; and  the  vulgar  will  agree  with  him, 
as  soon  as  they  understand  his  meaning : 
Hut  his  language  is  iinpriqier ; for  there  is 
really  a quality  in  the  fire,  of  which  the 
proper  name  is  heat ; and  the  name  of  heat 
is  given  to  this  quality,  both  by  philosophers 
and  by  the  vulgar,  much  more  frequently  than 
to  the  sensation  of  heat.  [242]  This  speech 
of  the  philosopher,  therefore,  is  meant  by 
him  in  one  sense ; it  is  token  by  the  vulgar 
in  another  sense.  In  the  sense  in  which 
they  take  it,  it  is  indeed  absurd,  and  so 
they  hold  it  to  be.  In  the  sense  in  which 
be  means  it,  it  is  true  ; and  the  vulgar,  as 
soon  as  they  are  made  to  understand  that 
sense,  will  acknowledge  it  to  he  true.  They 
know,  as  well  as  the  philosopher,  that  the 
fire  does  not  feel  heat : and  this  is  all  that 
he  means  by  saying  there  is  no  heat  in  the 
fire.* 

In  the  opinions  of  philosophers  about 
primary  and  secondary  qualities,  there  have 
been,  as  was  before  observed,  several  revo- 
lutions.']* They  were  distinguished,  long  be- 
fore the  days  of  Aristotle,  by  the  sect  called 
Atomists  : among  whom  Democritus  made 
a capital  figure.  Iti  those  times,  the  name 
of  quality  was  applied  only  to  those  we  call 
secondary  qualities;  the  primary,  being  con- 
sidered as  essential  to  matter,  were  n»»t 
called  qualities.  $ That  the  atoms,  which 
they  held  to  be  the  first  principles  of  things, 
were  extended,  solid,  figured,  and  movable, 
there  was  no  doubt ; but  the  question  was, 
whether  they  had  smell,  taste,  and  colour  ? 
or,  as  it  was  commonly  expressed,  whether 
they  had  qualities  ? The  Atomists  main- 
tained, that  they  had  not ; that  the  quali- 
ties were  not  in  bodies,  but  were  something 
resulting  from  the  uperation  of  bodies  upon 
our  senses. § 


* All  this  .'mliiguily  wa«  understood  atul  articu. 
•ate!?  explai  rd  by  former  phils  fihtr*.  Sec  above, 
note*  at  pp  Jf0.%  .eut  S|i),  and  No  c l).—  It. 

t Sec  Note  l>  — H. 

t The  Atom  *t«  derived  the  /miliUititt’  altribu'e.* 
of  thing'  Iroin  I he  quantitative  —H. 

1 Still  Democritn*  »up|k.  t*1  certain  leal  or  oh. 
hsctive  tau*e»  tor  the  *uljj.-ct  vc  difference*  "f  our 


It  would  seem  that,  when  men  began  to 
speculate  upon  this  subject,  the  primary 
qualities  appeared  so  clear  and  manifest 
that  they  could  entertain  no  doubt  of  their 
existence  wherever  matter  existed  ; but  the 
secomlary  so  obscure  that  they  were  at  a 
loss  where  to  place  them.  They  used  this 
comparison  : os  fire,  which  is  neither  in  the 
Hint  nor  in  the  steel,  is  produced  by  their 
collision,  so  those  qualities,  though  not  in 
bodies,  arc  produced  by  their  impulse  upon 
our  senses.  [243] 

This  doctrine  was  opposed  by  Aristotle.*  ' 
He  believed  taste  and  colour  to  be  substan- 
tial forms  of  bodies,  and  that  their  species, 
as  well  as  those  of  figure  and  motion,  are 
received  by  the  senses.  1* 

In  believing  that  wlint  we  commonly 
call  tasle  and  colour,  is  something  really 
inherent  in  body,  and  does  not  depend  upon 
its  being  tasted  and  seen,  he  followed  nature. 
Hut,  in  believing  that  our  sensations  of 
taste  and  colour  are  the  forms  or  species  of 
those  qualities  received  by  the  senses,  ho 
followed  bis  own  theory,  which  was  an  ab- 
surd fiction.*]'  Des  Cartes  not  only  shewed 
the  absurdity  of  sensible  species  received  by 
the  senses,  hut  gave  a more  just  and  more 
intelligible  account  of  secondary  qualities 
than  luid  been  given  before.  Mr  Locke 
followed  him,  and  bestowed  much  pains 
upon  this  subject.  He  was  the  first,  I 
think,  that  gave  them  the  name  of  secondary 
qualities, £ which  has  been  very  generally 
adopted.  He  distinguished  the  sensation 
from  the  quality  in  the  body,  which  is  the 
cause  or  occasion  of  that  sensation,  and 
shewed  that  there  neither  is  nor  can  beany 
similitude  between  them.§ 

Hy  this  account,  the  senses  are  acquitted 
of  putting  any  fallacy  upon  us;  the  sensation 
is  real,  and  no  fallacy  ; the  quality  in  the 
body,  which  is  the  cause  or  occasion  of  this 
sensation,  is  likewise  real,  though  the  nature 
of  it  is  not  manifest  to  our  senses.  If  wo 
impose  upon  ourselves,  by  confounding  the 
sensation  with  the  quality  that  occasions 
it,  this  is  owing  to  rash  judgment  or  weak 
understanding,  but  not  to  any  false  testi- 
mony of  our  senses. 

This  account  of 'secondary  qualities  I take 


•ei.aation*  Thu*,  in  the  different  form*,  positions^ 
and  relation*  of  atom*,  he  sought  the  ground  «>} 
difference  of  tadi-s,  colour*,  heat  and  cold,  Ac.  See 
Theophrastus  Ik  JSi-ntu,  \ tii  — Ari-totie  Ik  Aninui, 
iil  8.— Galen  Ik  EimunUt— Simplicius  tn  Phjft. 
Auscult.  lihrot,  f.  I In,  U— li. 

♦ Aristotle  admitted  that  the  doctrine  in  question 
wa»  true.  Of  colour,  latte,  Ac  . a*  **t'  hut 

nut  true  of  them  a*  *«t*  l„**u*t.  See  Ih  Anitna 
hi.  8 II. 

f This  i<  rot  really  ArUtoMe’*  doctrine.— H. 

t Locke  only  gave  a new  meaning  to  old  term*. 
The  tint  and  tscotul  or  the  primary  and  tcemularp 
qualities  ut  Aristotle,  denoted  a dial inrt ion  similar 
to,  but  not  identical  with,  that  in  ijmninn — H. 

% He  distinguished  nothing  which  had  not  been 
more  pTcctwIv  discriminated  by  Aristotle  anti  the 
laiti>iana, — II. 

[tn*,  tnuj 


Digitized  by  Google 


CHAP.  XVII. J OF  THE  OBJECTS  OF  PERCEPTION. 


317 


to  be  very  just;  and  if  Mr  Locke  had 
stopped  hero,  he  would  have  left  the  matter 
very  clear.  But  he  thought  it  necessary  to 
introduce  the  theory  of  ideas,  to  explain  the 
distinction  between  primary  and  secondary 
qualities,  and  by  tluit  means,  as  I think, 
perplexed  and  darkened  it. 

When  philosophers  speak  about  ideas,  we 
are  often  at  a loss  to  know  what  they  mean 
by  them,  and  may  be  apt  to  suspect  that 
they  are  mere  fictions,  that  have  no  exist- 
ence. [244  J They  have  told  us,  that,  by  the 
ideas  which  we  have  immediately  fron.  our 
sem.es.  they  mean  our  sensations.*  These, 
indeed,  are  real  things,  and  not  fictions. 
We  may,  by  accurate  attention  to  them, 
know  perfectly  their  nature  ; and,  if  philo- 
sophers would  keep  by  this  meaning  of  the 
word  idea,  when  applied  to  the  objects  of 
sense,  they  would  at  least  he  more  intelli- 
gible. Let  us  hear  how  Mr  Locke  explains 
the  nature  of  those  ideas,  when  applied  to 
primary  and  secondary  qualities,  Book  2, 
chap  8,  § 7>  tenth  edition.  “ To  discover 
the  nature  of  our  ideas  the  better,  and  to 
discourse  of  them  intelligibly,  it  will  be  con- 
venient to  distinguish  them,  as  they  are 
ideas,  or  perceptions  in  our  minds,  and  ns 
they  are  modifications  of  matter  in  the  bodies 
that  cause  such  perceptions  in  us,  that  so 
we  may  not  think  (as  perhaps  usually  is 
done)  that  they  are  exactly  the  images  and 
resemblances  of  something  inherent  in  the 
subject ; most  of  those  of  sensation  being, 
in  the  mind,  no  more  the  likeness  of  some- 
thing existing  without  us,  than  the  names 
that  stand  for  them  are  the  likeness  of  our 
ideas,  which  yet,  upon  hearing,  they  are  apt 
to  excite  in  us.” 

This  way  of  distinguishing  a thing,  first, 
as  what  it  is ; and,  secondly,  as  what  it  is 
not,  is,  I apprehend,  a very  extraordinary 
way  of  discovering  its  nature.-}*  And  if  ideas 
are  ideas  or  perceptions  in  our  minds,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  the  modifications  of  mat- 
ter in  the  bodies  that  cause  such  percep- 
tions in  us,  it  will  be  no  easy  matter  to 
discourse  of  them  intelligibly. 

The  discovery  of  the  nature  of  ideas  is 
carried  on  in  the  next  section,  in  a manner 
no  less  extraordinary.  **  Whatsoever  the 
mind  perceives  in  itself  or  is  the  immediate 
object  of  perception,  thought,  or  under- 
standing, that  I call  idea  ; and  the  power 
to  produce  any  idea  in  our  mind,  I call 
quality  of  the  subject  wherein  that  power 
is.  Thus,  a snowball  having  the  power  to 
produce  in  us  the  ideas  of  white,  cold,  and 
round — the  powers  to  produce  those  ideas 


• The  Cirtmini,  particularly  Mabbranche,  tlis. 
tinguiahed  the  Idea  and  the  Feeling  ( ten  time  nl.  sensa. 
tio.)  Of  the  primary  qualities  in  their  doctrine  we 
have  Ideas ; of  the  secondary,  only  Feeling*.— H. 

t This  and  tome  of  the  following  tincture*  on 
Locke  are  rather  hypercritical—  H. 


in  us,  as  they  arc  in  the  snowball,  1 call 
qualities  ; and,  as  they  are  sensations,  or 
perceptions  in  our  understandings,  1 call 
them  ideas ; which  ideas,  if  I speak  of 
them  sometimes  as  in  the  things  themselves, 
1 would  be  understood  to  mean  those  quali- 
ties in  the  objects  which  produce  them  in 
us.”  [245] 

These  are  the  distinctions  which  Mr 
Locke  thought  convenient,  in  order  to  dis- 
cover the  nature  of  our  ideas  of  the  quali- 
ties of  matter  the  better,  and  to  discourse 
of  them  intelligibly.  I believe  it  will  be 
difficult  to  find  two  other  paragraphs  in  the 
essay  so  unintelligible.  Whether  this  is  to  be 
imputed  to  the  intractable  nature  of  ideas, 
or  to  an  oscitancy  of  the  author,  with  which 
lie  is  very  rarely  chargeable,  I leave  the 
reader  to  judge.  There  arc,  indeed,  seve- 
ral other  passages  in  the  same  chapter,  in 
which  a like  obscurity  apjKJars ; but  I do 
not  chuse  to  dwell  upon  them.  Tin*  con- 
clusion drawn  by  him  from  the  whole  is, 
that  primary  and  secondary  qualities  are 
distinguished  by  this,  that  the  ideas  of  the 
former  are  resemblances  or  copies  of  them, 
but  the  ideas  of  the  other  arc  not  resem- 
blances of  them.  Upon  this  doctrine,  I beg 
leave  to  make  two  observations. 

First , Taking  it  for  granted  that,  by  the 
ideas  of  primary  and  secondary  qualities, 
he  means  the  sensations*  they  excite  in  us, 
I observe  that  it  appears  strange,  tluit  a 
sensation  should  be  the  idea  of  a quality  in 
body,  to  which  it  is  acknow  ledged  to  bear 
no  resemblance  If  the  sensation  of  sound 
be  the  idea  of  that  vibration  of  the  sound- 
ing body  which  occasions  it,  a surfeit  may, 
for  the  same  reason,  be  the  idea  of  a feast. 

A second  observation  is,  that,  when  Mr 
Locke  affirms,  that  the  ideas  of  primary 
qualities—  that  is,  the  sensations*  they  rai*e 
in  us — are  resemblances  of  those  qualities, 
he  seems  neither  to  have  given  due  atten- 
tion to  those  sensations,  nor  to  the  nature 
of  sensation  in  general.  [246] 

Let  a man  press  his  hand  against  a hard 
body,  and  let  him  attend  to  the  sensation 
he  feels,  excluding  from  his  thought  every 
thing  external,  even  the  body  that  is  the 
cause  of  his  feeling.  This  abstraction,  in- 
deed, is  difficult,  and  seems  to  have  been 
little,  if  at  all  practised.  But  it  is  not  im- 
possible, and  it  is  evidently  the  only  way  to 
understand  the  nature  of  the  sensation.  A 
due  attention  to  this  sensation  will  satisfy 


• Here,  a*  formerly,  (ride  supra,  note*  at  pp  80S. 
290,  &c.,)  Krid  will  irwirt  on  giving  « more  limited 
meaning  to  the  term  Sensation  than  Locke  did,  and 
on  criticUing  him  by  that  unponcd  meaning  1 ha 
Sensation  of  Locke  wa*  equivalent  to  the  Sensation 
and  Perceidion  of  Reid.  It  i«  to  be  observed  that 
Locke  did  not,  like  the  Cartetian*.  di»tinput»h  the 
Idea  (cut responding  to  Reid'*  Perception)  limn  the 
Feeling  (*cnliment,scn*  tin)  corresponding  »o  Reid'* 
SrnMtitHi.— II 
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him  tout  it  is  no  more  like  hardness  in  a 
body  than  the  sensation  of  sound  is  like 
vibration  in  the  sounding  body. 

1 know  of  no  ideas  but  my  conceptions ; 
and  my  idea  of  hardness  in  a body,  is  the 
conception  of  such  a cohesion  of  its  parts 
as  requires  great  force  to  displace  them.  1 
have  both  the  conception  and  belief  of  this 
quality  in  the  body,  at  the  same  time  that 
I have  the  sensation  of  pain,  by  pressing 
my  hand  against  it.  The  sensation  and 
perception  are  closely  conjoined  by  my 
constitution ; but  1 am  sure  they  have  no 
similitude  ; 1 know  no  reason  why  the  one 
should  be  called  the  idea  of  the  other,  which 
does  not  lead  us  to  call  every  natural  effect 
the  idea  of  its  cause. 

Neither  did  Mr  Locke  give  due  attention 
to  the  nature  of  sensation  in  general,  when 
he  affirmed  that  the  ideas  of  primary  qua- 
lities— that  is,  the  sensations*  excited 
by  them  - are  resemblances  of  those  quali- 
ties. 

That  there  can  be  nothing  like  sensation 
in  an  insentient  being,  or  like  thought  in 
an  unthinking  being,  is  self-evident,  and 
has  been  shewn,  to  the  conviction  of  all 
men  that  think,  by  Bishop  Berkeley ; yet 
this  was  unknown  to  Mr  Lockc.  It  is  an 
humbling  consideration,  that,  in  subjects  of 
this  kind,  self-evident  truths  may  be  hid 
from  the  eyes  of  the  most  ingeuious  men. 
But  wc  have,  withal,  this  consolation,  that, 
when  once  discovered,  they  shine  by  their 
own  light : and  that  light  can  no  more  be 
put  out.  [247] 

Upon  the  whole,  Mr  Locke,  in  making 
secondary  qualities  to  be  powers  in  bodies 
to  excite  certain  sensations  in  us,  lias  given 
a just  and  distinct  analysis  of  what  our 
senses  discover  concerning  them ; but,  in 
applying  the  theory  of  ideas  to  them  and 
to  the  primary  qualities,  he  has  been  led  to 
say  things  that  darken  the  subject,  and  that 
will  not  bear  examination.  *f* 

Bishop  Berkeley  having  adopted  the  sen- 
timents common  to  philosophers,  concern- 
ing the  ideas  we  have  by  our  senses — to  wit, 
that  they  are  all  sensations — saw  moroclearly 
the  necessary  consequence  of  this  doctrine; 
which  is,  that  there  is  no  material  world — 
no  qualities  primary  or  secondary  — and, 
consequently,  no  foundation  for  any  dis- 
tinction between  them.£  He  exposed  the 
absurdity  of  a resemblance  between  our 


• No ; not  ven«attnn*  In  Reid  • meaning  ; hut  Per. 
er/it*— -the  immediate  object*  we  are  conacmu*  ol  in 
the  cognitions  of  tenw.— H. 

1 I he  Cartrciana  did  not  apply  the  term  ideas  to 
our  leoiatioua  of  the  aecondary  qualities.  — H 

J See  above,  p.  14*?,  note  *.  I 'he  mere  distinction 
of  primary  and  secondary  qualities,  of  perception  mmI 
•crust  ion  ia  of  no  importance  ajtamat  Ideation,  if  the 
primary  qualities  as  immediately  perccved*  fi  e.  aa 
known  to  cotiKCioiuneta,)  be  only  conception#,  no. 
fJons,  or  modiccations  ol  mil  d i tacit-  Sec  following 
Note.— H. 


sensations  and  any  quality,  primary  or 
secondary,  of  a substance  that  is  supposed 
to  be  insentient.  Indeed,  if  it  is  granted 
that  the  senses  have  no  other  office  but  to 
furnish  us  with  sensations,  it  will  lie  found 
ini|>ossible  to  make  any  distinction  between 
primary  and  secondary  qualities,  or  even  to 
maintain  the  existence  of  a material  world. 

From  the  account  1 have  given  of  the 
various  revolutions  in  the  opinions  of  philo- 
sophers about  primary  and  secondary  qua- 
lities, 1 think  it  appears  that  all  the  dark- 
ness and  intricacy  tliat  thinking  men  liave 
found  in  this  subject,  and  the  errors  they 
have  fallen  into,  have  been  owing  to  the 
difficulty  of  distinguishing  clearly  sensa- 
tion from  perception — what  we  feel  from 
whnt  we  perceive. 

The  external  senses  have  a double  pro- 
vince— to  make  us  feel,  and  to  make  us 
perceive.  They  furnish  us  with  a variety 
of  sensations,  some  pleasant,  others  painful, 
and  others  indifferent ; at  the  same  time, 
they  give  us  a conception  and  an  invincible 
belief  of  the  existence  of  external  objects. 
This  conception  of  external  objects  is  the 
work  of  nature.  The  belief  of  their  exist- 
ence, which  our  senses  give,  is  the  work  of 
uature ; so  likewise  is  the  sensation  tluit 
accompanies  it.  This  conception  and  be- 
lief which  nature  produces  by  means  of  the 
senses,  we  call  perception .•  [248]  The 
feeling  which  goes  along  with  the  perce|»- 
tion,  we  call  sensotion.  The  perception  and 
its  corresponding  sensation  are  produced  at 
the  same  time.  I u our  experience  we  never 
find  them  disjoined.  Hence,  we  are  led  to 
consider  them  as  one  thing,  to  give  them 
one  name,  and  to  confound  their  different 
attributes.  It  becomes  very  difficult  to 
separate  them  in  thought,  to  attend  to  each 
by  itself,  and  to  attribute  nothing  to  it 
which  belongs  to  the  other. 

To  do  this,  requires  a degree  of  attention 
to  what  passes  in  our  own  minds,  and  a 
talent  of  distinguishing  things  that  differ, 
which  is  not  to  he  exacted  in  the  vulgar, 
and  is  even  rarely  found  in  philosophers ; 
so  that  the  progress  made  in  a just  analysis 
of  the  operations  of  our  senses  has  been 
very  slow.  Tho  hypothesis  of  ideas,  so 
generally  adopted,  hath,  as  I apprehend, 
greatly  retarded  this  progress,  and  we  might 
hope  for  a quicker  advance,  if  philosophers 
could  so  far  humble  themselves  as  to  be- 
lieve that,  in  every  branch  of  the  philosophy 
of  nature,  the  productions  of  human  fancy 
and  conjecture  will  be  found  to  he  dross ; 
and  that  the  only  pure  metal  that  will  en. 
dure  the  test,  is  what  is  discovered  by 
patient  observation  and  chaste  induction. 


* If  the  conception,  like  the  belief,  be  »rii|i<rtit( 
in  perception,  wc  have  n»*  refuge  from  Ideal i«m  in 
th't  d<«trine.  8oe  above,  the  note#  at  pp.  1*9-130, 
193,  AtC.,  and  Note  C'.—  H. 

[247,  248] 
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CHAPTER  XVIII. 

UP  OTHKK  OBJECTS  OP  PERCKI'I ION. 

Besides  primary  and  secondary  qualities 
of  bodies,  there  are  many  other  immediate 
objects  of  perception.  Without  pretending 
to  a complete  enumeration,  I think  they 
mostly  fall  under  one  or  other  of  the  follow- 
ing, classes.  la',  Certain  states  or  condi- 
tions of  our  own  bodien.  2d,  Mechanical 
powers  or  forces.  3d,  Chemical  powers. 
4 ‘A,  Medical  powers  or  virtues.  6/A,  Vege- 
table and  animal  powers.  [240] 

That  we  perceive  certain  disorders  in  our 
own  bodies  by  means  of  uneasy  sensations, 
w hich  nature  hath  conjoined  with  them,  will 
not  be  disputed.  Of  this  kind  are  toothache, 
headache,  gout,  and  every  distemper  and 
hurt  which  we  feel.  The  notions  which 
our  sense  gives  of  these,  have  a strong 
analogy  to  our  notions  of  secondary  qualities. 
Both  are  similarly  compounded,  and  may 
he  similarly  resolved,  and  they  give  light  to 
each  other. 

In  the  toothache,  for  instance,  there  is, 
Jfrj/,.  a painful  feeling;  and,  second/p,  a 
conception  and  belief  of  some  disorder  in 
the  tooth,  which  is  believed  to  be  the  cause 
of  the  uneasy  feeling.  * The  first  of  these 
is  a sensation,  the  second  is  perception ; 
for  it  includes  a conception  and  belief  of  an 
external  object.  But  these  two  things, 
though  of  different  natures,  are  so  con- 
stantly conjoined  in  our  experience  and  in 
our  imagination,  that  we  consider  them  a* 
one.  We  give  the  same  name  to  both  ; for 
the  toothache  is  the  proper  name  of  the 
pain  we  feel ; and  it  is  the  proper  name  of 
the  disorder  in  the  tooth  which  causes  that 
pain.  If  it  should  be  made  a question 
whether  the  toothuche  be  in  the  mind  that 
feels  it,  or  in  the  tooth  that  is  affected, 
much  might  be  said  on  both  sides,  while  it 
is  not  observed  that  the  word  has  two  m call- 
ings. But  a littlo  reflection  satisfies  us, 
that  the  pain  is  in  the  mind,  and  the  dis- 
order iu  the  tooth.  If  some  philosopher 
should  pretend  to  have  made  the  discovery 
that  the  toothache,  the  gout,  the  headache, 
are  only  sensations  in  the  mind,  and  that 
it  is  a vulgar  error  to  conceive  that  they 
are  distempers  of  the  body,  he  might  defend 
his  system  in  the  same  manner  as  those 
who  affirm  that  there  is  no  sound,  nor 
colour,  nor  taste  in  bodies,  defend  that  para- 
dox. But  both  these  systems,  like  mo“t 


* There  U no  «uch  perception,  properly  so  called 
The  cognition  is  merely  an  inference  fr«  m the 
feeling;  and  its  object,  nt  least,  only  some  hypothe. 
tical  representation  of  a really  ionotum  quid . Here 
the  subjective  element  preponderate*  so  greatly  a* 
almost  to  extinguish  the  objective — . 

4 Thla  ia  not  correct.  Set  Mote,  p.  Jf’S,  cob  b 
note  *,and  Note  O.— H. 
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paradoxes,  will  be  fouud  to  be  only  an  abuse 
of  words. 

We  say  that  we  f*.  I the  toothache,  not 
that  we  perceive  it.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
say  that  we  jterceire  the  colour  of  a body, 
not  that  we  feel  it.  Can  any  reason  be  given 
for  this  difference  of  phraseology  ? [250] 

In  answer  to  this  question,  I apprehend 
that,  both  when  we  feel  the  toothache  and 
w hen  we  see  a coloured  body,  there  is  sensa- 
tion and  perception  conjoined.  But,  in  the 
toothache,  the  sensation  being  very  painful, 
engrosses  the  attention  ; and  therefore  wo 
speak  of  it  as  if  it  were  felt  only,  and  not 
perceived  : whereas,  in  seeing  a coloured 
body,  the  sensation  is  indifferent,  and  draws 
no  attention.  The  quality  in  the  body, 
which  we  call  its  colour,  is  the  only  object 
of  attention  ; and  therefore  we  speak  of  it 
as  if  it  were  perceived  and  not  felt.  Though 
all  philosophers  agree  that,  in  seeing  colour 
there  is  Bensation,  it  is  not  easy  to  persuade 
the  vulgar  that,  in  seeing  a coloured  body, 
when  the  light  is  not  too  strong  nor  the 
eye  inflamed,  they  liave  any  sensation  or 
feeling  at  all. 

There  are  some  sensations,  which,  though 
they  are  very  often  felt,  are  never  attended 
to,  nor  reflected  upon.  We  have  no  con- 
ception of  them  ; and,  therefore,  in  language 
there  is  neither  any  name  for  them,  nor 
any  form  of  speech  that  supposes  their 
existence.  Such  are  the  sensations  of  colour, 
and  of  all  primary  qualities  ; and,  therefore, 
those  qualities  are  said  to  be  perceived,  but 
not  to  be  felt.  Taste  and  smell,  and  beat 
and  cold,  have  sensations  that  are  often 
agreeable  or  disagreeable,  in  such  a degree 
as  to  draw  our  attention  ; and  they  are 
sometimes  said  to  be  felt,  and  sometimes  to 
be  perceived.  When  disorders  of  the  body 
occasion  very  acute  pain,  tho  uneasy  sens- 
ation engrosses  the  attention,  and  they  are 
said  to  be  felt,  not  to  be  perceived.* 

There  is  another  question  relating  to 
phraseology,  which  this  subject  suggests, 
A man  says,  he  feels  pain  in  such  a parti- 
cular part  of  his  body ; in  his  toe  for  in- 
stance. Now,  reason  assures  us  that  pain 
being  a sensation,  can  only  lie  in  the  sen- 
tient being,  as  its  subject — that  is,  in  the 
mind.  And,  though  philosophers  have  dis- 
puted much  about  the  place  of  the  mind  ; 
yet  none  of  them  ever  placed  it  in  the  toe.T 

• A*  already  repeatedly  observed,  the  objective 
element  (perception)  and  the  subjrcdre  element 
(feeling,  sensation)  are  always  in  the  inverse  ratio 
of  each  other.  Thla  Is  a law  of  which  Reid  and  the 
philosophers  were  not  aware  — -H. 

t Not  in  the  loe  exclusively  But,  both  In  ancient 
and  modern  time*,  the  opinion  has  been  held  that 
the  mind  ha*  as  much  a local  presence  in  the  toe  as  in 
the  head.  J he  doctrine,  indeed,  long  generally  main- 
tained  was,  that,  in  relation  tothe  ttody,  the  tout  in  all 
in  the  tchole,  and  all  in  every  part.  On  the  question  of 
the  seat  of  the  soul,  which  hat  been  marvellously 
perplexed,  I cannot  enter.  1 shall  only  say,  in  gene- 
ral,  that  the  first  condition  of  the  possibility  of  an 
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What  shall  we  say  then  in  this  case  ? Do 
our  senses  really  deceive  us,  and  make  us 
believe  a thing  which  our  reason  determines 
to  be  impossible?  [251]  I answer,  first, 
That,  when  a man  says  he  has  pain  in  his  toe, 
he  is  perfectly  understood,  both  by  himself 
and  those  who  hear  him.  This  is  all  that 
he  intends.  He  really  feels  what  he  and 
all  men  call  a pain  in  the  toe ; and  there  is 
no  deception  in  the  matter.  Whether, 
therefore,  there  be  any  impropriety  in  the 
phrase  or  not,  is  of  no  consequence  in  com- 
mon life.  1 1 answers  nil  the  ends  of  speech, 
both  to  the  speaker  and  the  hearers* ** 

In  all  languages  there  are  phrases  which 
have  a distinct  meaning;  while,  at  the 
same  time,  there  may  he  something  in  the 
structure  of  them  that  disagrees  with  the 
analogy  of  grammar  or  with  the  principles 
of  philosophy.  And  the  reason  is,  because 
language  is  not  made  either  by  gramma- 
rians or  philosophers.  Thus,  we  sjH*ak  of 
feeling  pain,  as  if  pain  was  something  dis- 
tinct from  the  feeling  of  it.  We  speak  of 
pain  coming  and  going,  and  removing  from 
one  place  to  another.  Such  phrases  are 
meant  by  those  who  use  them  ill  a sense 
that  is  neither  obscure  tior  false.  Hut  the 
philosopher  puts  them  into  his  alembic, 
reduces  them  to  their  first  principles,  draws 
out  of  them  a sense  that  was  never  meant, 
and  so  imagines  that  he  has  discovered  an 
error  of  the  vulgar. 

I observe,  secondly,  That,  when  we  con- 
sider the  sensation  of  pain  by  itself,  with- 
out any  respect  to  its  cause,  we  cannot  say 
with  propriety,  that  the  toe  is  either  the 
place  or  the  subject  of  it.  But  it  ought  to 
be  remembered,  that,  when  we  speak  of  pain 
in  the  toe,  the  sensation  is  combined  in  our 
thought,  with  the  cause  of  it,  which  really  is 
in  the  toe.  The  cause  ami  the  effect  are 
combined  in  one  complex  notion,  and  the 
same  name  serves  for  both.  It  is  the  busi- 
ness of  the  philosopher  to  analyse  this  com- 
plex notion,  and  to  give  different  names  to 
its  different  ingredients.  lie  gives  the 
name  of  pain  to  the  sensation  only,  and  the 
name  of  disorder  to  the  unknown  cause  of 
it.  Then  it  is  evident  that  the  disorder 
only  is  in  the  toe,  and  that  it  would  be  an 
error  to  think  that  the  pain  is  in  it.*  Hut 
wc  ought  not  to  Ascrilte  this  error  to  the 
vulgar,  who  never  made  the  distinction,  and 
who,  under  the  name  of  pain,  comprehend 
both  the  sensation  and  its  cause. [252] 

immediate,  intuitive,  or  real  perception  of  external 
thing*,  wh  ch  our  cnnsriouitncts  a*«ure*  that  wc  p>». 
•«  •*,  is  the  immediate  connection  ol  the  cognitive 
principle  with  every  part  of  the  corporeal  organism. — 

• Only  if  the  toe  he  considered  a*  a mere  material 
ma>»,  and  apart  from  an  animating  pnncip'e.— II. 

t That  the  pain  k»  where  it  i*  felt  *,  however,  the 
doctrine  ol  common  sense.  We  only  feel  in  a*  much 

**  we  have  a hotly  and  » i<ul  ; wc  only  feel  pain  in 
the  toe  in  a a much  as  we  have  each  a member,  and  in 
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Cases  sometimes  happen,  which  give 
occasion  even  to  the  vulgar  to  distinguish 
the  painful  sensation  from  the  disorder 
which  is  the  cause  of  it.  A mail  who  has  had 
his  leg  cut  off,  many  years  after  feels  pain 
in  a toe  of  that  leg.  The  toe  has  now  no 
existence ; and  he  perceives  easily,  that  the 
toe  can  neither  he  the  place  nor  the  subject 
of  the  pain  which  lie  feels  ; yet  it  is  the 
same  feeling  he  used  to  have  from  a hurt 
in  the  toe  ; and,  if  he  did  not  know  that  his 
leg  was  cut  off,  it  would  give  him  the  same 
immediate  conviction  of  some  hurt  or  dis- 
order in  the  toe.* 

The  same  phenomenon  may  lead  the 
philosopher,  in  all  cases,  to  distinguish  sens- 
ation from  perception.  We  say,  that  the 
man  had  a deceitful  feeling,  when  be  felt  a 
pain  in  his  toe  after  the  leg  was  cut  off; 
mid  we  have  a true  meaning  in  saying  so. 
Hut,  if  we  will  sjtcak  accurately,  our  sensa- 
tions cannot  be  deceitful ; they  must  Ik,* 
what  we  feel  them  to  be,  and  can  Ik?  no- 
thing else.  Where,  then,  lies  the  deceit  ? I 
answer,  it  lies  not  in  the  sensation,  which 
is  real,  but  in  the  seeming  perception  he 
had  of  a disorder  in  his  toe.  I'hiH  percep- 
tion, which  Nature  had  conjoined  with  the 
sensation,  was,  in  this  instance,  fallacious. 

The  same  reasoning  may  be  applied  to 
every  phenomenon  that  can,  with  propriety, 
be  called  a deception  of  sense.  As  when 
one  who  has  the  jaundice  sees  a body 
yellow,  which  is  really  white  ;-f  or  when  a 
man  sees  an  object  double,  because  his 
eyes  are  not  both  directed  to  it : in  these, 
and  other  like  cases,  the  sensations  we  have 
are  real,  and  the  deception  is  only  in  the 
perception  which  nature  has  annexed  to 
them. 

Nature  has  connected  our  perception  of 
external  objects  with  certain  sensations. 
If  the  sensation  is  produced,  the  corre- 
sponding  perception  follows  even  wrhen  there 
is  no  object,  and  in  tlmt  ease  is  apt  tn 
deceive  us.  [253]  In  like  manner,  nature 
has  connected  our  sensations  with  certain 
impressions  that  are  made  upon  the  nerves 
and  brain  ; and,  when  the  impression  is 
made,  from  whatever  cause,  the  corre- 
sponding sensation  and  perception  imme- 
diately follow.  Thus,  in  the  man  who  feels 
pain  in  his  toe  after  the  leg  is  cut  off,  the 
nerve  that  went  to  the  toe,  part  of  which  w as 
cut  off  with  the  leg,  hail  the  same  impres- 
sion made  upon  the  remaining  part,  winch, 
in  the  natural  state  of  his  body,  was  caused 

a*  much  a*  the  mind,  or  sentient  principle,  per  vat  let 
It.  \Voju*tas  much  feel  in  the  toe  a»  we  think  ill 
in  the  head.  If  (but  only  if)  the  latter  be  a vitiitm 
subreption ,a,  a»  Kant  think*,  no  i*  the  former. — H. 

• lhi«  illustration  i*  Dm  Cartes'.  If  cnrteri.  it 
only  shew*  that  the  connection  of  mind  with  org»n. 
nation  extend*  troro  iht*  centre  to  the  circumference 
of  the  nervous  system,  .u.d  is  not  limited  to  any 
par. — H. 

• Tbs  man  docs  ik*  see  the  white  body  at  all.—  II. 
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by  a hurt  in  the  toe  : and  immediately  this 
impression  is  followed  by  the  sensation  and 
perception  which  nature  connected  with  it.* 

In  like  manner,  if  the  same  impressions 
which  are  made  at  present  upon  my  optic 
nerves  by  the  objects  before  me,  could  be 
made  in  the  dark,  I apprehend  that  I 
should  have  the  same  sensations  and  see 
the  same  objects  which  I now  see.  The  im- 
pressions and  sensations  would  in  such  a case 
be  real,  and  the  perception  only  fallacious.* 

Let  us  next  consider  the  notions  which 
our  senses  give  us  of  those  attributes  of 
bodies  called  power*.  This  is  the  more 
necessary,  because  power  seems  to  imply 
some  activity ; yet  we  consider  body  as  a 
dead  inactive  thing,  which  does  not  act,  but 
may  be  acted  upon. 

Of  the  mechanical  powers  ascribed  to 
bodies,  that  which  is  called  their  pm  insita 
or  inertia , may  first  be  considered.  By 
this  is  meant,  no  more  than  that  bodies 
never  change  their  state  of  themselves, 
either  from  rest  to  motion,  or  from  motion 
to  rest,  or  from  one  degree  of  velocity  or 
one  direction  to  another.  In  order  to 
produce  any  such  change,  there  must  be 
some  force  impressed  upon  them  ; and  the 
change  produced  is  precisely  proportioned 
to  the  force  impressed,  and  in  the  direction 
of  that  force. 

That  all  bodies  have  this  property,  is  a 
matter  of  fact,  which  we  learn  from  daily 
observation,  as  well  as  from  the  most  accu- 
rate experiments..  [254]  Now,  it  seems 
plain,  tliat  this  does  not  imply  any  activity 
in  body,  but  rather  the  contrary.  A power 
in  body  to  change  its  state,  would  much 
rather  imply  activity  than  its  continuing  in 
the  same  state : so  that,  although  this 
property  of  bodies  is  called  their  vi* 
or  vi*  inertia?,  it  implies  no  proper  activity. 

*1  f wo  consider,  next,  the  power  of  gravity, 
it  is  a fact  that  all  the  bodies  of  our  pla- 
netary system  gravitate  towards  each  other. 
This  has  been  fully  proved  by  the  great 
Newton.  But  this  gravitation  is  not  con- 
ceived by  that  philosopher  to  be  a power 
inherent  in  bodies,  which  they  exert  of 
themselves,  but  a "force  impressed  upon 
them,  to  which  they  must  necessarily  yield. 
Whether  this  force  be  impressed  by  some 
subtile  tether,  or  whether  it  be  impressed  by 
the  power  of  the  Supreme  Being,  or  of  some 
subordinate  spiritual  being,  we  do  not  know ; 
but  all  sound  natural  philosophy,  particu- 
larly that  of  Newton,  supposes  it  to  be  an 
impressed  force,  and  not  inherent  in  bodies. -p 

So  tliat,  when  bodies  gravitate,  they  do 


• Thii  ia  a doctrine  which  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  that  of  an  intuitive  or  objective  perception. 
All  here  U subjective.— H. 

t That  all  activity  »tippt*e«  an  immaterial  or  tjri. 
rituat  agent,  it  an  ancient  doctrine.  It  it,  however, 
only  an  nypothesii.— H. 
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not  properly  act,  but  are  acted  upon  : they 
only  yield  to  an  impression  that  is  made 
upon  them.  It  is  common  in  language  to 
express,  by  active  verbs,  many  changes  in 
things  wherein  they  are  merely  passive  : 
and  this  way  of  speaking  is  used  chiefly 
when  the  cause  of  the  change  is  not  obvious 
to  sense.  Thus  we  say  that  a ship  sails, 
when  every  man  of  common  sense  knows 
that  she  has  no  inherent  power  of  motion 
and  is  only  driven  by  wind  and  tide.  In 
like  manner,  when  we  say  that  the  planets 
gravitate  towards  the  sun,  we  mean  no  more 
but  that,  by  some  unknown  power,  they  are 
drawn  or  impelled  in  that  direction. 

What  has  been  said  of  the  power  of  gra- 
vitation may  be  applied  to  other  mechanical 
powers,  such  as  cohesion,  magnetism,  elec- 
tricity ; and  no  less  to  chemical  and  medical 
powers.  By  all  these,  certain  effects  are 
produced,  upon  the  application  of  one  body 
to  another.  [255]  Our  senses  discover  the 
effect ; but  the  power  is  latent.  We  know 
there  must  be  a cause  of  the  effect,  and  we 
form  a relative  notion  of  it  from  its  effect ; and 
very  often  the  same  name  is  used  to  signify 
the  unknown  cause,  and  the  known  effect. 

We  ascribe  to  vegetables  the  powers  of 
drawing  nourishment,  growing  and  multi- 
plying their  kind.  Here  likewise  the  effect 
is  manifest,  but  the  cause  is  latent  to  sense. 
These  powers,  therefore,  as  well  as  all  the 
other  powers  we  ascribe  to  bodies,  are  un- 
known causes  of  certain  known  effects.  It 
is  the  business  of  philosophy  to  investigate 
the  nature  of  those  powers  os  far  as  we  are 
able  ; but  our  senses  leave  us  iu  the  dark. 

We  may  observe  a great  similarity  in  the 
notions  which  our  senses  give  us  of  second- 
ary qualities,  of  the  disorders  we  feel  in  our 
own  bodies,  and  of  the  various  powers  of 
bodies  which  we  have  enumerated.  They 
are  all  obscure  and  relative  notions,  being 
a conception  of  some  unknown  cause  of  a 
known  effect.  Their  names  are,  for  the 
most  part,  common  to  the  effect  and  to 
its  cause  ; and  they  arc  a proper  subject 
of  philosophical  disquisition.  They  might, 
therefore,  I thiuk,  not  improperly  be  called 
occult  qualities. 

This  name,  indeed,  is  fallen  into  disgrace 
since  the  time  of  Des  Cartes.  It  is  said  to 
have  been  used  by  the  Peripatetics  to  cloak 
their  ignorance,  and  to  stop  all  inquiry  into 
the  nature  of  those  qualities  called  occult. 
Be  it  so.  Let  those  answer  for  this  abuse 
of  the  word  who  were  guilty  of  it.  To  call  a 
thing  occult,  if  we  attend  to  the  meaning 
of  the  word,  is  rather  modestly  to  confess 
ignorance,  than  to  cloak  it.  It  is  to  point 
it  out  as  a proper  subject  for  the  investiga- 
tion of  philosophers,  whose  proper  business 
it  is  to  better  the  condition  of  humanity,  t.y 
discovering  what  was  before  hid  from  human 
knowledge.  [256] 
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Were  I therefore  to  make  a division  of 
the  qualities  of  bodies  as  they  appear  to  our 
senses,  I would  divide  them  first  into  those 
that  are  manifest  and  those  that  are  occtil’. 
The  manifest  qualities  are  those  which  Mr 
Locke  calls  primary  ; such  as  Extension, 
Figure,  Divisibility,  Motion,  Hardness, 
Softness,  Fluidity.  The  nature  of  these  is 
manifest  even  to  sense  ; and  the  business  of 
the  philosopher  with  regard  to  them,  is  not 
to  find  out  their  nature,  which  is  well  know  n, 
but  to  discover  the  effects  produced  by  their 
various  combinations  ; and,  with  regard  to 
those  of  them  which  are  not  essential  to 
matter,  to  discover  their  causes  as  far  as 
he  is  able. 

The  second  class  consists  of  occult  quali- 
ties, which  may  be  subdivided  into  various 
kinds  : as,  first,  the  secondary  qualities ; 
secondly,  the  disorders  we  feel  in  our  own 
bodies ; and,  thirdly , all  the  qualities  which 
we  call  powers  of  Inxlies,  whether  mechani- 
cal, chemical,  medical,  animal, or  vegetable; 
or  if  there  be  any  other  powers  not  compre- 
hended under  these  heads.  Of  all  these  the 
existence  is  manifest  to  sense,  but  the  nature 
is  occult ; and  here  the  philosopher  has  an 
ample  field. 

What  is  necessary  for  the  conduct  of  our 
animal  life,  the  bountiful  Author  of  Nature 
hath  made  manifest  to  all  men.  But  there 
are  many  other  choice  secrets  of  Nature, 
the  discovery  of  which  enlarges  the  power 
and  exalts  the  state  of  man.  These  are  left 
to  be  discovered  by  the  proper  use  of  our 
rational  powers.  They  are  hid,  not  that 
they  may  be  always  concealed  from  human 
knowledge,  but  that  we  may  be  excited  to 
search  for  them.  This  is  the  proper  busi- 
ness of  a philosopher,  and  it  is  the  glory  of 
a man,  and  the  best  reward  of  his  labour, 
to  discover  what  Nature  has  thus  con- 
cealed. [257 j 

CHAPTER  XIX. 

OP  MATTER  AND  O Y SPACE. 

The  objects  of  sense  wo  have  hitherto 
considered  arc  qualities.  But  qualities  must 
have  a subject.  We  give  the  names  of 
m after,  material  substance,  and  body,  to  the 
subject  of  sensible  qualities  ; and  it  may  be 
asked  what  this  mat  er  is. 

I perceive  in  a billiard  ball,  figure,  colour, 
and  motion  ; but  the  hall  is  not  figure,  nor 
is  it  colour,  nor  motion,  nor  all  these  taken 
together;  it  is  something  that  has  figure, 
and  colour,  and  motion.  This  is  a dictate 
of  nature,  and  the  belief  of  all  mankind. 

As  to  the  nature  of  this  something,  1 am 
afraid  we  can  give  little  account  of  it,  but 
that  it  has  the  qualities  which  our  senses 
discover. 


[fjsay  II. 

But  how  do  wo  know  that  they  are  qua- 
lities, and  cannot  exist  without  a subject  ? 
I confess  1 cannot  explain  how  we  know 
that  they  cannot  exist  without  a subject, 
any  more  than  I can  explain  how  we  know 
that  they  exist.  We  have  the  information 
of  nature  for  their  existence ; and  I think 
we  have  the  information  of  nature  that  they 
arc  qualities. 

The  belief  that  figure,  motion,  and  colour 
are  qualities,  and  require  a subject,  must 
either  be  a judgment  of  nature,  or  it  must 
be  discovered  by  reason,  or  it  must  lie  a 
prejudice  that  has  no  just  foundation.  There 
are  philosophers  who  maintain  that  it  is  a 
mere  prejudice  ; that  a body  is  nothing  but 
a collection  of  what  we  call  sensible  quali- 
ties; and  that  they  neither  have  nor  need 
any  subject.  This  is  the  opinion  of  Bishop 
Berkeley  and  Mr  Hume;  and  they  were 
led  to  it  by  finding  that  they  had  not  in 
their  minds  any  idea  of  substance.  [258] 
It  could  neither  be  an  idea  of  sensation  nor 
of  reflection. 

But  to  me  nothing  seems  more  absurd 
than  that  there  should  be  extension  without 
anything  extended,  or  motion  without  any- 
thing moved  ; yet  1 cannot  give  reasons  for 
my  opinion,  because  it  seems  to  me  self- 
evident,  and  an  immediate  dictate  of  my 
nature. 

And  that  it  is  the  belief  of  all  mankind, 
appears  in  the  structure  of  all  languages  ; 
in  which  wc  find  ndjective  nouns  used  to 
express  sensible  qualities.  It  is  well  known 
thut  every  adjective  in  language  must  belong 
to  some  substantive  expressed  or  under- 
stood~tbnt  is,  every  quality  must  belong 
to  some  subject. 

Sensible  qualities  make  so  great  apart  of 
the  furniture  of  our  minds,  their  kinds  are 
so  many,  and  their  number  so  great,  that, 
if  prejudice,  and  uot  nature,  teach  us -to 
ascribe  them  all  to  a subject,  it  roust  have 
a great  work  to  perform,  which  cannot  be 
accomplished  in  a short  time,  nor  carried 
on  to  the  same  pitch  in  every  individual. 
We  should  find  not  individuals  only,  but 
nations  and  ages,  differing  from  each  other 
in  the  progress  which  this  prejudice  had 
made  in  their  sentiments ; but  we  find  no 
such  difference  among  men.  What  one  man 
accounts  a quality,  all  men  do,  arid  ever  did. 

It  seems,  therefore,  to  be  a judgment  of 
nature,  that  the  things  immediately  per- 
ceived are  qualities,  which  must  belong  to 
a subject ; and  all  the  information  that  our 
senses  give  us  about  this  subject,  is,  that 
it  is  that  to  which  such  qualities  baton!*. 
From  this  it  is  evident,  that  our  notion  of 
body  or  matter,  ns  distinguished  from  its 
qualities,  is  a relative  notion;*  and  I am 


• That  ii — oor  notion  of  absolute  body  la  rriattre, 
Thia  ia  incorrectly  ex  prenyl  Wc  c«n  know,  wc  can 
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afraid  it  must  always  be  obscure  until  men 
have  other  faculties.  [259] 

The  philosopher,  in  this,  seems  to  have 
no  advantage  above  the  vulgar;  for,  as 
they  perceive  colour,  and  figure,  and  motion 
by  their  senses  as  well  he  does,  and  both 
are  equally  certain  that  there  is  a subject 
of  those  qualities,  so  the  notions  which 
both  have  of  this  subject  are  equally  ob- 
scure. When  the  philosopher  calls  it  a 
substratum,  and  a subject  of  iuhesion,  those 
learned  words  convey  no  meaning  but  what 
every  man  understands  and  expresses,  by 
saying,  in  common  language,  that  it  is  a 
thing  extended,  and  solid,  and  movable. 

The  relation  which  sensible  qualities  bear 
to  their  subject — that  is,  to  body — is  not, 
however,  so  dark  but  thnt  it  is  easily  dis- 
tinguished from  all  other  relations.  Every 
man  can  distinguish  it  from  the  relation 
of  an  effect  to  its  cause ; of  a mean  to  its 
end ; or  of  a bign  to  the  tiling  signified  by 
it. 

I think  it  requires  some  ripeness  of  un- 
derstanding to  distinguish  the  qualities  of  a 
l>ody  from  the  body.  Perhaps  this  dis- 
tinction is  not  made  by  brutes,  nor  by  in- 
fants ; and  if  any  one  thinks  that  this  dis- 
tinction is  not  made  by  our  senses,  but  by 
some  other  power  of  the  mind,  1 will  not 
dispute  this  point,  provided  it  be  granted 
that  men,  when  their  faculties  are  ripe, 
have  a natural  conviction  that  sensible  qua- 
lities cannot  exist  by  themselves  without 
some  subject  to  which  they  belong. 

I think,  indeed,  that  some  of  the  determ- 
inations we  form  concerning  matter  can- 
not be  deduced  solely  from  the  testimony 
of  sense,  but  must  be  referred  to  some  other 
source. 

There  seems  to  be  nothing  more  evident 
than  that  all  bodies  must  consist  of  parts ; 
and  that  every  part  of  a body  is  a body,  and 
a distinct  being,  which  may  exist  without  the 
other  parts ; and  yet  I apprehend  this  con- 
clusion is  not  deduced  solely  from  the  testi- 
mony of  sense:  for,  besides  that  it  is  a 
necessary  truth,  and,  therefore,  no  object 
of  sense,*  there  is  a limit  beyond  which  we 


conceive,  only  whnt  ia  relative.  Our  knowledge  of 
qualities  or  phemomena  U neceaunly  relative;  for 
tlieve  exiai  only  a*  they  exist  in  relation  to  our  facul- 
ties. The  knowledge,  or  even  the  conception,  of  a 
substance  in  itnelf,  and  apart  from  any  quulttie*  in 
relation  to,  and  therefore  rogtiUalilt;  or  conceivable 
by,  our  mind*,  involve*  a contradiction.  Of  such  we 
can  toroi  only  a neoatire  notion  ; that  ia,  we  can 
merely  conceive  it  as  Inconceivable.  Bui  to  call  this  ne. 
pative  notion  a relative  nolion,  ia  wrong  ; 1°,  because 
all  our  (po*iltve)  notions  are  relative , and  because 
this  is  lUelt'a  negative  notion— ».  <*.,  no  notion  at  all — 
►imply  because  ihtre  is  no  r lation.  The  tame  im- 
proper upplicatinn  of  the  term  relative  was  also  made 
byneid  when  sjx-aking  of  the  secondary  qualities.—  H. 

* It  it  creditable  to  Re  d that  he  perceived  that 
the  quality  of  necessity  is  the  criterion  which  distin. 
gunhes  native  limn  adventitious  notions  cr  judg- 
ment. He  did  nor,  however,  always  make  the  proper 
use  of  it.  Leibnits  h»s  the  honour  of  first  explicitly 
enouncing  this  criterion,  and  Kant  of  first  fully  ap- 
[*59-261] 


cannot  perceive  any  division  of  a body. 
The  parts  become  too  small  to  be  perceived 
by  our  senses;  but  we  cannot  believe  that 
it  becomes  then  inca[»able  of  being  farther 
divided,  or  that  such  division  would  make 
it  not  to  be  a body.  [260] 

We  carry  on  the  division  and  subdivision 
in  our  thought  far  beyond  the  reach  of  our 
senses,  and  we  can  find  no  end  to  it : nay, 
I think  wo  plainly  discern  that  there  cun 
be  no  limit  beyond  which  the  division  can- 
not be  carried. 

For,  if  there  be  any  limit  to  this  division, 
one  of  two  things  must  necessarily  happen  : 
either  we  have  come  by  division  to  a body 
which  is  extended,  but  has  no  parts,  and  is 
absolutely  indivisible  ; or  this  body  is  divi- 
sible, but,  as  soon  as  it  is  divided,  it  becomes 
no  body.  Both  these  positions  seem  to  me 
absurd,  and  one  or  the  other  is  the  neces- 
sary consequence  of  supposing  a limit  to  the 
divisibility  of  matter. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  admitted  that 
the  divisibility  of  matter  has  no  limit,  it 
will  follow  that  no  body  can  be  called  one 
individual  substance.  You  may  as  well 
call  it  two,  or  twenty,  or  twp  hundred.  For, 
when  it  is  divided  into  parts,  every  part  is 
a being  or  substance  distinct  from  all  the 
other  parts,  and  was  so  even  before  the  di- 
vision. Any  one  part  may  continue  to 
exiBt,  though  all  the  other  parts  were  an- 
nihilated. 

There  is,  indeed,  a principle  long  re- 
ceived as  an  axiom  in  metaphysics,  which 
I cannot  reconcile  to  the  divisibility  of  mat- 
ter ; it  is,  that  every  being  is  one,  omne  ens 
est  unum.  By  which,  1 suppose,  is  meant, 
that  everything  that  exists  must  either  bo 
one  indivisible  being,  or  composed  of  a de- 
terminate number  of  iudivisible  beings. 
Titus,  an  army  may  be  divided  into  regi- 
ments, a regiment  into  companies,  ami  a 
company  into  men.  But  here  the  division 
has  its  limit ; for  you  cannot  divide  a man 
without  destroying  him,  because  he  is  an 
individual;  and  everything,  according  to 
this  axiom,  must  be  an  individual,  or  made 
up  of  individuals.  [261  ] 

That  this  axiom  will  hold  with  regard  to 
an  army,  and  with  regard  to  many  other 
tlrngs,  must  be  granted;  but  I require  the 
evidence  of  its  being  applicable  to  all  beings 
whatsoever. 

Leibnitz,  conceiving  that  all  beings  must 
have  this  metaphysical  unity,  was  by  this 
led  to  maintain  that  matter,  and,  indeed, 
the  whole  uni  terse,  is  made  up  of  monads-— 
that  is,  simple  and  indivisible  substances. 

Perhaps,  the  same  apprehension  might 
lead  Boscovioli  into  his  hypothesis,  which 
seems  much  more  ingenious — to  wit,  that 

plying  it  fo  the  phenomena.  In  none  ha*  Kani  In  n 
more  *urcca*ful  Ilian  in  thia  under  ronairierAttoii.— 

H. 
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matter  is  composed  of  a definite  number  of 
mathematical  points,  endowed  with  certain 
powers  of  attraction  and  repulsion. 

The  divisibility  of  matter  without  any 
limit,  seems  to  me  more  tenable  than  either 
of  these  hypotheses;  nor  do  I lay  much 
stress  upon  the  metaphysical  axiom,  con- 
sidering its  origin.  Metaphysicians  thought 
proper  to  make  the  attributes  common  to 
ail  beings  the  subject  of  a science.  It 
must  be  a matter  of  some  difficulty  to  find 
out  such  attributes  ; and,  after  racking 
their  invention,  they  have  specified  three — 
to  wit,  Unity,  Verity,  and  Goodness ; and 
these,  I suppose,  have  been  invented  to 
make  a numl>er,  rather  than  from  any  clear 
evidence  of  their  being  universal. 

There  arc  other  determinations  concern- 
ing matter,  which,  I think,  are  not  solely 
founded  upon  the  testimony  of  sense  : such 
as,  that  it  is  impossible  that  two  bodies 
should  occupy  the  same  place  at  the  same 
time  ; or  that  the  same  body  should  be  in 
different  places  at  the  same  time ; or  that 
a body  can  be  moved  from  one  place  to 
another,  without  passing  through  the  inter- 
mediate places,  either  in  a straight  course, 
or  by  some  circuit.  These  appear  to  be 
necessary  truths,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
conclusions  of  our  senses ; for  our  senses 
testify  only  what  is,  and  not  what  must  ne- 
cessarily be.*  [262] 

We  are  next  to  consider  our  notion  of 
Spare . It  maybe  observed  that,  although 
space  be  not  perceived  by  any  of  our  senses 
when  all  matter  is  removed,  yet,  when  we 
perceive  any  of  the  primary  qualities,  space 
presents  itself  as  a necessary  concomitant  ;-f 
for  there  can  neither  be  extension  nor  mo-  | 
tion,  nor  figure  nor  division,  nor  cohesion 
of  parts,  without  space. 

There  are  only  two  of  our  senses  by  which 
the  notion  of  space  enters  into  the  mind — j 
to  wit,  touch  and  sight.  If  we  suppose  a 
man  to  have  neither  of  these  senses,  I do  : 
not  see  how  he  could  ever  have  any  concep-  : 
tion  of  space.$  Supposing  him  to  have  ! 
both,  until  he  sees  or  feels  other  objects,  I 
he  can  have  no  notion  of  space.  It  has 
neither  colour  nor  figure  to  make  it  an  I 
object  of  sight : it  has  no  tangible  quality  I 
to  make  it  an  object  of  touch.  But  other  | 
objects  of  sight  and  touch  carry  the  notion  | 
of  space  along  with  them  ; and  not  the  i 
notion  only,  but  the  belief  of  it ; for  a body  , 
could  not  exist  if  there  was  no  space  to  con-  i 
tain  it  It  could  not  move  if  there  was 
no  space.  Its  situation,  its  distance,  and  ! 
every  relation  it  has  to  other  bodies,  suppose  1 
space. 

But,  though  the  notion  of  space  seems 


* See  ln«t  note  — H. 
t See  Above,  p.  18*.  note  f — H. 
t VMt  tupra , p.  |£|,  col.  b,  nut  an  * \ • Aud  n. 
l».  col  b.  not#  H. 


not  to  enter,  at  first,  into  the  mind,  until  it 
is  introduced  by  the  proper  objects  of  sense, 
yet,  being  once  introduced,  it  remains  in 
our  conception  and  belief,  though  the  objects 
which  introduced  it  be  removed.  We  see 
no  absurdity  in  supposing  a body  to  be  an- 
nihilated ; but  the  space  that  contained  it 
remains ; and,  to  suppose  that  annihilated, 
seems  to  be  absurd.  It  is  so  much  allied 
to  nothing  or  emptiness,  that  it  seems  in- 
capable of  annihilation  or  of  creation.* 

Space  not  only  retains  a firm  hold  of  our 
belief,  even  when  we  suppose  all  the  objects 
that  introduced  it  to  be  annihilated,  but  it 
swells  to  immensity.  We  can  set  no  limits 
to  it,  either  of  extent  or  of  duration.  Hence 
we  call  it  immense,  eternal,  immovable, 
and  indestructible.  But  it  is  only  an  im- 
mense, eternal,  immovable,  and  indestruc- 
tible void  or  emptiness.  Perhaps  we  may 
apply  to  it  what  the  Peripatetics  said  of 
their  first  matter,  that,  whatever  it  is,  it  is 
potentially  only,  not  actually.  [263] 

When  we  consider  parts  of  space  that 
have  measure  and  figure,  there  is  nothing 
we  understand  better,  nothing  about  which 
we  can  reason  so  clearly,  and  to  so  great 
extent.  Extension  and  figure  are  circum- 
scribed parts  of  space,  and  are  the  object  of 
geometry,  a science  in  which  human  reason 
has  the  most  ample  field,  and  can  go  deeper, 
and  with  more  certainty,  than  in  any  other. 
But,  when  we  attempt  to  comprehend  the 
whole  of  space,  and  to  trace  it  to  its  origin, 
we  lose  ourselves  in  the  search.  The  pro- 
found speculations  of  ingenious  men  upon 
this  subject  differ  so  widely  as  may  lead 
us  to  suspect  that  the  line  of  human  under- 
standing is  too  short  to  reach  the  bottom 
of  it. 

Bishop  Berkeley,  I think,  was  the  first 
who  observed  that  the  extension,  figure,  and 
space,  of  which  we  speak  in  common  lan- 
guage, and  of  which  geometry  treats,  are 
originally  perceived  by  the  sense  of  touch 
only ; but  that  there  is  a notion  of  exten- 
sion, figure,  and  space,  which  may  be  got 
by  sight,  without  any  aid  from  touch.  To 
distinguish  these,  he  calls  the  first  tangible 
extension,  tangible  figure,  and  tangible 
space.  The  last  he  calls  visible. 

As  I think  this  distinction  very  import- 
ant in  the  philosophy  of  our  senses,  I shall 
adopt  the  names  used  by  the  inventor  to 
express  it  ; remembering  what  has  been 
already  observed— that  space,  whether  tan- 
gible or  visible,  is  not  so  properly  an  object 
of  sense,  as  a necessary  concomitant  of  the 
objects  both  of  sight  and  touch. T 


* Ilii  doctrine  of  cparc  ii  An  example  of  Krid's 
imperfect  application  of  the  criterion  of  nrcwdly. 
ifc*e|v  |?T,  note  t If  seemingly  required  but  little  to 
ri»<*  tn  Kant's  view  of  the  conception  of  space,  as  an 
a priori  or  native  form  of  thought.— H. 
t See  above,  p.  1*4,  note  f.— H. 

[262,  263] 
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The  reader  may  likewise  be  pleased  to 
attend  to  this,  that,  when  I use  the  names  of 
tangible  and  visible  space,  I do  not  mean  to 
adopt  Bishop  Berkeley’s  opinion,  so  far  as 
to  think  that  they  are  really  different  things, 
and  altogether  unlike.  I take  them  to  be 
different  conceptions  of  the  same  thing ; 
the  one  very  partial,  and  the  other  more 
complete  ; nut  both  distinct  and  just,  as  far 
as  they  reach.  [204] 

Thus,  when  1 see  a spire  at  a very  great 
distance,  it  seems  like  the  point  of  a bodkin  ; 
there  appears  no  vane  at  the  top,  no  angles. 
But,  wheu  1 view  the  same  object  at  a small 
distance,  I sec  a huge  pyramid  of  several 
angles,  with  a vane  on  the  top.  Neither 
of  these  appearances  is  fallacious.  Each  of 
them  is  wliat  it  ought  to  be,  and  what  it 
must  be,  from  such  an  object  seen  at  such 
different  distances.  These  different  appear- 
ances of  the  same  object  may  serve  to  illus- 
trate the  different  conceptions  of  space, 
according  as  they  are  drawn  from  the  in- 
formation of  sight  alone,  or  as  they  are 
drawn  from  the  additional  information  of 
touch. 

Our  sight  alone,  unaided  by  touch,  gives 
a very  partial  notion  of  space,  but  yet  a 
distinct  one.  When  it  is  considered  accord- 
ing to  this  partial  notion,  I call  it  visible 
space.  The  sense  of  touch  gives  a much 
more  complete  notion  of  space  ; and,  when 
it  is  considered  according  to  this  notion,  I 
call  it  tangible  space.  Perhaps  there  may 
be  intelligent  beings  of  a higher  order,  whose 
conceptions  of  space  are  much  more  com- 
plete than  those  we  have  from  both  senses. 
Another  sense  added  to  those  of  sight  and 
touch,  might,  for  what  I know,  give  us  con- 
ceptions of  space  as  different  from  those  we 
can  now  attain  ns  tangible  space  is  from 
visible,  and  might  resolve  many  knotty 
points  concerning  it,  which,  from  the  imper- 
fection of  our  faculties,  we  cannot,  by  any 
labour,  untie. 

Berkeley  acknowledges  that  there  is  an 
exact  correspondence  between  the  visible 
figure  and  magnitude  of  objects,  and  the 
tangible ; and  that  every  modification  of 
the  one  has  a modification  of  the  other  cor- 
responding. He  acknowledges,  likewise, 
that  Nature  has  established  such  a con- 
nection between  the  visible  figure  and  mag- 
nitude of  an  object,  and  the  tangible,  that 
we  learn  by  experience  to  know  the  tan- 
gible figure  and  magnitude  from  the  visible. 
And,  having  been  accustomed  to  do  so  from 
infancy,  we  get  the  habit  of  doing  it  with 
such  facility  and  quickness  that  we  think 
we  see  the  tangible  figure,  magnitude,  and 
distance  of  bodies,  when,  in  reality,  we  only 
collect  those  tangible  qualities  from  the 
corresponding  visible  qualities,  which  are 
natural  signs  of  them.  [265] 

The  correspondence  and  connection  which 
[264-266] 


Berkeley  shews  to  be  between  the  visible 
figure  und  magnitude  of  objects,  aud  their 
tangible  figure  and  magnitude,  is  in  some 
respects  very  similar  to  that  which  we  have 
observed  between  our  sensations  and  the 
primary  qualities  with  which  they  are  con- 
nected. No  sooner  is  the  sensation  felt, 
than  immediately  we  have  the  conception 
and  belief  of  the  corresponding  quality. 
We  give  no  attention  to  the  sensation ; it 
lias  not  a name ; and  it  is  difficult  to  per- 
suade us  that  there  was  any  such  thing. 

In  like  manner,  no  sooner  is  the  visible 
figure  and  magnitude  of  an  object  seen,  than 
immediately  we  have  the  conception  aud 
belief  of  the  corresponding  tangible  figure 
and  magnitude.  We  give  no  attention  to 
the  visible  figure  and  magnitude.  It  is 
immediately  lorgot,  os  if  it  had  never  been 
perceived ; aud  it  has  110  name  in  common 
language  ; and,  indeed,  until  Berkeley 
poiuted  it  out  as  a subject  of  speculation, 
and  gave  it  a name,  it  had  none  among 
philosophers,  excepting  in  one  instance, 
relating  to  the  heavenly  bodies,  which  are 
beyond  the  reach  of  touch.  With  regard 
to  them,  what  Berkeley  calls  visible  magni- 
tude was,  by  astronomers,  called  apparent 
magnitude. 

There  is  surely  an  apparent  magnitude, 
and  an  apparent  figure  of  terrestrial  objects, 
as  well  as  of  celestial ; and  this  is  what 
Berkeley  calls  their  visible  figure  and  mag- 
nitude. But  this  was  never  made  an  object 
of  thought  among  philosophers,  until  that 
author  gave  it  a name,  aud  observed  'the 
correspondence  and  connection  between  it 
aud  tangible  magnitude  and  figure,  and  how 
the  mind  gets  the  habit  of  passing  so  in- 
stantaneously from  the  visible  figure  as  a 
sign  to  the  tangible  figure  as  the  thing 
signified  by  it,  that  the  first  is  perfectly 
forgot  as  if  it  bad  never  been  perceived. 
[266] 

Visible  figure,  extension,  and  space,  may 
be  made  a subject  of  mathematical  specula- 
tion as  well  as  the  tangible.  In  the  visible, 
we  find  two  dimensions  only ; in  the  tan- 
gible, three.  In  the  one,  magnitude  is  mea- 
sured by  angles ; in  the  other,  by  lines. 
Every  part  of  visible  space  bears  some  pro- 
portion to  the  whole;  but  tangible  space 
being  immense,  any  part  of  it  bears  no  pro- 
portion to  the  whole. 

Such  differences  in  their  properties  led 
Bishop  Berkeley  to  think  that  visible  and 
tangible  magnitude  and  figure  are  things 
totally  different  and  dissimilar,  aud  cannot 
both  belong  to  the  same  object. 

And  upon  this  dissimilitude  is  grounded 
one  of  the  strongest  arguments  by  which  bis 
system  is  supported.  For  it  may  be  said, 
if  there  be  external  objects  which  have  a 
real  extension  and  figure,  it  must  be  either 
tangible  extension  and  figure,  or  visible,  or 
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both.*  The  l&8t  appears  absurd;  nor  was 
it  ever  maintained  by  any  man,  that  the 
same  object  has  two  kinds  of  extension  and 
figure  totally  dissimilar.  Tkeie  is  then  only 
one  of  the  two  really  in  the  object ; and  the 
other  must  be  ideal.  But  no  reason  can  be 
assigned  why  the  perceptions  of  one  sense 
should  be  real,  while  thoK»  of  another  are 
only  ideal ; and  he  who  ia  persuaded  that 
thu  objects  of  sight  are  ideas  only,  has 
equal  reason  to  believe  so  of  the  objects  of 
touch. 

This  argument,  however,  loses  all  its 
force,  if  it  be  true,  as  was  formerly  hinted, 
that  visible  figure  and  extension  are  only  a 
partial  conception,  and  the  tangible  figure 
and  extension  a more  complete  conception 
of  that  tgure  and  extension  which  is  really 
in  the  object- + [2G7] 

It  lias  been  proved  very  fully  by  Bishop 
Berkeley,  that  sight  alone,  without  any  aid 
from  the  informations  of  touch,  gives  us  no 
perception,  nor  even  conception  of  the  dis- 
tance of  any  object  from  the  eye.  But  he 
was  not  aware  that  this  very'  principle  over- 
turns the  argument  for  his  system,  taken 
from  the  difference  between  visible  and 
tangible  extension  and  figure.  For,  sup- 
posing external  objects  to  exist,  and  to  have 
that  tangible  extension  and  figure  which  we 
perceive,  it  follows  demonstrably,  from  the 
principle  now  mentioned,  that  their  visible 
extension  and  figure  must  be  just  what  we 
see  it  to  lie. 

The  rules  of  perspective,  and  of  the  pro- 
jection of  the  sphere,  which  is  a branch  of 
perspective,  are  demonstrable.  They  sup- 
pose the  existence  of  external  objects,  which 
liave  a tangible  extension  and  figure  ; and, 
upon  that  supposition,  they  demonstrate 
what  must  be  the  visible  extension  and  figure 
of  such  objects,  when  placed  in  such  a posi- 
tion and  at  such  a distance. 

Hence,  it  is  evident  that  the  visible  figure 
and  extension  of  objects  is  so  far  from  being 
incompatible  with  the  tangible,  that  the  first 
is  a necessary  consequence  from  the  last  in 
beings  that  see  as  we  do.  The  correspond- 
ence between  them  is  not  arbitrary,  like  that 
between  words  and  the  thing  they  signify,  as 
Berkeley  thought ; but  it  results  necessarily 
from  the  nature  of  the  two  senses ; and  this 
correspondence  being  always  found  in  ex- 
perience to  be  exactly  what  the  rules  of  per- 
spective shew  that  it  ought  to  be  if  the  senses 
give  true  information,  is  an  argument  of  the 
truth  of  both. 


* Or  nritSrr.  And  thu  omitted  *ui>po«iUon  it  the 
true.  Kor  neither  tight  nor  touch  give  u*  full  and 
ateuraU  nlbrm.ition  in  regard  to  the  rral  ex  tension 
and  figure  of  object*.  See  above  p.  liffi,  note*  * ; 
and  p.  303,  roL  h,  note  H. 

t If  tangible  figure  and  extension  be  only  •'  a more 
complete  conception Ac.,  it  cannot  be  a cngninon 
oi  real  figure  and  extension.— li. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

OP  TUB  BVIDKNCB  OP  8XNSB,  AND  OP  UKL1RP 
IN  GKNXKAL. 

Tux  intention  of  nature  in  the  powers 
which  we  call  the  external  senses,  is  evident. 
They  are  intended  to  give  us  that  informa- 
tion of  external  objects  which  the  Supreme 
Being  saw  to  be  proper  for  us  in  our  pre- 
sent state ; and  they  give  to  all  mankind 
the  information  necessary  for  life,  without 
reasoning,  without  nny  art  or  investigation 
on  our  part. 

The  most  u inns  true  ted  peasant  has  ns 
distinct  a conception  and  as  firm  a belief 
of  the  immediate  objects  of  his  senses,  os 
the  greatest  philosopher  ; and  with  this  he 
rests  satisfied,  giving  himself  no  concern 
how  he  came  by  this  conception  and  belief. 
But  the  philosopher  is  impatient  to  know 
how  his  conception  of  external  objects,  and 
his  belief  of  their  existence,  is  produced. 
This,  I am  afraid,  is  hid  in  impenetrable 
darkness.  But  where  there  is  no  know- 
ledge, there  is  the  more  room  for  conjecture, 
and  of  this,  philosophers  have  always  been 
very  liberal. 

The  dark  cave  and  shadows  of  Plato,*  the 
species  of  Aristotle, the  films  of  Epicurus, 
and  the  ideas  and  impressions  of  modem 
philosophers^  are  the  productions  of  human 
fancy,  successively  invented  to  satisfy  the 
eager  desire  of  knowing  how  we  perceive 
external  objects  ; but  they  are  all  deficient 
in  the  two  essential  characters  of  a true  and 
philosophical  account  of  the  phenomenon  : 
for  we  neither  have  any  evidence  of  their 
existence,  nor,  if  they  did  exist,  can  it  be 
shewn  how  they  would  produce  perception. 

It  was  before  observed,  that  there  are 
two  ingredients  in  this  ojieration  of  percep- 
tion : Jirsi,  the  conception  or  notion  of  the 
object ; and,  secondly , the  belief  of  its  pre- 
sent existence.  Both  ore  unaccountable. 

That  we  can  assign  no  adequate  cause  of 
our  first  conceptions  of  things,  I think,  is 
now  acknowledged  by  the  most  enlighteued 
philosophers.  Wc  know  that  such  is  our 
constitution,  that  in  certain  circumstances 
we  have  certain  conceptions ; but  how  they 
are  produced  wo  know  no  more  than  how 
we  ourselves  were  produced.  [2G9] 

When  we  have  got  the  conception  of  ex- 
ternal objects  by  our  senses,  we  can  ana- 
lyse them  in  our  thought  into  their  sim- 
ple ingredients;  and  we  can  compound 
those  ingredients  into  various  new  forms, 
which  the  senses  never  presented.  But  it  is 


* See  p.  gfi?,  col.  b,  note  H. 
t bee  Note  M.— H. 

* By  ideas,  a*  repeatedly  noticed,  Reid  under 
itarnl*  always  certain  representative  inline*  distinct 
from  the  knowing  mind. 

[267-9691 
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beyond  the  power  of  human  imagination  to 
form  any  conception,  whose  simple  ingre- 
dients have  not  been  furnished  by  nature  in  a 
manner  unaccountable  touur  understanding. 

We  have  an  immediate  conception  of  the 
operations  of  our  own  minds,  joined  with  a 
a belief  of  their  existence  ; and  this  we  call 
consciousness.  • But  this  is  only  giving  a 
name  to  this  source  of  our  knowledge.  It 
is  uot  a discovery  of  its  cause.  I n like  man- 
ner, we  have,  by  our  external  senses,  a 
conception  of  external  objects,  joined  with  a 
belief  of  their  existence ; and  this  we  call 
perception.  But  this  is  only  giving  a name 
to  another  source  of  our  knowledge,  without 
discovering  its  cause. 

We  know  that,  when  certain  impressions 
are  made  upon  our  organs,  nerves,  and 
brain,  certain  corresponding  sensations  are 
felt,  and  certain  objects  are  both  conceived 
and  believed  to  exist.  But  in  this  train 
of  operations  nature  works  in  the  dark. 
We  can  neither  discover  the  cause  of  any 
one  of  them,  nor  any  necessary  connection 
of  one  with  another  ; and,  whether  they 
are  connected  by  any  necessary  tie,  or  only 
conjoiued  in  our  constitution  by  the  will  of 
heaven,  we  know  noL-f 

That  any  kind  of  impression  upon  a body 
should  be  the  efficient  cause  of  sensation,  ap- 
pears very  absurd.  Nor  ran  we  perceive 
any  necessary  connection  between  sensation 
and  the  conception  and  belief  of  an  external 
object.  For  anything  we  can  discover,  we 
might  have  been  so  framed  us  to  have  all 
the  sensations  we  now  have  by  our  senses, 
without  any  impressions  upon  our  organs, 
and  without  any  conception  of  any  external 
object.  For  anything  we  know,  we  might 
have  been  so  made  as  to  perceive  external 
objects,  without  any  impressions  on  bodily 
organs,  and  without  any  of  those  sensa- 
tions which  invariably  accompany  percep- 
tion in  our  present  frame.  [270] 

If  our  conception  of  external  objects  be 
unaccountable,  the  conviction  and  belief  of 
their  existence,  which  we  get  by  our  senses, 
is  no  less  so.± 


* Here  consciousness  is  made  to  consist  in  concep- 
tion. Hut,  m It  rid  could  hardly  mean  that  con. 
ariOiisiiCM conceive*  (f.  e.,  represent*)  the  oiieratiom 
about  which  it  is  conversant,  and  m not  intuitively 
cognisant  ot  them,  it  would  *cetn  that  He  occasionally 
employ*  conception  lor  knowledge.  This  is  of  im- 
portance in  explaining  favourably  Herd's  use  of  the 
word  Conception  in  relation  to  Perception.  Hut  then, 
how  vague  and  vacillating  ia  hit  language!— H. 
t See  p.  *57,  coL  b,  note  *.— H. 
t It  an  immediate  knowledge  of  externa*  things— 
that  is,  a consciousness  of  the  qualities  of  the  non - 
coo— ho  admitted,  the  l clief  of  their  existence  follows 
of  course.  On  this  supposition,  therefore,  such  a 
belief  would  not  be  unaccountable;  for  it  would  be 
accounted  for  by  the  fact  of  the  knowledge  in  which 
it  would  necessarily  lie  contained.  * Our  belief,  in  this 
ca*e,  of  the  existence  of  external  objects,  would  not 
be  more  inexplicable  than  our  belief  that  * + * = I. 
In  both  cas  s it  would  be  sufficient  to  say,  my  believe 
bt’eause  tee  know,-  for  belief  is  only  una<-coun table 
when  it  is  not  the  consequent  or  concomitant  of 

[270-271] 


Belief,  absent,  conviction,  are  words 
which  1 do  not  think  admit  of  logical  defin- 
ition, because  the  operation  of  mind  sig- 
nified by  them  is  perfectly  simple,  and  of 
its  own  kind.  Nor  do  they  need  to  be  de- 
fined, because  they  are  common  words,  and 
well  understood. 

Belief  must  have  an  object.  For  he 
that  believes  must  believe  something  ; aud 
that  which  he  believes,  is  called  the  object 
of  bis  belief.  Of  this  object  of  his  belief, 
he  must  have  some  conception,  clear  or  ob- 
scure ; for,  although  there  may  be  the  most 
clear  and  distinct  conception  of  an  object 
without  any  belief  of  its  existence,  there 
can  be  no  belief  without  conception.* 

Belief  is  always  ex  pressed  in  language  by 
a proposition,  w herein  something  is  affirmed 
or  denied.  This  is  the  form  of  speech 
which  in  ull  languages  is  appropriated  to 
that  purpose,  and  without  belief  there  could 
be  > . either  affirmation  nor  denial,  nor  should 
we  have  any  form  of  words  to  express 
either.  Belief  admits  of  all  degrees,  from 
the  slightest  suspicion  to  the  fullest  assur- 
ance. These  things  are  so  evident  to 
every  man  that  reflects,  that  it  would  be 
abusing  the  reader's  patience  to  dwell  upon 
them. 

I proceed  to  observe  that  there  are  many 
operations  of  mind  in  which,  when  we 
analyse  them  as  far  as  we  are  able,  we  find 
belief  to  be  an  essential  ingredient.  A man 
cannot  be  conscious  of  his  own  thoughts, 
without  believing  that  he  thinks.  lie  can- 
not perceive  an  object  of  sense,  without  be- 
lieving that  it  exists. ■]■  He  cannot  distinctly 
remember  a past  event,  without  believing 
that  it  did  exist.  Belief  therefore  is  an 
ingredient  in  consciousness,  in  perception, 
and  in  remembrance.  [271] 

Not  only  in  most  of  our  intellectual  oper- 
ations, but  in  many  of  the  active  princi- 
ples of  the  human  mind,  belief  enters  as  an 
ingredient.  Joy  and  sorrow,  hope  and 
fear,  imply  a belief  of  good  or  ill,  either  pre 
sent  or  in  expectation  Esteem,  gratitude, 
pity,  and  resentment,  imply  a belief  of  cer- 
tain qualities  in  their  objects.  In  every 
action  that  is  done  for  an  end,  there  must 
be  a belief  of  its  tendency  to  that  end.  So 
large  a share  has  belief  in  our  intellectual 


knowledge,  fly  this,  however,  I do  not,  of  course, 
mean  to  say  that  knowledge  U not  in  it>eli  inarvcl- 
loua  and  unaccountable.  Thle  statement  of  flcid 
agdin  favours  the  opinion  that  his  doctrine  ol  percep- 
tion ia  not  really  immediate.— H. 

* la  conception  here  equivalent  to  knowledge  or  to 
thought  r—  H.  „ _ 

f Mr  Stewart  (Klein.  1.,  ch.iil.,  p.  14ft, and  Knaps, 
II.,  ch.  ii.,  p-  70,  sq.)  proposes  a supplement  to  ihi* 
doctrine  of  Held,  in  order  to  explain  why  we  believe 
in  the  exUtenre  of  the  qualitiea  of  external  objects 
when  they  are  not  the  object#  of  our  perception. 
Thi»  belici  he  holds  to  be  the  result  of  <j :i<rience,  in 
combination  with  an  original  principle  ol  our  consti. 
union,  whereby  we  arc  determined  to  believe  in  the 
pemtancnce  of  the  lata  of  nature.—  H 
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operations,  in  our  active  principles,  and  in 
our  actions  themselves,  that,  as  faith  in 
things  divine  is  represented  as  the  main 
spring  in  the  life  of  a Christian,  so  belief  in 
gene  ral  is  the  main  spring  in  the  life  of  a man. 

That  men  often  believe  what  there  is  no 
just  ground  to  believe,  and  thereby  are  led 
into  hurtful  errors,  is  too  evident  to  be 
denied.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  that  there 
are  just  grounds  of  belief  can  as  little  be 
doubted  by  any  man  who  is  not  a perfect 
sceptic. 

We  give  the  name  of  evidence  to  what- 
ever is  a ground  of  belief.  To  believe  with- 
out evidence  is  a weakness  which  every 
man  is  concerned  to  avoid,  and  which  every 
man  wishes  to  avoid.  Nor  is  it  in  a man's 
power  to  believe  anything  longer  than  he 
thinks  he  has  evidence. 

What  this  evidence  is,  is  more  easily  felt 
than  described.  Those  who  never  reflected 
upon  its  nature,  feel  its  influence  in  govern- 
ing their  belief.  It  is  the  business  of  the 
logician  to  explain  its  nature,  and  to  dis- 
tinguish its  various  kinds  and  degrees  ; but 
every  man  of  understanding  can  judge  of  it, 
and  commonly  judges  right,  when  the  evi- 
dence is  fairly  laid  before  him,  and  his 
mind  is  free  from  prejudice.  A man  who 
knows  nothing  of  the  theory  of  vision  may 
have  a good  eye;  and  a man  who  never 
►peculated  about  evidence  in  the  abstract 
may  have  a good  judgment.  [272] 

The  common  occasions  of  life  lead  us  to 
distinguish  evidence  into  different  kinds,  to 
which  we  give  names  that  are  well  under- 
stood ; such  as  the  evidence  of  sense,  the 
evidence  of  memory,  the  evidence  of  con- 
sciousness, the  evidence  of  testimony,  the 
evidence  of  axioms,  the  evidence  of  reason- 
ing. All  men  of  common  understanding 
agree  that  each  of  these  kinds  of  evidence 
may  afford  just  ground  of  belief,  and  they 
agree  very  generally  in  the  circumstances 
that  strengthen  or  weaken  them. 

Philosophers  have  endeavoured,  by  ana- 
lysing the  different  sorts  of  evidence,  to 
bud  out  some  common  nature  wherein  they 
all  agree,  and  thereby  to  reduce  them  all 
to  one.  This  was  the  aim  of  the  school- 
men in  their  intricate  disputes  about  the 
criterion  of  truth.  Dos  Cartes  placed  this 
criterion  of  truth  in  clear  and  distinct  per- 
ception, and  laid  it  down  as  a maxim,  that 
whatever  we  dearly  and  distinctly  |»erceive 
to  be  true,  is  true;  but  it  is  difficult  to 
know  what  he  understands  by  clear  and 
distinct  perception  in  this  maxim.  Mr 
Locke  placed  it  in  a perception  of  the  agree- 
ment or  disagreement  of  our  ideas,  which 
perception  is  immediate  in  intuitive  know- 
ledge, and  by  the  intervention  of  other  ideas 
in  reasoning. 

I confess  that,  although  I have,  as  I 
think,  a distinct  notion  of  the  different 


[essay  n. 

kinds  of  evidence  above-mentioned,  and, 
perhaps,  of  some  others,  which  it  is  unne- 
cessary here  to  enumerate,  yet  I am  not 
able  to  find  any  common  nature  to  which 
they  may  all  he  reduced.  They  seem  to 
me  to  agree  only  in  this,  that  they  are  all 
fitted  by  Nature  to  produce  belief  in  the 
human  mind,  some  of  them  in  the  h ghest 
degree,  which  we  call  certainty,  others  in 
various  degrees  according  to  circumstances. 

I shall  take  it  for  granted  that  the  evi- 
dence of  sense,  when  the  proper  circum- 
stance's concur,  is  good  evidence,  and  a just 
ground  of  belief.  My  intention  in  this 
place  is  only  to  compare  it  with  the  other 
kinds  that  have  been  mentioned,  that  we 
may  judge  whether  it  he  reducible  to  any  of 
them,  or  of  a nature  peculiar  to  itself.  [2/3] 

First , It  seems  to  he  quite  different  from 
the  evidence  of  reasoning.  All  good  evi- 
dence is  commonly  called  reasonable  evi- 
dence, and  very  justly,  because  it  ought  to 
govern  our  belief  as  reasonable  creatures. 
And,  according  to  this  meaning,  I think  the 
evidence  of  sense  no  less  reasonable  than 
that  of  demonstration.*  If  Nature  give 
us  information  of  things  that  concern  us, 
by  other  means  than  by  reasoning,  reason 
itself  will  direct  us  to  receive  that  inform- 
ation with  thankfulness,  and  to  make  the 
best  use  of  it 

But,  when  we  speak  of  the  evidence  of 
reasoning  as  a particular  kind  of  evidence, 
it  means  the  evidence  of  propositions  that 
are  inferred  by  reasoning,  from  propositions 
already  known  and  believed.  Thus,  the 
evidence  of  the  fifth  proposition  of  the 
first  book  of  Euclid's  Elements  consists  in 
this,  That  it  is  shewn  to  he  the  necessary 
consequence  of  the  axioms,  and  of  the  pre- 
ceding propositions.  In  all  reasoning,  there 
must  be  one  or  more  premises,  and  a con- 
clusion drawn  from  them.  And  the  pre- 
mises are  call<*d  the  reason  why  we  must 
believe  the  conclusion  which  we  see  to  fol- 
low from  them. 

That  the  evidence  of  sense  is  of  a differ- 
ent kind,  needs  little  proof.  No  man  seeks 
a reason  for  believing  what  he  sees  or  feels  ; 
and,  if  he  did,  it  would  be  difficult  to  find 
one.  But,  though  he  can  give  no  reason 
for  believing  his  senses,  his  belief  remains 
as  firm  as  if  it  were  grounded  on  demon- 
stration. 

Many  eminent  philosophers,  thinking  it 
unreasonable  to  believe  when  they  could  not 
shew  a reason,  have  laboured  to  furnish  us 
with  reasons  for  believing  our  senses  ; but 
their  reasons  are  very  insufficient,  and 
will  not  hear  examination.  Other  philoso- 

* Zrrn»  >»>**  rr»  aufdr^m,  r it  in 

iimttimt  —Ar  to(U.  tlfKitui  tv  >l<"  tmrrm  r«(  ka 
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pliers  have  shewn  very  clearly  the  fallacy 
of  these  reasons,  and  have,  as  they  imagine, 
discovered  invincible  reasons  against  this  be- 
lief ; but  they  have  never  been  able  either 
to  shake  it  in  themselves,  or  to  convince 
others.  [274]  The  statesman  continues  to 
plod,  the  soldier  to  fight,  and  the  merchant 
to  export  and  import,  without  being  in  the 
least  moved  by  the  demonstrations  tliat 
have  been  offered  of  the  non-existence  of 
those  things  about  which  they  are  so  seri- 
ously employed.  And  a man  may  as  soon, 
by  reasoning,  pull  the  moon  out  of  her  orbit, 
as  destroy  the  belief  of  the  objects  of  sense. 

Shall  we  say,  then,  that  the  evidence 
of  sense  is  the  same  with  that  of  axioms, 
or  self-evident  truths  ? I answer,  First , 
That,  all  modern  philosophers  seem  to  agree 
tliat  the  existence  of  the  objects  of  sense 
is  not  self-evident,  because  some  of  them 
have  endeavoured  to  prove  it  by  subtle  rea- 
soning, others  to  refute  it.  Neither  of 
these  can  consider  it  as  self-evident. 

Secondly , I would  observe  that  the  word 
ax  om  is  taken  by  philosophers  in  such  a 
sense  as  that  the  existence  of  the  objects 
of  sense  cannot,  with  propriety,  be  called 
an  axiom.  They  give  the  name  of  axiom 
only  to  self-evident  truths,  that  are  neces- 
sary, and  are  not  limited  to  time  and  place, 
but  must  be  true  at  nil  times  and  in  all 
places.  The  truths  attested  by  our  senses 
are  not  of  this  kind  ; they  are  contingent, 
and  limited  to  time  and  place. 

Thus,  that  one  is  the  half  of  two,  is  an 
axiom.  It  is  equally  true  at  all  times  and 
in  all  places.  We  perceive,  by  attending 
to  the  proposition  itself,  that  it  cannot  but 
be  true  ; and,  therefore,  it  is  called  an  eter- 
nal, necessary,  and  immutable  truth.  That 
there  is  at  present  a chair  on  my  right  hand, 
and  another  on  my  left,  is  a truth  attested 
by  my  senses  ; but  it  is  not  necessary,  nor 
eternal,  nor  immutable.  It  may  not  be 
true  next  minute  ; and,  therefore,  to  call  it 
an  axiom  would,  I apprehend,  be  to  deviate 
from  the  common  use  of  the  word.  [275] 

Thirdly , If  the  word  axiom  be  put  to 
signify  every  truth  which  is  known  imme- 
diately, without  being  deduced  from  any 
antecedent  truth,  then  the  existence  of  the 
objects  of  sense  may  be  called  an  axiom  ; 
for  my  senses  give  me  as  immediate  con- 
viction of  what  they  testify,  as  my  under- 
standing gives  of  what  is  commonly  called 
an  axiom. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  an  analogy  between 
the  evidence  of  sense  and  the  evidence  of 
testimony.  Hence,  wo  find,  in  all  lan- 
guages, the  analogical  expressions  of  the 
testimony  of  seusey  of  giving  credit  to  our 
senses,  and  the  like.  But  there  is  a real 
difference  between  the  two,  as  well  as  a 
similitude.  In  believing  upon  testimony, 
we  rely  upon  the  authority  of  a person  who 
[■274-276] 


testifies  ; but  we  have  no  such’ authority  for 
believing  our  senses. 

Shall  we  say,  then,  that  this  belief  is  the 
inspiration  of  the  Almighty  ? I think  this 
may  be  said  in  a good  sense  ; for  I take  it 
to  be  the  immediate  effect  of  our  constitu- 
tion, which  is  the  work  of  the  Almighty. 
But,  if  inspiration  be  understood  to  imply 
a persuasion  of  its  coming  from  God,  our 
belief  of  the  objects  of  sense  is  not  inspira- 
tion ; for  a man  would  believe  his  senses 
though  he  had  no  notion  of  a Deity.  lie 
who  is  persuaded  that  he  is  the  workman- 
ship of  God,  and  that  it  is  a part  of  his 
constitution  to  believe  his  senses,  may 
think  that  a good  reason  to  confirm  his 
belief.  But  he  had  the  belief  before  he  could 
give  this  or  any  other  reason  for  it. 

If  we  compare  the  evidence  of  sense  with 
that  of  memory,  we  find  a great  resem- 
blance, but  still  some  difference.  I remem- 
ber distinctly  to  have  dined  yesterday  with 
such  a company.  What  is  the  meaning  of 
this  ? It  is,  that  I have  a distinct  con- 
ception and  firm  belief  of  this  past  event ; 
not  by  reasoning,  not  by  testimony,  but 
immediately  from  my  constitution.  And  I 
give  the  name  of  memory  to  that  part  of 
my  constitution  by  which  I have  this  kind 
of  conviction  of  past  events.  [276] 

I see  a chair  on  my  right  hand.  What 
is  the  meaning  of  this  ? It  is,  that  I have, 
by  my  constitution,  a distinct  conception 
and  firm  belief  of  the  present  existence  of 
the  chair  in  such  a place  and  in  such  a 
position  ; and  I give  the  name  of  seeing  to 
tliat  part  of  my  constitution  by  which  I 
have  this  immediate  conviction.  The  two 
operations  agree  in  the  immediate  convic- 
tion which  they  give.  They  agree  in  this 
also,  tliat  the  things  believed  are  not 
necessary,  but  contingent,  and  limited  to 
time  and  place.  But  they  differ  in  two 
respects  : — First , That  memory  has  some- 
thing for  its  object  that  did  exist  in  time 
past ; but  the  object  of  sight,  and  of  all  the 
senses,  must  be  something  which  exists  at 
present ; — and,  Secondly , That  I see  by  my 
eyes,  and  only  when  they  are  directed  to 
the  object,  and  when  it  is  illuminated.  But 
my  memory  is  not  limited  by  any  bodily 
organ  that  I know,  nor  by  light  and  dark- 
ness, though  it  has  its  limitations  of  another 
kind.* 

These  differences  are  obvious  to  all  men, 
ami  very  reasonably  lead  them  to  consider 
seeing  and  remembering  as  operations  spe- 
cifically different.  But  the  nature  of  the 
evidence  they  give,  has  a great  resemblance. 


* There  U a more  important  difference  than  tl  wc 
omitted.  In  memory,  we  rannot  poaibly  be  con. 
geinus  or  immediately  cognisant  of  any  object  beyond 
the  modifleationa  of  the  cyo  itself.  In  perception,  (it 
an  tmmrtiaU  perception  lie  allowed,)  we  must 
conscious,  or  immediately  cognisant,  of  somepbKtMb 
menon  of  the  non-epo.— H. 
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A like  difference  and  a like  resemblance 
there  is  between  the  eridence  of  sense  ami 
that  of  consciousness,  which  I leave  the 
reader  to  trace. 

As  to  the  opinion  that  evidence  consists 
in  a perception  of  the  agreement  or  dis- 
agreement of  ideas,  we  tuny  have  occasion 
to  consider  it  more  particularly  in  another 
place.  Here  I only  observe,  that,  when 
taken  in  the  most  favourable  sense,  it  may 
be  applied  with  propriety  to  the  evidence  of 
reasoning,  and  to  the  evidence  of  some 
axioms.  But  I cannot  see  how,  in  any 
sense,  it  can  lie  applied  to  the  evidence  of 
consciousness,  to  the  evidence  of  memory, 
or  to  that  of  the  semes. 

When  1 compare  the  different  kinds  of 
evidence  above-mentioned,  1 confess,  after 
all,  that  the  evidence  of  reasoning,  and  that 
of  some  necessary  and  self-evident  truths, 
seems  to  be  the  least  mysterious  and  the 
most  perfectly  comprehended ; and  there- 
fore 1 do  not  think  it  strange  that  philoso- 
phers should  have  endeavoured  to  reduce  all 
kinds  of  evidence  to  these.  [277  ] 

When  1 see  a proposition  to  be  self-evi- 
dent and  lucessarv,  and  that  the  subject  is 
plainly  included  in  the  predicate,  there  seems 

be  nothing  more  that  1 can  desire  in  order 
to  understand  why  1 believe  it.  And  when 
1 see  a consequence  that  necessarily  follows 
from  one  or  more  self-evident  propositions,  1 
want  nothing  more  with  regard  to  my  belief 
of  that  consequence.  The  light  of  truth  so 
fills  my  mind  in  these  cases,  that  I can 
neither  conceive  nor  desire  anything  more 
satisfying. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  I remember  dis- 
tinctly a past  event,  or  see  an  object  before 
my  eyes,  this  commands  my  belief  no  loss 
than  an  axiom.  But  when,  as  a philosopher, 
1 reflect  upon  this  belief,  and  want  to  trace  it 
to  its  origin,  I am  not  uble  to  resolve  it  into 
necessary  and  self-evident  axioms,  or  con- 
clusions that  arc  necessarily  consequent 
upon  them.  I seem  to  want  that  evidence 
which  I can  best  comprehend,  and  which 
gives  perfect  satisfaction  to  an  inquisitive 
mind  ; yet  it  is  ridiculous  to  doubt ; and  I 
find  it  is  not  in  my  power.  An  attempt  to 
throw'  off  this  belief  is  like  an  attempt  to  fly, 
equally  ridiculous  and  impracticable. 

To  a philosopher,  who  has  been  accus- 
tomed to  think  that  the  treasure  of  his  know- 
ledge is  the  acquisition  of  that  reasoning 
power  of  which  he  boasts,  it  is  no  doubt 
humiliating  to  And  that  his  reason  can  lay  no 
claim  to  the  greater  part  of  it. 

By  his  reason,  he  can  discover  certain 
abstract  and  necessary  relations  of  things  ; 
but  his  knowledge  of  what  really  exists,  or 
did  exist,  comes  by  another  channel,  which 
is  open  to  those  who  cannot  reason.  He  is 
led  to  It  in  the  dark,  and  knows  not  how  lie 
came  by  it.  [278] 


It  is  no  wonder  that  the  pride  of  philo- 
sophy should  lead  some  to  invent  vain 
theories  in  order  to  account  for  this  know, 
ledge ; and  others,  who  see  this  to  be  im- 
practicable, to  spurn  at  a knowledge  they 
cannot  account  lor,  and  vainly  attempt  to 
throw  it  off  as  a reproach  to  their  under- 
standing. But  the  wise  and  the  humble 
will  receive  it  as  the  gift  of  Heaven,  and 
endeavour  to  make  the  best  use  of  it. 


CHAPTER  XXL 

OF  THE  IMPROVEMENT  OP  TH8  SENSES. 

Our  senses  may  be  considered  in  two 
views : first  y As  they  afford  us  agreeable 
sensations,  or  subject  us  to  such  as  arc  dis- 
agreeable; and,  secondly , As  they  give  us 
information  of  things  that  concern  us. 

In  the  first  view,  they  neither  require  nor 
admit  of  improvement.  Both  the  painful 
and  the  agreeable  sensations  of  our  external 
senses  are  given  by  nature  for  certain  ends ; 
and  they  arc  given  in  that  degree  which  is 
the  most  proper  for  their  end.  By  dimin- 
ishing or  increasing  them,  we  should  not 
mend,  hut  mar  the  work  of  Nature. 

Bodily  pains  are  indications  of  some  dis- 
order or  hurt  of  the  body,  and  admonitions 
to  use  the  best  means  in  our  power  to  pre- 
vent or  remove  their  causes.  As  far  as  this 
can  be  done  by  temperance,  exercise,  regi- 
men, nr  the  skill  of  the  physician,  every  man 
hath  sufficient  inducement  to  do  it. 

When  pain  cannot  be  prevented  or  re- 
moved, it  is  greatly  alleviated  by  patience 
and  fortitude  of  mind.  While  the  mind  is 
superior  to  pain,  the  man  is  not  unhappy, 
though  he  may  be  exercised.  It  leaves  no 
sting  behind  it,  but  rather  matter  of  triumph 
and  agreeable  reflection,  when  borne  pro- 
perly, and  in  a g«x-d  cause.  [279]  The 
Canadians  have  taught  us  that  even  savages 
may  acquire  a superiority  to  the  most  ex- 
cruciating pains ; and,  in  every  region  of 
the  earth,  instances  will  be  found,  where  a 
sense  of  duty,  of  honour,  or  even  of  worldly 
interest,  have  triumphed  over  it. 

It  is  evident  that  nature  intended  for  man, 
in  his  present  state,  a life  of  labour  and 
toil,  wherein  he  may  be  occasionally  exposed 
to  pain  and  danger  ; and  the  happiest  man 
is  not  he  who  has  felt  least  of  those  evils, 
but  he  whose  mind  is  fitted  to  bear  them  by 
real  magnanimity. 

Our  active  and  perceptive  powers  are 
improved  and  perfected  by  use  and  exercise. 
This  is  the  constitution  of  nature.  But, 
with  regard  to  the  agreeable  and  disagree- 
able sensations  we  have  by  our  scum's,  the 
very  contrary  is  an  established  constitution 
of  nature — the  frequent  repetition  of  them 
| weakens  their  force.  Sensations  at  first  very 
[27 7-27 P ] 
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disagreeable,  by  use  Income  tolerable,  and 
at  last  perfectly  indifferent.  Aud  those  that 
are  at  first  very  agreeable,  by  frequent  re- 
petition become  insipid,  and  at  last,  per- 
haps, give  disgust.  Nature  has  set  limits 
to  the  pleasures  of  sense,  which  we  cannot 
pass  ; and  all  studied  gratifications  of  them, 
as  it  is  mean  and  unworthy  of  a man,  so  it 
is  foolish  and  fruitless. 

The  man  who,  in  eating  and  drinking, 
and  in  other  gratifications  of  sense,  obeys 
the  calls  of  Nature,  without  affecting  deli- 
cacies and  refinements,  has  all  the  enjoy- 
ment  that  the  senses  can  afford.  If  one 
could,  by  a soft  and  luxurious  life,  acquire 
a more  delicate  sensibility  to  pleasure,  it 
must  be  at  the  expense  of  a like  sensibility 
to  pain,  from  which  he  can  never  promise 
exemption,  and  at  the  expense  of  cherishing 
many  diseases  which  produce  pain. 

The  improvement  of  our  external  senses, 
as  they  arc  the  means  of  giving  us  informa- 
tion, is  a subject  more  worthy  of  our  atten- 
tion ; for,  although  they  are  not  the  noblest 
and  most  exalted  powers  of  our  nature,  yet 
they  are  not  the  least  useful.  [280]  All 
that  we  know,  or  can  know,  of  the  material 
world,  must  be  grounded  upon  their  inform- 
ation ; and  the  philosopher,  as  well  as  the 
day-labourer,  must  be  indebted  to  them  for 
the  largest  part  of  his  knowledge. 

Some  of  our  perceptions  by  the  senses 
may  be  called  original,  because  they  require 
no  previous  experience  or  learning ; but 
the  far  greatest  part  is  acquired,  and  the 
fruit  of  experience. 

Three  of  our  senses — to  wit,  smell,  taste, 
and  hearing — originally  give  us  only  certain 
sensations,  and  a conviction  that  these  sensa- 
tions are  occasioned  by  some  external  object- 
We  give  a name  to  that  quality  of  the  ob- 
ject by  which  it  is  fitted  to  produce  such  a 
sensation,  and  connect  that  quality  with  the 
object,  and  with  its  other  qualities. 

Thus  we  learn,  that  a certain  sensation 
of  smell  is  produced  by  a rose ; and  that 
quality  in  the  rose,  by  which  it  is  fitted  to 
produce  this  sensation,  we  call  the  smell  of 
the  rose.  Here  it  is  evident  that  the  sensa- 
tion is  original.  The  perception  that  the 
rose  has  that  quality  which  we  call  its 
sinell,  is  acquired.  In  like  manner,  we 
learn  ail  those  qualities  in  bodies  which  we 
call  their  smell,  their  taste,  their  souud. 
These  are  all  secondary  qualities,  and  we 
give  the  same  name  to  them  which  we  give 
to  the  sensations  they  produce;  not  from 
any  similitude  between  the  sensation  and 
the  quality  of  the  same  name,  but  because 
the  quality  is  signified  to  us  by  the  sensation 
as  its  sign,  and  because  our  senses  give  us 
no  other  knowledge  of  the  quality  but  that 
it  is  fit  to  produce  such  a sensation. 

By  the  other  two  senses,  wo  have  much 
more  ample  information.  By  sight,  we 

C280-282] 


learn  to  distinguish  objects  by  their  colour, 
in  the  same  manner  as  by  their  sound, 
taste,  and  smell.  By  this  sense,  we  perceive 
visible  objects  to  have  extension  iu  two 
dimensions,  to  have  visible  figure  and 
magnitude,  and  a certain  angular  distance 
from  one  auother.  These,  I conceive,  are 
the  original  perceptions  of  sight.*  [2(11  ] 

By  touch,  we  not  only  perceive  the  tem- 
perature of  bodies  os  to  heat  and  cold,*f 
which  are  secondary  qualities,  but  we  per- 
ceive originally  their  three  dimensions,  their 
tangible  figure  and  magnitude,  their  linear 
distance  from  one  auother,  their  hardness, 
softness,  or  fluidity.  These  qualities  we 
originally  perceive  by  touch  only ; but,  by 
experience,  we  learn  to  perceive  all  or  most 
of  them  by  sight. 

We  learn  to  perceive,  by  one  sense,  what 
originally  could  have  been  perceived  only 
by  another,  by  finding  a connection  between 
the  objects  of  the  ditferent  senses.  Hence 
the  original  perceptions,  or  the  sensations 
of  one  sense  become  signs  of  whatever  has 
always  been  found  connected  with  them ; 
and  from  the  sign,  the  mind  passes  imme- 
diately to  the  conception  and  belief  of  the 
thing  signified.  And,  although  the  connec- 
tion in  the  mind  between  the  Hign  and  the 
thing  signified  by  it,  be  the  effect  of  custom, 
this  custom  becomes  a second  nature,  and 
it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  it  from  the  ori- 
ginal power  of  perception. 

Thus,  if  a sphere  of  one  uniform  colour 
be  set  before  me,  I perceive  evidently  by  my 
eye  its  spheric  il  figure  and  its  three  dimen- 
sions. AH  the  world  will  acknowledge 
that,  by  sight  only,  without  toucliiug  it,  I 
may  be  certain  that  it  is  a sphere  ; yet  it 
is  no  less  certain  that,  by  the  original  power 
of  sight,  1 could  not  perceive  it  to  be  a 
sphere,  and  to  have  three  dimensions.  The 
eye  originally  could  only  perceive  two  di- 
mensions, and  a gradual  variation  of  colour 
on  the  different  sides  of  the  object. 

It  is  experience  that  teaches  me  that  the 
variation  of  colour  is  an  effect  of  spherical 
convexity,  and  of  the  distribution  of  1 ght 
and  shade.  But  so  rapid  is  the  progress  of 
the  thought,  from  the  effect  to  the  cause, 
that  we  attend  only  to  the  last,  and  can 
hardly  be  persuaded  that  we  do  not  imme- 
diately see  the  three  dimensions  of  the 
sphere.  [282] 

Nay,  it  tnay  be  observed,  that,  in  this 
case,  the  acquired  perception  in  a manner 
effaces  the  original  one ; for  the  sphere  is 
seen  to  be  of  one  unifonn  colour,  though 
originally  there  would  have  appeared  a 
gradual  variation  of  colour.  But  that  .\p- 


* See  above,  p.  123,  col.  b,  note  f,  and  p.  IS5,  col.  a, 
note  *. 

] Whether  heat,  cold,  Ac.,  be  object*  of  touch, nr 
of  a different  aenae,  it  is  not  here  the  place  loinqults 
— H. 
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parent  variation  we  learn  to  interpret  as 
the  effect  of  light  and  shade  falling  upon  a 
sphere  of  one  uniform  colour. 

A sphere  may  be  painted  upon  a plane, 
so  exactly,  as  to  be  taken  for  a real  sphere 
when  the  eye  is  at  a proper  distance  and 
in  the  proper  point  of  view.  We  say  in 
this  case,  that  the  eye  is  deceived,  that  the 
appearance  is  fallacious.  Rut  there  is  no 
fallacy  in  the  original  perception,  but  only 
in  that  which  is  acquired  by  custom.  The 
variation  of  colour,  exhibited  to  the  eye  by 
the  painter's  art,  is  the  same  which  nature 
exhibits  by  the  different  degrees  of  light 
falling  upon  the  convex  surface  of  a sphere. 

In  perception,  whether  original  or  ac- 
quired, there  is  something  which  may  be 
called  the  sign,  and  something  which  is 
signified  to  us,  or  brought  to  our  knowledge 
by  that  sign. 

In  original  perception,  the  signs  are  the 
various  sensations  which  are  produced  by 
the  impressions  made  upon  our  organs.  The 
things  signified,  are  the  objects  perceived 
in  consequence  of  those  sensations,  by  the 
original  constitution  of  our  nature. 

Thus,  when  I grasp  an  ivory  ball  in  my 
hand,  I have  a certain  sensation  of  touch. 
Although  this  sensation  be  in  the  mind  and 
have  no  similitude  to  anything  material, 
yet,  by  the  laws  of  my  constitution,  it  is 
immediately  followed  by  the  conception 
ami  belief,  that  there  is  in  my  hand  a hard 
smooth  body  of  a spherical  figure,  and  about 
an  inch  and  a half  in  diameter.  This  belief 
is  grounded  neither  upon  reasoning,  nor 
upon  experience  ; it  is  the  immediate  effect 
of  my  constitution,  and  this  I call  original 
perception.*  [283] 

In  acquired  perception,  the  sign  may  he 
either  a sensation,  or  something  originally 
perceived.  The  thing  signified,  is  something 
which,  by  experience,  has  been  found  con- 
nected with  that  sign. 

Thus,  when  the  ivory  ball  is  placed  be- 
fore my  eye,  I perceive  by  sight  what  I 
before  perceived  by  touch,  that  the  hall  is 
smooth,  spherical,  of  such  a diameter,  and 
at  such  a distance  from  the  eye ; and  to 
this  is  added  tho  perception  of  its  colour. 
All  these  things  I perceive  by  sight,  dis- 
tinctly and  with  certainty.  Yet  it  is  cer- 
tain from  principles  of  philosophy,  that,  if  I 
had  not  been  accustomed  to  compare  the 
informations  of  sight  with  those  of  touch, 
I should  not  have  perceived  these  things 
by  sight.  I should  have  perceived  a circu- 
lar object,  having  its  colour  gradually  more 
faint  towards  the  shaded  side.  But  1 should 
not  have  perceived  it  to  have  three  dimen- 
sions, to  be  spherical,  to  be  of  such  a linear 
magnitude,  and  at  such  a distance  from  the 
eye.  Tliat  these  last  mentioned  are  not 


original  perceptions  of  sight,  but  acquired 
by  experience,  is  sufficiently  evident  from 
the  principles  of  optics,  and  from  the  art  of 
painters,  iu  painting  objects  of  three  dimen- 
sions, upon  a plane  which  has  only  two. 
Aud  it  has  been  put  beyond  all  doubt,  by 
observations  recorded  of  several  persons, 
who  having,  by  cataracts  in  their  eyes, 
been  deprived  of  sight  from  their  infancy, 
have  been  couched  and  made  to  see,  after 
they  came  to  years  of  understanding.* 

Those  who  have  had  their  eyesight  from 
infancy,  acquire  Buch  perceptions  so  early 
that  they  cannot  recollect  the  time  when 
they  had  them  not,  and  therefore  make  no 
distinction  between  them  and  their  original 
perceptions ; nor  can  they  be  easily  per- 
suaded that  there  is  any  just  foundation 
for  such  a distinction.  [234]  In  all  lan- 
guages men  speak  with  equal  assurance  of 
their  seeing  objects  to  be  spherical  or  cubi- 
cal, as  of  their  feeling  them  to  be  so ; nor 
do  they  ever  dream  that  these  perceptions 
of  sight  were  not  os  early  and  original  as 
the  perceptions  they  have  of  the  same  ob- 
jects by  touch. 

This  power  which  we  acquire  of  perceiv- 
ing things  by  our  senses,  which  originally 
we  should  not  have  perceived,  is  not  the 
effect  of  any  reasoning  ou  our  part : it  is 
the  result  of  our  constitution,  and  of  the 
situations  in  which  we  happen  to  be  placed. 

We  are  so  mode  that,  when  two  things 
are  found  to  be  conjoined  in  certain  circum- 
stances, we  are  prone  to  believe  that  they 
are  connected  by  nature,  aud  will  always  be 
found  together  in  like  circumstances.  The 
belief  which  wc  are  led  into  iu  such  cases  is 
not  the  effect  of  reasoning,  nor  docs  it  arise 
from  intuitive  evidence  in  the  thing  believed; 
it  is,  as  I apprehend,  the  immediate  effect  of 
our  constitution.  Accordingly,  it  is  strongest 
in  infancy,  before  our  reasoning  power 
appears— before  we  are  capable  of  draw- 
ing a conclusion  from  premises.  A child 
who  has  once  burnt  his  finger  in  a candle, 
from  that  single  instance  connects  the  paiu 
of  burning  with  putting  his  finger  in  the 
candle,  and  believes  that  these  two  things 
must  go  together.  It  is  obvious  that  this 
part  of  our  constitution  is  of  very  great  use 
before  we  come  to  the  use  of  reason,  and 
guardffus  from  a thousand  mischiefs,  which, 
without  it,  we  would  rush  into ; it  may 
sometimes  lead  us  into  error,  but  the  good 
effects  of  it  far  overbalance  the  ill. 

It  is,  no  doubt,  the  perfection  of  a rational 
being  to  have  no  belief  but  what  is  grounded 
on  intuitive  evidence,  or  on  just  reasoning  : 
but  inan,  I apprehend,  is  not  such  a being  ; 
nor  is  it  the  intention  of  nature  that  he 
should  be  such  a being,  in  every  period  of 
his  existence.  We  come  into  the  world 


* See  above,  p.  136,  note  f,  and  p.  198.  note  * — H. 
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without  the  exorcise  of  reason  ; we  are 
merely  animal  before  we  are  rational  crea- 
tures ; and  it  is  necessary  for  our  preserva- 
tion, that  we  should  believe  many  things  be- 
fore we  can  reason.  How  then  is  our  belief 
to  be  regulated  before  we  have  reason  to 
regulate  it  ? [‘285]  Has  nature  left  it  to  be 
regulated  by  chance  ? By  no  means.  It  is 
regulated  by  ccitain  principles,  which  are 
parts  of  our  constitution  ; whether  they 
ought  to  be  called  animal  principles,  or  in- 
stinctive principles,  or  what  name  we  give 
to  them,  is  of  small  moment ; but  they  are 
certainly  different  from  the  faculty  of  rea- 
son : they  do  the  office  of  reason  while  it  is 
in  its  infancy,  and  must,  os  it  were,  be  car- 
ried in  a nurse's  arms,  and  they  are  leading- 
strings  to  it  in  its  gradual  progress. 

From  what  has  been  said,  1 think  it  ap- 
pears that  our  original  powers  of  perceiving 
objects  by  our  senses  receive  great  improve- 
ment by  i.se  and  habit ; and  without  this 
improvement,  would  be  altogether  insuf- 
ficient for  the  purposes  of  life.  The  daily 
occurrences  of  life  not  only  odd  to  our  stock 
of  .knowledge,  but  give  additional  percep- 
tive powers  to  our  senses ; and  time  gives 
us  the  use  of  our  eyes  and  ears,  as  well  as 
of  our  hands  and  legs. 

This  is  the  greatest  and  most  important 
improvement  of  our  external  senses.  It  is 
to  be  found  in  all  men  come  to  years  of  un- 
derstanding, but  it  is  various  in  different 
persons  according  to  their  different  occupa- 
tions, and  the  different  circumstances  in 
which  they  arc  placed.  Every  aitist  re- 
quires an  eye  as  well  as  a hand  in  his  own 
profession  ; his  eye  becomes  skilled  in  jier- 
ceiving,  no  less  than  his  hand  in  executing, 
what  belongs  to  his  employment. 

Besides  this  improvement  of  our  senses, 
which  nature  produces  without  our  inten- 
tion, there  are  various  ways  in  which  they 
may  be  improved,  or  their  defects  re- 
medied by  art.  As,  first , by  a due  care  of 
the  organs  of  sense,  that  they  be  in  a sound 
and  natural  state.  This  belongs  to  the  de- 
partment of  the  medical  faculty. 

Secondly,  By  accurate  attention  to  the 
objects  of  sense.  The  effects  of  such  atten- 
tion in  improving  our  senses,  appear  in  every 
art.  The  artist,  by  giving  more  attention 
to  certain  objects  than  others  do,  by  that 
means  perceives  many  things  in  those  ob- 
jects which  others  do  not-  [286]  Those 
who  happen  to  be  deprived  of  one  rcnse, 
frequently  supply  that  defect  in  a great  de- 
gree, by  giving  more  accurate  attention  to 
the  objects  of  the  senses  they  have.  The 
blind  have  often  been  know  n to  acquire  un- 
common acuteness  in  distinguishing  things 
by  feeling  and  hearing ; and  the  deaf  are 
uncommonly  quick  in  reading  men's  thoughts 
in  their  countenance 

A third  way  in  which  our  senses  admit  of 
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improvement,  is,  by  additional  organs,  or  in- 
struments contrived  by  art.  By  the  inven- 
tion of  optical  glasses,  and  the  gradual  im- 
provement of  them,  the  natural  power  of 
vision  is  wonderfully  improved,  and  a vast 
addition  made  to  the  stock  of  knowledge 
which  we  acquire  by  the  eye.  By  speaking- 
trumpets  and  ear-trumpets  some  improve- 
ment has  been  made  in  the  sense  of  hearing. 
Whether  by  similar  inventions  the  other 
senses  may  be  improved,  seems  uncertain. 

A fourth  method  by  which  the  informs* 
tion  got  by  our  senses  may  be  improved,  is, 
by  discovering  the  connection  which  nature 
hath  established  between  the  sensible  quali- 
ties of  objects,  and  their  more  latent  qualities. 

By  the  sensible  qualities  of  bodies,  1 un- 
derstand those  that  are  perceived  immedi- 
ately by  the  senses,  such  as  their  colour, 
figure,  feeling,  Bound,  taste,  fundi.  The 
various  modifications  and  various  combin- 
ations of  these,  are  innumerable ; so  that 
there  are  hardly  two  individual  bodies  in 
Nature  that  may  not  be  distinguished  by 
their  sensible  qualities. 

The  latent  qualities  are  such  as  are  not 
immediately  discovered  by  our  senses;  but 
discovered  sometimes  by  accident,  some- 
times by  experiment  or  observation.  The 
most  important  port  of  our  knowledge  of 
bodies  is  the  knowledge  of  the  latent  qua- 
lities of  the  several  species,  by  which  they 
are  adapted  to  certain  purposes,  either  for 
food,  or  medicine,  or  agriculture,  or  for  the 
materials  or  utensils  of  some  art  or  manu- 
facture. [287] 

I am  taught  that  certain  species  of  bodies 
have  certain  latent  qualities;  but  how  shall 
I know  that  this  individual  is  of  such  a 
species  ? This  must  be  known  by  the  sen- 
sible qualities  which  characterise  the  species. 
I must  know  that  this  is  bread,  and  that 
wine,  before  I cat  the  one  or  drink  the 
other.  I must  know  that  this  is  rhubarb, 
and  tliat  opium,  before  I use  the  one  or  the 
other  for  medicine. 

It  is  one  branch  of  human  knowledge  to 
know  the  names  of  the  various  species  of 
natural  and  artificial  bodies,  and  to  know 
the  sensible  qualities  by  which  they  arc 
ascertained  >o  be  of  such  a species,  and  by 
which  they  are  distinguished  from  one  an- 
other. It  is  another  branch  of  knowledge 
to  know  the  latent  qualities  of  the  several 
species,  and  the  uses  to  which  they  are 
subservient. 

The  man  who  possesses  both  these 
branches  is  informed,  by  his  senses,  of  in- 
numerable things  of  renl  moment  which  are 
hid  from  those  who  possess  only  one,  or 
neither.  This  is  an  improvement  in  the 
information  got  by  our  senses,  which  must 
keep  pace  with  the  improvements  made  in 
natural  history,  in  natural  philosophy,  and 
in  the  arts. 
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It  would  be  an  improvement  still  higher 
if  we  were  able  to  discover  any  connection 
between  the  sensible  qualities  of  bodies  and 
their  latent  qualities,  without  knowing  the 
species,  or  what  may  have  been  discovered 
with  regard  to  it. 

Some  philosophers,  of  the  first  rate,  have 
made  attempts  towards  this  noble  improve- 
ment, not  without  promising  hopes  of  suc- 
cess. Thus,  the  celebrated  Lin  tutus  has 
attempted  to  point  out  certain  sensible  qua- 
lities by  which  a plant  uuiy  very  probably 
be  concluded  to  be  poisonous  without  know- 
ing its  name  or  species.  He  has  given  se- 
veral other  instances,  w herein  certain  medi- 
cal and  economical  virtues  of  plants  are 
indicated  by  their  external  appearances. 
Sir  Isaac  Newton  hath  attempted  to  shew 
that,  from  the  colours  of  bodies,  we  may 
form  a probable  conjecture  of  the  sire  of 
their  constituent  parts,  by  which  the  rays 
of  light  are  reflected.  [288] 

No  man  can  pretend  to  set  limits  to  the 
discoveries  that  may  be  made  by  human 
genius  and  industry,  of  such  connections 
between  the  latent  and  the  sensible  quali- 
ties of  bodies.  A wide  field  hero  opens  to 
our  view,  whose  boundaries  no  man  can 
ascertain,  of  improvements  that  may  here- 
after be  made  iu  the  information  conveyed 
to  us  by  our  senses. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

op  THE  FALLACY  OP  THE  8BVRKS- 

Complaints  of  the  fallacy  of  the  senses 
have  been  very  common  in  ancient  and  in 
modern  times,  especially  among  the  philo- 
sophers. And,  if  we  should  take  for  granted 
all  that  they  have  said  on  this  subject,  the 
uaturul  conclusion  from  it  might  seem  to 
be,  that  the  senses  are  given  to  us  by  some 
malignant  demon  on  purpose  to  delude  us, 
rather  than  that  they  are  formed  by  the 
wise  and  beneficent  Author  of  Nature,  to 
give  us  true  information  of  things  necessary 
to  our  preservation  and  happiness. 

The  whole  sect  of  atomists  among  the 
ancients,  led  by  Democritus,  and  afterwards 
by  Epicurus,  maintained  that  all  the  quali- 
ties of  bodies  which  the  moderns  call  se- 
condary qualities — to  w it,  Ainell, taste,  sound, 
colour,  heat,  and  cold — are  mere  illusions  of 
sense,  and  have  no  real  existence.*  Plato 
maintained  that  we  can  attain  no  real  know- 
ledge of  material  things ; and  that  eternal 
and  immutable  ideas  are  the  only  objects  of 
real  knowledge.  The  academics  and  scep- 
tics anxiously  sought  for  arguments  to 
prove  the  fallaciousness  of  our  senses,  in 
order  to  support  their  favourite  doctrine, 

* Not  correctly  at.itcd.  £«e  above,  n.  IIS,  note 
The  Epicurean*  denied  the  fallacy  of  Sente.—  II. 
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that  even  in  thiugs  that  seem  most  evident, 
we  ought  to  withhold  assent.  [288] 

Among  the  Peripatetics  we  find  frequent 
complaints  that  the  senses  often  deceive  us, 
and  that  their  testimony  is  to  be  suspected, 
when  it  is  not  confirmed  by  reason,  by  which 
the  errors  of  sense  may  be  corrected.  This 
complaint  they  supported  by  many  com- 
monplace instances : such  as,  the  crooked 
appearance  of  an  oar  in  water;  objects  being 
magnified,  and  their  distance  mistaken,  in 
a fog ; the  sun  aud  moon  appearing  about 
a foot  or  two  in  diameter,  while  they  are 
really  thousands  of  miles  ; a square  tower 
beingtaken  at  a distance  to  beround.  These, 
and  many  similar  appearances,  they  thought 
to  be  sufficiently  accounted  for  from  the 
fallacy  of  the  senses  : and  thus  the  fallacy 
of  the  senses  was  used  as  a decent  cover  to 
conceal  their  ignorance  of  the  real  causes  of 
such  phicnomeua,  and  served  the  same  pur- 
pose as  their  occult  qualities  and  substantial 
forma.  • 

Des  Cartes  and  liis  followers  joined  in 
the  same  complaint.  Antony  le  Grand,  a 
philosopher  of  that  sect,  in  the  first  chapter 
of  his  Logic,  expresses  the  sentiments  of 
the  sect  os  follows : “ Since  all  our  senses  arc 
fallacious,  and  we  are  frequently  deceived 
by  them,  common  reason  advises  that  we 
should  not  put  too  much  tru*bdn  them,  nay, 
that  we  should  suspect  falsehood  in  every- 
thing they  represent ; for  it  is  imprudence 
and  temerity  to  trust  to  those  who  have  hut 
oncedeceived  us ; and,  if  they  err  at  auy  time, 
they  may  be  believed  always  to  err.  They 
are  given  by  nature  for  this  purpose  only 
to  warn  us  of  what  is  useful  aud  what  is 
hurtful  to  us.  The  order  of  Nature  is  per- 
verted when  we  put  them  to  any  other 
use,  and  apply  them  for  the  knowledge  of 
truth.** 

When  we  consider  that  the  active  part 
of'tnankiud,  in  all  ages  from  the  beginning 
of  the  world,  have  rested  their  most  import- 
ant concerns  upon  the  testimony  of  sense, 
it  will  be  very  difficult  to  reconcile  their 
conduct  with  the  speculative  opinion  so 
generally  entertained  of  the  fallaciousness 
of  the  senses.  [290]  And  it  seems  to  be 
a very  unfavourable  account  of  the  work- 
manship of  the  Supreme  Being,  to  think 
that  he  has  given  us  one  faculty  to  deceive 
us— to  wit,  our  senses ; and  another  faculty 
— to  wit,  our  reason — to  detect  the  lallacy 

It  deserves,  therefore,  to  be  considered, 
whether  the  fallaciousness  of  our  senses  be 
not  a common  error,  which  men  have  been 
led  into,  from  a desire  to  conceal  their  igno. 
ranee,  or  to  apologize  for  their  mistakes. 

There  are  two  powers  which  we  owe  to 

* A very  Inaccurate  represent*' ion  of  the  Peri  pa. 
tetic  doctrine  touching  this  matter.  In  fact,  the  All. 
t'oielian  doctrine,  and  (hat  ot  Hi  id  hlmarll,  are 
alincMi  the  Mine. — IL 
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our  external  senses—  sen  Rat  ion,  and  the  per- 
ception of  external  objects. 

It  is  impossible  that  there  can  be  any 
fallacy  in  sensation  : for  we  arc  conscious  of 
all  our  sensations,  and  they  can  neither  be 
any  other  in  their  nature,  nor  greater  or 
leas  in  their  degree  than  we  feel  them.  It 
is  impossible  tliat  a man  should  be  in  pain, 
w hen  he  does  not  feel  pain ; and  when  he 
feels  pain,  it  is  impossible  that  his  pain 
should  not  be  real,  and  in  its  degree  what 
it  is  felt  to  be ; and  the  same  thing  may  be 
said  of  every  sensation  whatsoever.  An 
agreeable  or  an  uneasy  sensation  may  be 
forgot  when  it  is  past,  but  when  it  is  pre- 
sent, it  can  be  nothing  but  what  we  feci. 

If,  therefore,  there  be  any  fallacy  in  our 
senses,  it  must  be  in  the  perception  of  ex- 
ternal objects,  which  we  shall  next  con- 
sider. 

And  here  I grant  that  we  can  conceive 
powers  of  perceiving  external  objects  more 
perfect  than  ours,  which,  possibly,  beings  of  a 
higher  order  may  enjoy.  We  can  perceive 
external  objects  only  by  means  of  bodily  or- 
gans ; and  these  are  liable  to  various  dis- 
orders, which  sometimes  affect  our  powers 
of  perception.  The  nerves  and  brain,  which 
are  interior  organs  of  perception,  are  like- 
wise liable  to  disorders,  as  every  part  of  the 
human  frame  is.  [21)1] 

The  imagination,  the  memory,  the  judging 
and  reasoning  powers,  are  all  liable  to  he 
hurt,  or  even  destroyed,  by  disorders  of  the 
oody,  as  well  as  our  powers  of  perception ; 
but  we  do  not  on  this  account  call  them 
fallacious. 

Our  senses,  our  memory,  and  our  reason, 
are  all  limited  and  imperfect — this  is  the 
lot  of  humanity  : but  they  are  such  as  the 
Author  of  our  being  saw  to  be  best  fitted 
for  us  in  our  present  state.  Superior  natures 
may  have  intellectual  powers  which  we  have 
not,  or  such  as  we  have,  in  a more  perfect 
degree,  and  less  liable  to  accidental  disor- 
ders ; but  we  have  no  reason  to  think  that 
God  has  given  fallacious  powers  to  any  of 
nis  creatures:  this  would  be  to  think  dis- 
honourably of  our  Maker,  and  would  lay  a 
foundation  for  universal  scepticism. 

The  appearances  commonly  imputed  to 
the  fallacy  of  the,  senses  are  many  and  of 
different  kinds;  but  I think  they  may  be 
reduced  to  the  four  following  classes. 

Ftraty  Many  things  called  deceptions  of 
the  senses  are -only  conclusions  rashly  drawn 
from  the  testimony  of  the  senses.  In  these 
c;iseB  the  testimony  of  the  senses  is  true, 
but  we  rashly  draw  a conclusion  from  it, 
which  does  not  necessarily  follow.  W’ e are 
disposed  to  impute  our  errors  rather  to  false 
information  than  to  inconclusive  reasoning, 
and  to  biame  our  senses  for  the  wrong  con- 
clusions we  draw  from  their  testimony. 

Thus,  when  a man  has  taken  a counter- 
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feit  guinea  for  a true  one,  he  says  his  sense* 
deceived  him;  but  he  lajs  the  blame  where 
it  ought  not  to  be  laid  : for  w e may  ask  him, 
Did  your  senses  give  a false  testimony  of 
the  colour,  or  of  the  figure,  or  of  the  im- 
pression ? No.  But  this  is  all  that  they 
testified,  and  this  they  testified  truly  : From 
these  premises  you  coucluded  that  it  was  a 
true  guinea,  but  this  conclusion  does  not 
follow  ; you  erred,  therefore,  not  by  relying 
upon  the  testimony  of  sense,  but  by  judging 
rashly  from  its  testimony.  (292]  Not  only 
are  your  senses  innocent  of  this  error,  but 
it  is  only  by  their  information  that  it  can  bo 
discovered.  If  you  consult  them  properly, 
they  will  inform  you  that  what  you  took  for 
a guinea  is  base  metal,  or  is  deficient  in 
weight,  ami  this  can  only  be  known  by  the 
testimony  of  sense. 

I remember  to  have  met  with  a man  who 
thought  the  argument  used  by  Protestants 
against  the  Popish  doctrine  of  transubstan- 
tiation,  from  the  testimony  of  our  Betises, 
inconclusive ; because,  said  he,  instances 
may  be  given  where  several  of  our  sensesmay 
deceive  us*:  How  do  we  know  then  that 
there  may  not  be  cases  wherein  they  all 
deceive  us,  and  no  sense  is  left  to  detect  the 
fallacy  ? I begged  of  him  to  know  an  in- 
stance wherein  several  of  our  senses  deceive 
us.  I take,  said  he,  a piece  of  soft  turf ; I 
cut  it  into  the  shape  of  an  apple;  with  the 
essence  of  apples,  I give  it  the  smell  of  an 
apple  ; and  with  paint,  I can  give  it  the  skin 
and  colour  of  an  apple.  Here  then  is  a body, 
which,  if  you  judge  by  your  eye,  by  your 
touch,  or  by  your  smell,  is  an  apple. 

To  this  1 would  answer,  that  no  one  of 
our  senses  deceives  us  in  this  case.  My 
sight  and  touch  testify  that  it  has  the  shape 
and  colour  of  an  apple:  this  is  true.  The 
sense  of  smelling  testifies  that  it  has  the 
smell  of  an  apple : this  is  likewise  true,  and 
is  no  deception.  Where  then  lies  the  de- 
ception ? It  is  evident  it  lies  in  this — that 
because  this  body  has  some  qualities  belong- 
ing tr«an  apple  1 conclude  that  it  is  an  apple. 
This  is  a fallacy,  not  of  the  senses,  but  of 
inconclusive  'reasoning. 

Many  false  judgments  that  are  accounted 
deceptions  of  sense,  arise  from  our  mistaking 
relative  motion  for  real  or  absolute  motion. 
These  can  be  no  deceptions  of  sense,  because 
by  our  senses  we  perceive  only  the  relative 
motions  of  bodies ; and  it  is  by  reasoning 
that  we  infer  the  real  from  the  relative  which 
we  perceive.  A little  reflection  may  satisfy 
us  of  this.  [293] 

It  was  before  observed,  that  we  perceive 
extension  to  be  one  sensible  quality  of 
bodies,  and  thence  are  necessarily  led  to 
conceive  space,  though  space  be  of  itself 
no  object  of  sense.  When  a body  is  re- 
moved out  of  its  place,  the  space  which  it 
filled  remains  empty  till  it  is  filled  by  som« 
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other  body,  and  would  remain  if  it  should 
never  be  filled.  Before  any  body  existed,  the 
space  which  bodies  now  occupy  was  empty 
space,  capable  of  receiving  bodies ; for  no 
body  can  exist  where  there  is  no  space  to 
contain  it-  There  is  space  therefore  when- 
ever bodies  exist,  or  can  exist. 

Hence  it  is  evident  that  space  can  have 
no  limits.  It  is  no  less  evident  that  it  is 
immovable.  Bodies  placed  in  it  are  mov- 
able, but  the  place  where  they  were  cannot 
be  moved  ; and  we  can  as  easily  conceive  a 
thing  to  be  moved  from  itself,  as  one  part 
of  space  brought  nearer  to  or  removed 
farther  from  another. 

The  space,  therefore,  which  is  unlimited 
and  immovable,  is  called  by  philosophers 
absolute  space.  Absolute  or  real  motion  is 
a change  of  place  in  absolute  space. 

Our  senses  do  not  testify  the  absolute 
motion  or  absolute  rest  of  any  body.  When 
one  body  removes  from  another,  this  may 
be  discerned  by  the  senses ; but  whether 
any  body  keeps  the  same  part  of  absolute 
space,  we  do  not  perceive  by  our  senses. 
When  one  body  seems  to  remove  from  an- 
other, we  can  infer  with  certainty  that  there 
is  absolute  motion,  but  whether  in  the  one 
or  the  other,  or  partly  in  both,  ia  not  dis- 
cerned by  sense. 

Of  all  the  prejudices  which  philosophy 
contradicts,  I believe  there  is  none  so  general 
as  that  the  earth  keeps  its  place  unmoved. 
This  opinion  seems  to  be  universal,  till  it 
is  corrected  by  instruction  or  by  philoso- 
phical speculation.  Those  who  have  any 
tincture  of  education  are  not  now  in  danger 
of  being  held  by  it,  but  they  find  at  first  a 
reluctance  to  believe  that  there  are  anti- 
podes ; that  the  earth  is  spherical,  and  turns 
round  its  axis  every  day,  and  round  the  sun 
every  year : they  can  recollect  the  time 
when  reason  struggled  with  prejudice  upon 
these  points,  and  prevailed  at  length,  but 
not  without  some  effort.  [294] 

The  cause  of  a prejudice  so  very  general 
is  not  unworthy  of  investigation.  But  that 
is  not  our  present  business.  It  is  sufficient 
to  observe,  that  it  cannot  justly  be  called  a 
fallacy  of  sense  ; because  our  senses  testify 
only  the  change  of  situation  of  one  body  in 
ndation  to  other  bodies,  and  not  its  change 
of  situation  in  absolute  space.  It  is  only 
the  relative  motion  of  bodies  that  we  per- 
ceive, and  that  we  perceive  truly.  It  is 
the  province  of  reason  and  philosophy,  from 
the  relative  motions  which  we  perceive,  to 
collect  the  real  and  absolute  motions  which 
produce  them. 

All  motion  must  be  estimated  from  some 
point  or  place  which  is  supposed  to  be  at 
rest.  We  perceive  not  the  points  of  abso- 
lute space,  from  which  real  and  absolute 
motion  must  be  reckoned . And  there  are 
obvious  reasons  that  lead  mankind  in  the 


state  nf  ignorance,  to  make  the  earth  the 
tixed  place  from  which  they  may  estimate 
the  various  motions  they  perceive.  The 
custom  of  doing  this  from  infancy,  and  of 
using  constantly  a language  which  supposes 
the  earth  to  be  at  rest,  may  perhaps  be  the 
cause  of  the  general  prejudice  in  favour  of 
this  opinion. 

Thus  it  appears  that,  if  we  distinguish 
accurately  between  what  our  senses  really 
and  naturally  testify,  and  the  conclusions 
which  we  draw  from  their  testimony  by 
reasoning,  we  shall  find  many  of  the  errors, 
called  fallacies  of  the  senses,  to  be  no  fal- 
lacy of  the  senses,  but  rash  judgments, 
which  are  not  to  be  imputed  to  our  senses. 

Secondly,  Another  class  of  errors  imputed 
to  the  fallacy  of  the  senses,  are  those  which 
we  are  liable  to  in  our  acquired  perceptions. 
Acquired  perception  is  not  properly  the 
testimony  of  those  senses  which  Clod  hath 
given  us,  but  a conclusion  drawn  from  what 
the  senses  testify.  [295]  In  our  past  ex- 
perience, we  have  found  certain  things  con- 
joined with  what  our  senses  testify.  We 
are  led  by  our  constitution  to  e\|»ect  this 
conjunction  in  time  to  come  ; and  when 
we  have  often  found  it  in  our  experience  to 
happen,  we  acquire  a firm  belief  that  the 
things  which  we  have  found  thus  conjoined, 
are  connected  in  nature,  and  that  one  is  a 
sign  of  the  other.  The  appearance  of  the 
sign  immediately  produces  the  belief  of  its 
usual  attendant,  and  we  think  we  perceive 
the  one  as  well  as  the  other. 

That  such  conclusions  are  formed  even 
in  infancy,  no  man  can  doubt : nor  is  it  less 
certain  that  they  are  confounded  with  the 
natural  and  immediate  perceptions  of  sense, 
and  in  all  languages  are  called  by  the  same 
name.  We  are  therefore  authorized  by 
language  to  call  them  perception,  and  must 
often  do  so,  or  speak  unintelligibly.  But 
philosophy  teaches  us,  in  this,  as  in  many 
other  instances,  to  distinguish  things  which 
the  vulgar  confound-  I have  therefore 
given  the  name  of  acquired  perception  to 
such  conclusions,  to  distinguish  them  from 
what  is  naturally,  originally,  and  imme- 
diately testified  by  our  senses.  Whether 
this  acquired  perception  is  to  be  resolved 
into  some  process  of  reasoning,  of  which 
we  have  lost  the  remembrance,  as  some 
philosophers  think,  or  whether  it  results 
from  some  part  of  our  constitution  distinct 
from  reason,  as  I rather  believe,  does  not 
concern  the  present  subject.  If  the  first 
of  these  opinions  be  true,  the  errors  of  ac- 
quired perception  will  fall  under  the  firsf 
class  before  mentioned.  If  not,  it  tnakex 
a distinct  class  by  itself.  But  whether  the 
one  or  the  other  be  true,  it  must  be 
observed  thnt  the  errors  of  acquired  per- 
ception arc  not  properly  fallacies  of  our 
senses- 
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Thus,  when  a globe  is  set  before  me,  I 
perceive  by  my  eyes  that  it  has  three  di- 
mensions and  a spherical  figure.  To  say 
that  this  is  not  perception,  would  lie  to 
reject  the  authority  of  custom  in  the  use  of 
words,  which  no  wise  man  will  do  : but 
that  it  is  not  the  testimony  of  my  sense  of 
seeing,  every  philosopher  knows.  1 see 
only  a circular  form,  having  the  light  and 
colour  distributed  in  a certain' way  over  it. 
[296]  But,  being  accustomed  to  observe 
this  distribution  of  light  and  colour  only  in 
a spherical  body,  I immediately,  from  what 
I see,  believe  the  object  to  be  spherical,  and 
say  that  I see  or  perceive  it  to  be  spherical. 
When  a painter,  by  ail  exact  imitation  of 
that  distribution  of  light  and  colour  which 
I have  been  accustomed  to  see  only  in  a 
real  sphere,  deceives  me,  so  as  to  make  me 
take  that  to  be  a real  sphere  which  is  only  a 
painted  one,  the  testimony  of  my  c)  c is  true 
— the  colour  and  visible  figure  of  the  object 
is  truly  what  I see  it  to  be  : the  error  lies 
in  the  conclusion  drawn  from  what  I see — 
to  wit,  that  the  object  has  three  dimensions 
and  a spherical  figure.  The  conclusion  is 
false  in  this  case;  but,  whatever  be  the 
origin  of  this  conclusion,  it  is  not  properly 
the  testimony  of  sense. 

To  this  class  we  must  refer  the  judg- 
ments we  are  apt  to  form  of  the  distance 
and  magnitude  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  and 
of  terrestrial  objects  seen  on  high.  The 
mistakes  we  make  of  the  magnitude  and 
distance  of  objects  seen  through  optical 
glasses,  or  through  an  atmosphere  uncom- 
monly clear  or  uncommonly  foggy,  belong 
likewise  to  this  class. 

The  errors  we  are  led  into  in  acquired 
perception  are  very  rarely  hurtful  to  us  in 
the  conduct  of  life ; they  are  gradually  cor- 
rected by  a more  enlarged  experience,  and 
a more  perfect  knowledge  of  tho  laws  of 
Nature  : and  the  general  laws  of  our  con- 
stitution, by  which  we  are  sometimes  led 
into  them,  are  of  the  greatest  utility. 

We  come  into  the  world  ignorant  of 
everything,  and  by  our  ignorance  exposed 
to  many  dangers  and  to  many  mistakes.  The 
regular  train  of  causes  and  effects,  which 
divine  wisdom  has  established,  and  which 
directs  every  step  of  our  conduct  in  advanced 
life,  is  unknown,  until  it  is  gradually  dis- 
covered by  experience.  [297] 

We  roust  learn  much  from  experience 
before  we  can  reason,  and  therefore  must  be 
liable  to  many  errors.  I ndeed,  I apprehend, 
that,  iu  the  first  part  of  life,  reason  would  do 
us  much  more  hurt  than  good  Were  we 
sensible  of  our  condition  iu  tliat  period,  and 
capable  of  reflecting  upon  it,  we  snould  be 
like  a man  in  the  dark,  surrounded  with 
dangers,  where  every  step  he  takes  may  be 
into  a pit.  Reason  would  direct  him  to  sit 
down,  and  wait  till  he  could  see  about  him. 
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In  like  manner,  if  we  suppose  an  infant 
endowed  with  reason,  it  wuuld  direct  him 
to  do  nothing,  till  he  knew  wliat  could  be 
done  with  safety.  This  he  can  only  know 
by  experiment,  and  experiments  are  danger- 
ous. Reason  directs,  that  experiments  that 
are  full  of  danger  should  not  be  made  with- 
out a very  urgent  cause.  It  would  there- 
fore make  the  infant  unhappy,  and  hinder 
his  improvement  by  experience. 

Nature  has  followed  another  plan.  The 
child,  unapprehensive  of  daiigcr,  is  led  by 
instinct  to  exert  all  bis  active  powers,  to 
try  everything  without  the  cautious  admo- 
nitions of  reason,  and  to  believe  everything 
that  is  told  him.  Sometimes  he  suffers  by 
his  rashness  what  reason  would  have  pre- 
vented r but  his  suffering  proves  a salutary 
discipline,  and  makes  him  for  the  future 
avoid  the  cause  of  it.  Sometimes  he  is 
imposed  upon  by  his  credulity  ; but  it  is  of 
infinite  benefit  to  him  upon  the  whole.  His 
activity  and  credulity  are  more  useful  qua- 
lities and  better  instructors  than  reason 
would  be ; they  teach  him  more  in  a day 
than  reason  would  do  in  a year ; they  furnish 
a stock  of  materials  for  reason  to  work  upon ; 
they  make  him  easy  and  happy  in  a period 
of  his  existence  when  reason  could  only 
serve  to  suggest  a thousand  tormenting 
anxieties  and  fears  : and  he  acts  agreeably 
to  the  constitution  and  intention  of  nature 
even  when  he  does  and  believes  what  reason 
would  not  justify.  So  that  the  wisdom  and 
goodness  of  the  Author  of  nature  w no  less 
conspicuous  in  withholding  the  exercise  of 
our  reason  in  this  period,  than  in  bestowing 
it  when  we  are  ripe  for  it.  [29H] 

A third  class  of  errors,  ascribed  to  the 
fallacy  of  the  senses,  proceeds  from  igno- 
rance of  the  laws  of  nature. 

The  laws  of  nature  (I  mean  not  moral 
but  physical  laws)  are  learned,  either  from 
our  own  experience,  or  the  experience  of 
others,  who  have  had  occasion  to  observe 
the  course  of  nature. 

Ignorance  of  those  laws,  or  inattention 
to  them,  is  apt  to  occasion  false  judgments 
with  regard  to  the  objects  of  sense,  especial- 
ly those  of  hearing  and  of  sight;  which 
false  judgments  are  often,  without  good 
reason,  called  fallacies  of  sense. 

Sounds  affect  the  ear  differently,  accord- 
ing as  the  sounding  body  is  before  or  behind 
us,  on  the  right  hand  or  on  the  left,  near  or 
at  a great  distance.  We  learn,  by  the 
manner  in  which  the  sound  affects  the  ear, 
on  what  hand  we  are  to  look  for  the  sound- 
ing body  ; and  in  most  coses  wc  judge  right. 
But  we  are  sometimes  deceived  by  echoes, 
or  by  whispering  galleries,  or  speaking 
trumpets,  which  return  the  sound,  or  alter 
its  direction,  or  convey  it  to  a distance  with- 
out diminution. 

The  deception  is  still  greater,  became 
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more  uncommon,  which  is  said  to  be  pro- 
duced by  Gastriloquists — timt  is,  person* 
who  have  acquired  the  art  of  modifying 
their  voice,  so  that  it  ahull  affect  the  car  of  the 
Varers,  as  if  it  came  from  another  person, 
or  from  the  clouds,  or  from  under  the  earth 

1 never  had  the  fortune  to  be  acquainted 
with  any  of  these  artists,  and  therefore  can- 
not say  to  what  degree  of  perfection  the  art 
may  have  bt  en  carried. 

I apprehend  it  to  bo  only  such  an  im- 
perfect imitation  as  may  deceive  those  who 
are  inattentive,  or  under  a panic.  For,  if 
it  could  bo  carried  to  perfection,  a Gastrilo- 
quist  would  be  as  dangerous  a man  in  so- 
ciety as  was  the  shepherd  Gyges,*  who,  by 
turning  a ring  upon  his  finger,  could  make 
himself  invisible,  and,  by  that  means,  from 
being  the  king's  shepherd,  became  King  of 
Lydia-  [21*11] 

If  the  Gastriloquists  have  all  been  too 
good  men  to  use  their  talent  to  the  detri- 
ment of  others,  it  might  at  least  be  expected 
that  some  of  them  should  apply  it  to  their 
own  advantage.  If  it  could  be  brought  to 
any  considerable  degree  of  perfection,  it 
seems  to  be  as  projier  an  engine  for  draw- 
ing money  by  the  exhibition  of  it,  as  leger- 
demain or  rope-dancing.  But  I have  never 
heard  of  any  exhibition  of  this  kind,  and 
therefore  am  apt  to  think  that  it  is  too 
coarse  an  imitation  to  bear  exhibition,  even 
to  the  vulgar. 

Some  are  said  to  have  the  art  of  imitat- 
ing the  voice  of  another  so  exactly  that  in 
the  dark  they  might  be  taken  for  the  person 
whose  voice  they  imitate.  I am  apt  to 
think  that  this  art  also,  in  the  relations 
made  of  it,  is  magnified  beyond  the  truth,  as 
wonderful  relations  arc  apt  to  be,  and  that 
an  attentive  ear  would  be  able  to  distinguish 
the  copy  from  the  original. 

It  is  indeed  a wonderful  instance  of  the 
accuracy  as  well  as  of  the  truth  of  our  senses, 
in  things  that  are  of  real  use  in  life,  that  we 
are  able  to  distinguish  all  our  acquaintance 
by  their  countenance,  by  their  voice,  and 
by  their  handwriting,  when,  at  the  same 
time,  we  arc  often  unable  to  say  by  what 
minute  difference  the  distinction  is  made  ; 
and  that  we  are  so  very  rarely  deceived  in 
matters  of  this  .kind,  when  we  give  proper 
attention  to  the  informations  of  sense. 

However,  if  any  case  should  happen,  in 
which  sounds  produced  by  different  causes 
are  not  distinguishable  by  the  car,  this  may 
prove  that  our  sense's  are  imperfect,  but  not 
that  they  arc  fallacious.  The  car  may  not 
l>e  able  to  draw  the  just  conclusion,  but  it 
ib  only  our  ignorance  of  the  laws  of  sound 
that  leads  us  to  a wrong  conclusion.  [300] 

Deceptions  of  sight,  arising  from  igno- 


* Sr?  Cicero,  Dc  OfFciis.  The  ttory  told  by  Hero- 
dotut  it  different.— if. 


ranee  of  the  laws  of  nature,  are  more  numer- 
ous and  more  remarkable  than  those  oi 
hearing. 

The  rays  of  light,  which  are  the  means 
of  seeing,  pass  in  right  lines  from  the  object 
to  the  eye,  when  they  meet  with  no  obstruc- 
tion ; and  we  are  by  nature  led  to  conceive 
the  visible  object  to  be  in  the  direction  of 
the  rays  that  come  to  the  eye.  But  the 
rays  may  be  reflected,  refracted,  or  inflected 
in  their  passage  from  the  object  to  the  eye, 
according  to  certain  fixed  laws  of  nature, 
by  which  means  their  direction  may  be 
changed,  and  consequently  the  apparent 
place,  figure,  or  magnitude  of  the  object. 

Thus,  a child  seeing  himself  in  a mirror, 
thinks  he  sees  another  child  behind  the 
mirror,  that  imitates  all  his  motions.  But 
even  a child  soon  gets  the  better  of  this  de- 
ception, and  knows  that  he  sees  himself  only. 

All  the  deceptions  made  by  telescopes, 
microscopes,  camera  obscures,  magic  lan- 
thorns,  are  of  the  same  kind,  though  not  so 
familiar  to  the  vulgar.  The  ignorant  may 
be  deceived  by  them  ; but  to  those  who  are 
acquainted  with  the  principles  of  optics, 
they  give  just  and  true  information  ; and  the 
laws  of  nature  by  which  they  are  produced, 
are  of  infinite  benefit  to  mankind. 

There  remains  another  class  of  errors, 
commonly  called  deceptions  of  sense,  and 
the  only  one,  as  I apprehend,  to  which  that 
name  can  be  given  with  propriety  : I mean 
such  as  proceed  from  some  disorder  or  pre- 
ternatural state,  either  of  the  external  organ 
or  of  the  nerves  and  brain,  which  arc  in- 
ternal organs  of  perception. 

In  a delirium  or  in  madness,  perception, 
memory,  imagination,  and  our  reasoning 
powers,  are  strangely  disordered  and  con- 
founded. There  are  likewise  disorders  which 
affect  some  of  our  senses,  w hile  others  are 
sound.  Thus,  a man  may  feel  pain  in  his 
toes  after  the  leg  is  cut  off.  He  may  feel  a 
little  ball  double  by  crossing  hisfingers.  [301  ] 
He  may  see  an  object  double,  by  not  direct- 
both  eyes  properly  to  it.  By  pressing  the 
ball  of  his  eye,  he  may  see  colours  that  ar« 
not  real.  By  the  jaundice  in  his  eyes,  he 
may  mistake  colours.  These  are  more 
properly  deceptions  of  senso  tlian  any  of  the 
classes  before  mentioned. 

We  must  acknowledge  it  to  be  the  lot  of 
human  nature,  that  all  the  human  faculties 
are  liable,  by  accidental  causes,  to  be  hurt 
and  unfitted  for  their  natural  functions, 
cither  wholly  or  in  part : but  as  this  imper- 
fection is  common  to  them  all,  it  gives  no 
just  ground  for  accounting  any  of  them 
fallacious. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  seems  to  have  been  a 
common  error  of  philosophers  to  account 
the  senses  fallacious.  And  to  tills  error 
they  have  added  another — that  one  use  of 
reason  is  to  detect  the  fallacies  of  6ense. 

[299-301] 
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It  appears,  I think,  from  what  has  been 
said,  that  there  is  no  more  reason  to  account 
our  senses  fallacious,  than  our  reason,  our 
memory,  or  any  other  faculty  of  judging 
which  nature  hath  given  us.  They  are  all 
limited  and  imperfect ; but  wisely  suited  to 
the  present  condition  of  man.  We  are 
liable  to  error  and  wrong  judgment  in  the 
use  of  them  all ; but  as  little  in  the  inform- 
ations' of  sense  as  in  the  deductions  of 
reasoning.  And  the  errors  we  fall  into  with 
regard  to  objects  of  sense  are  not  corrected 
by  reason,  but  by  more  accurate  attention 
to  the  informations  we  may  receive  by  our 
senses  themselves. 

Perhaps  the  pride  of  philosophers  may 
have  given  occasion  to  this  error.  Reason 
is  the  faculty  wherein  they  assume  a supe- 
riority to  the  unlearned.  The  informations 
of  sense  are  common  to  the  philosopher  and 
to  the  most  illiterate  : they  put  all  men 
upon  a level ; and  therefore  are  apt  to  be 
undervalued.  We  must,  however,  be  be- 
holden to  the  informations  of  sense  for  the 
greatest  and  most  interesting  part  of  our 
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knowledge.  [302]  The  wisdom  of  nature 
has  made  the  most  useful  things  most  com- 
mon, and  they  ought  not  to  be  despised  on 
that  account.  Nature  likewise  forces  our 
belief  in  those  informations,  and  all  the 
attempts  of  philosophy  to  weaken  it  are 
fruitless  and  vain. 

I add  only  one  observation  to  what  has 
been  said  upon  this  subject.  It  is,  that  there 
seems  to  be  a contradiction  between  what 
philosophers  teach  concerning  ideas,  and 
their  doctrine  of  the  fallaciousness  of  the 
senses.  We  are  taught  that  the  office  of 
the  senses  is  only  to  give  us  the  ideas  of 
external  objects.  If  this  be  so,  there  can 
be  no  fallacy  in  the  senses.  Ideas  can 
neither  be  true  nor  false.  If  the  senses 
testify  nothing,  they  cannot  give  false  testi- 
mony. If  they  arc  not  judging  faculties,  no 
judgment  can  be  imputed  to  them,  whether 
false  or  true.  There  is,  therefore,  a contra- 
diction between  the  common  doctrine  con- 
cerning ideas  and  that  of  the  fallaciousness 
of  the  senses.  Both  may  be  false,  as  I believe 
they  are,  but  both  cannot  be  true.  [303] 


ESSAY  III. 

OF  MEMORY. 


CHAPTER  I. 

THINGS  OBVJOU8  AND  CERTAIN  WITH  REGARD 
TO  MKMORV. 

In  the  gradual  progress  of  man,  from 
infancy  to  maturity,  there  is  a certain  order 
in  which  his  faculties  are  unfolded,  and  thiB 
seems  to  be  the  best  order  we  can  follow  in 
treating  of  them. 

The  external  senses  appear  firet ; me- 
mory soon  follows — which  we  are  now  to 
consider. 

It  is  by  memory  that  wo  have  an  imme- 
diate knowledge  of  things  past.*  The 
senses  give  us  information  of  things  only  as 
they  exist  in  the  present  moment ; and  this 
information,  if  it  were  not  preserved  by 
memory,  would  vanish  instantly,  and  leave 
us  as  ignorant  as  if  it  had  never  been. 

Memory  must  liave  an  object  Every 
man  who  remembers  must  remember  some- 


• An  intmediaU  knowledge  nf  a par/ thing  O • con- 
tradiction. For  we  can  only  know  * thing  imme. 
diateiy,  if  we  know  it  in  iUrlf.  or  jit  rxicting  ; hut 
what  in  pant  cannot  be  known  in  itteli,  lor  it  it  non- 
existent.— H. 

[302-304] 


thing,  and  that  which  he  remembers  is 
called  the  object  of  his  remembrance.  I n 
this,  memory  agrees  with  perception,  but 
differs  from  sensation,  which  has  no  object 
but  the  feeling  iteelf. * [304] 

Every  man  can  distinguish  the  thing  re- 
membered from  the  remembrance  of  it. 
We  may  remember  anything  which  we  have 
seen,  or  heard,  or  known,  or  done,  or  suf- 
fered ; but  the  remembrance  of  it  is  a par- 
ticular act  of  the  mind  which  now  exists, 
and  of  which  we  are  conscious.  To  con- 
found these  two  is  an  absurdity,  which  a 
thinking  man  could  not  be  led  into,  but  by 
some  false  hypothesis  which  binders  him 
from  reflecting  upon  the  thing  which  he 
would  explain  by  it. 

In  memory  we  do  not  find  such  a train 
of  operations  connected  by  our  constitution 
as  in  perception.  When  we  perceive  an 
object  by  our  senses,  there  is,  first,  some 
impression  made  by  the  object  upon  the 
organ  of  sense,  either  immediately,  or  by 
means  of  some  medium.  By  this,  an  im- 


* But  have  we  only  »uch  a mediate  knowledge  of 
the  real  object  in  perception,  a*  we  have  of  the  real 
object  in  memory  f On  Reid*»  error,  touching  the 
object  of  memory,  «ee,  in  general.  Note  B.— II. 
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pression  is  made  upon  the  nerves  and  brain, 
in  consequence  of  which  we  feel  some  sensa- 
tion ; and  that  sensation  is  attended  by  that 
conception  and  belief  of  the  external  object 
which  we  call  perception.  These  opera- 
tions are  so  connected  in  our  constitution, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  disjoin  them  in  our  con- 
ceptions, and  to  attend  to  each  without  con- 
founding it  with  the  others.  Rut,  in  the 
operations  of  memory,  we  arc  free  from  this 
embarrassment ; they  are  easily  distin- 
guished from  all  other  acts  of  the  mind,  and 
the  names  which  denote  them  are  free  from 
all  ambiguity. 

The  object  of  memory,  or  thing  remem- 
bered, must  be  something  that  is  past  ; as 
the  object  of  perception  and  of  conscious- 
ness must  be  something  which  is  present. 
What  now  is,  cannot  be  an  object  of 
memory ; neither  can  that  which  is  past 
and  gone  be  an  object  of  perception  or  of 
consciousness. 

Memory  is  always  accompanied  with  the 
belief  of  that  which  we  remember,  as  per- 
ception is  accompanied  with  the  belief  of 
that  which  we  perceive,  and  consciousness 
with  the  belief  of  that  whereof  we  are  con- 
scious. Perhaps  in  infancy,  or  in  a disorder 
of  mind,  things  remembered  may  be  con- 
founded with  those  which  are  merely  ima- 
gined ; but  in  maturo  yearn,  and  in  a sound 
state  of  mind,  every  man  feels  that  he  must 
believe  what  he  distinctly  remembers, 
though  he  can  give  no  other  reason  of  his 
belief,  but  that  lie  rememliers  the  tiling  dis- 
tinctly ; whereas,  when  ho  merely  imagines 
a thing  ever  so  distinctly,  he  has  no  belief 
of  it  upon  that  account.  [305] 

This  belief,  which  we  have  from  distinct 
memory,  we  account  real  knowledge,  no 
less  certain  than  if  it  was  grounded  on  de- 
monstration ; no  man  in  his  wits  calls  it  in 
question,  or  will  hear  any  argument  against 
it.*  The  testimony  of  witnesses  in  causes 
of  life  and  death  depends  upon  it,  and  all 
the  knowledge  of  mankind  of  past  events  is 
built  on  this  foundation. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a man’s  me- 
mory is  less  distinct  and  determinate,  and 
where  he  is  ready  to  allow  that  it  may  have 
failed  him  ; but  this  does  not  in  the  least 
weaken  its  credit,  when  it  is  perfectly  dis- 
tinct. 

Memory  implies  a conception  and  belief 
of  past  duration  ; for  it  is  impossible  that  a 
man  should  remember  a thing  distinctly, 
without  believing  some  interval  of  duration, 
more  or  leas,  to  have  passed  between  the 
time  it  happened,  and  the  present  moment ; 
and  I think  it  is  impossible  to  shew  how 
we  could  acquire  a notion  of  duration  if  we 
had  no  memory.  Things  remembered 
must  be  things  formerly  perceived  or 


* But  tec  below,  p.  3S>.— H. 


known.  I remember  the  transit  of  Venus 
over  the  sun  in  the  year  1799.  I.  must 
therefore  have  perceived  it  at  the  time  it 
liappened,  otherwise  I could  not  now  re- 
member it.  Our  first  acquaintance  with 
any  object  of  thought  cannot  be  by  remem- 
brance. Memory  can  only  produce  a con- 
tinuance or  renewal  of  a former  acquaint- 
ance with  the  thing  remembered. 

The  remembrance  of  a past  event  is  ne- 
cessarily accompanied  with  the  conviction 
of  our  own  existence  at  the  time  the  event 
happened.  I cannot  remember  a thing 
that  liappened  a year  ago,  without  a con- 
viction as  strong  as  memory  can  give,  that 
I,  the  same  identical  person  who  now  re- 
member that  event,  did  then  exist.  [306] 

What  I have  hitherto  said  concerning 
memory,  I consider  as  principles  which  ap- 
pear obvious  and  certain  to  every  man  who 
will  take  the  pains  to  reflect  upon  the  oper- 
ations of  his  own  mind.  They  are  facts  of 
which  every  man  must  judge  by  what  ho 
feels ; and  they  admit  of  no  other  proof 
hut  an  appeal  to  every  man’s  own  reflec- 
tion. 1 shall  therefore  take  them  for 
granted  in  what  follows,  and  shall,  first, 
draw  some  conclusions  from  them,  and 
then  examine  the  theories  of  philoso- 
phers concerning  memory,  and  concerning 
duration,  and  our  personal  ideutity,  of 
which  we  acquire  the  knowledge  by  me- 
mory. 


CHAPTER  II. 

MEMORY  AN  ORIGINAL  PACI  LTY. 

First,  I think  it  appears,  that  memory 
is  an  original  faculty,  given  us  by  the 
Author  of  our  being,  of  which  we  can  give 
no  account,  but  that  we  are  so  made. 

The  knowledge  which  I have  of  things 
past,  by  my  memory,  seems  to  me  ns  unac- 
countable as  an  immediate  knowledge 
would  ho  of  things  to  come  ;•  and  I can 
give  no  reason  why  I should  have  the  one 
and  not  the  other,  hut  that  such  is  the  will 
of  my  Maker.  I find  in  my  mind  a distinct 
conception,  and  a firm  belief  of  a series  of 
past  events;  but  how  this  is  produced  I 
know  not.  I call  it  memory,  hut  this  is 
only  giving  a name  to  it — it  is  not  an  ac- 
count of  its  cause.  I believe  most  firmly, 
what  I distinctly  remember  ; hut  I can 


* An  immediate  knowledge  of  Uiirtf?t  to  come,  u 
equally  • contradiction  at  an  immediate  knowledge  of 
things  past  See  the  first  note  of  last  page.  But  if, 
as  Reid  himself  allows,  memory  depend  upon  ccr. 
tain  enduring  affections  of  the  brain,  determined  by 
past  cognition,  It  seems  a strange  assertion,  on  this 
as  on  other  accounts,  that  the  possibility  of  a know, 
ledge  of  the  Allure  is  not  more  inconceivable  than 
of  a knowledge  of  the  past.  Maupertuis,  how-  vrr, 
has  advanced  a similar  doctrine ; and  some,  also,  of 
\ne  advocates  of  animal  magnetism. — H. 
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give  no  reason  of  this  belief.  It  is  the  in* 
spiration  of  the  Almighty  that  gives  me 
this  understanding.*  [307] 

When  I believe  the  truth  of  a mathema- 
tical axiom,  or  of  a mathematical  proposi- 
tion, I see  that  it  must  be  so : every  man 
who  has  the  same  conception  of  it  sees  the  ' 
same.  There  is  a necessary  and  an  evident 
connection  between  the  subject  and  the  pre- 
dicate of  the  proposition ; and  I have  all 
the  evidence  to  support  my  belief  which  I 
can  possibly  conceive. 

When  I believe  that  I washed  my  hands 
and  face  this  morning,  there  appears  no  ne- 
cessity in  the  truth  of  this  proposition.  It 
might  be,  or  it  might  not  be.  A man  may 
distinctly  conceive  it  without  believing  it  at 
all.  How  then  do  f come  to  believe  it  ? I 
remember  it  distinctly.  This  is  all  I can 
say.  This  remembrance  is  an  act  of  my 
mind.  Is  it  impossible  that  this  act  should 
be,  if  the  event  had  not  happened  ? I con- 
fess I do  not  see  any  necessary  connection 
between  the  one  and  the  other.  If  any  man 
can  shew  such  a necessary  connection,  then 

I think  that  belief  which  we  have  of  what 
we  remember  will  bo  fairly  accounted  for ; 
but,  if  this  cannot  be  done,  that  belief  is  un- 
accountable, and  we  can  any  no  more  but 
that  it  is  the  result  of  our  constitution. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said,  that  the  ex- 
perience we  have  had  of  the  fidelity  of  me- 
mory is  a good  reason  for  relying  upon  its 
testimony.  I deny  not  that  this  maybe  a 
reason  to  those  who  have  had  this  expe- 
rience, and  who  reflect  upon  it.  But  1 be- 
lieve there  are  few  who  ever  thought  of  this 
reason,  or  who  found  any  need  of  it.  It 
must  be  some  very  rare  occasion  that  leads 
a man  to  have  recourse  to  it ; and  in  those 
who  have  done  so,~the  testimony  of  memory 
was  believed  before  the  experience  of  its 
fidelity,  and  that  belief  could  not  be  caused 
by  the  experience  which  came  after  it. 

We  know  some  abstract  truths,  by  com- 
paring the  terms  of  the  proposition  which 
expresses  them,  and  perceiving  some  ne- 
cessary relation  or  agreement  between  them. 

I I is  thus  I know  that  two  and  three  make 
five ; that  the  diameters  of  a circle  are  all 
equal.  [308]  Mr  Locke  living  discovered 
this  source  of  knowledge,  too  rashly  con- 
cluded that  all  human  knowledge  might  be 
derived  from  it ; and  in  this  lie  has  been 
followed  very  generally— by  Mr  Hume  in 
{•articular. 

But  I apprehend  that  our  knowledge  of 
the  existence  of  things  contingent  can  never 
he  traced  to  this  source.  I know  that  such 
a thing  exists,  or  did  exist.  This  know, 
ledge  cannot  be  derived  from  the  perception 
of  a necessary  agreement  between  existence 


* *•  The  irtepiration  of  she  Almighty  giveth  them 
t;  tidi  rttarwling.**— Job.— IJ. 

[307-309] 


and  the  thing  that  exists,  because  there  is 
no  such  necessary  agreement ; and  there- 
fore no  such  agreement  can  be  perceived 
either  immediately  or  by  a chain  of  reason- 
ing. The  thing  does  not  exist  necessarily, 
but  by  the  will  and  power  of  him  that  made 
it ; and  there  is  no  contradiction  follows  from 
supposing  it  not  to  exist. 

Whence  I think  it  follows,  that  our  know- 
ledge of  the  existence  of  our  own  thought^ 
of  tho  existence  of  all  the  material  objects 
about  us,  aud  of  all  past  contingencies, 
must  be  derived,  not  from  a perception  of 
necessary  relations  or  agreements,  but  from 
some  other  source. 

Our  Maker  has  provided  other  means  for 
giving  us  the  knowledge  of  these  things— 
mcaifc  which  perfectly  answer  their  end, 
and  produce  the  effect  intended  by  them. 
But  in  what  manner  they  do  this,  is,  I fear, 
beyond  our  skill  to  explain.  We  know  our 
own  thoughts,  and  the  operations  of  our 
minds,  by  a power  w’hich  we  call  conscious- 
ness : but  this  is  only  giving  a name  to  this 
part  of  our  frame.  It  does  not  explain  its 
fabric,  nor  how  it  produces  in  us  an  irre- 
sistible conviction  of  its  informations.  We 
perceive  material  objects  and  their  sensible 
qualities  by  our  senses  ; but  how  they  give 
i us  this  information,  and  how  they  produce 
our  belief  in  it,  we  know  not.  We  know 
many  past  events  by  memory ; but  how  it 
gives  this  information,  I believe,  is  inex- 
plicable. 

It  is  well  known  what  subtile  disputes 
were  held  through  all  the  scholastic  ages, 
and  are  still  carried  on  about  the  prescience 
of  the  Deity.  [309]  Aristotle  had  taught 
that  there  can  be  no  certain  foreknowledge 
of  things  contingent ; and  in  this  he  has 
been  very  generally  followed,  upon  no  other 
grounds,  as  I apprehend,  but  that  we  can- 
not conceive  how*  such  things  should  be 
foreknown,  and  therefore  conclude  it  to  be 
impossible.  Hence  has  arisen  an  opposi- 
tion and  supposed  inconsistency  between 
divine  prescience  aud  human  liberty.  Some 
have  given  up  the  first  in  favour  of  the  last, 
and  others  have  given  up  the  lost  in  order 
to  support  the  first. 

It  is  remarkable  that  these  disputants 
have  never  apprehended  that  there  is  any 
difficulty  in  reconciling  with  liberty  the 
knowledge  of  what  is  past,  but  only  of  what 
is  future.  It  is  prescience  only,  and  not 
memory,  that  is  supposed  to  be  hostile  to 
liberty,  and  hardly  reconcilcablo  to  it. 

Yet  I believe  the  difficulty  is  perfectly 
equal  in  the  one  case  and  iu  the  other.  I 
admit,  that  we  cannot  account  for  prescience 
of  the  actions  of  a free  agent.  But  I main- 
tain that  we  can  as  little  account  for  me- 
mory of  the  past  actions  of  a free  agent 
If  any  man  thinks  he  am  prove  that  the 
| actions  of  a free  ageut  cannot  be  foreknown. 
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he  will  find  the  same  arguments  of  equal 
force  to  prove  that  the  past  actions  of  a free 
agent  cannot  be  remembered.*  It  is  true, 
that  what  is  past  did  certainly  exist.  It  is 
no  less  true  that  what  is  future  will  cer- 
tainly exist.  I know  no  reasoning  from  the 
constitution  of  the  agent,  or  from  his  cir- 
cumstances, that  has  not  equal  strength, 
whether  it  be  applied  to  his  past  or  to  his 
future  actions.  The  past  was,  but  now  is 
not.  The  future  will  be,  but  now  is  not. 
The  present  is  equally  connected  or  un- 
connected with  both. 

The  only  reason  w hy  men  have  appre- 
hended so  great  disparity  in  cases  so  per- 
fectly like,  I take  to  be  this,  Tliat  the  faculty 
of  memory  in  ourselves  convinces  us  from 
fact,  that  it  is  not  impossible  that  an  in- 
telligent being,  even  a finite  being,  should 
have  certain  knowledge  of  past  actions  of 
free  agents,  without  tracing  them  from  any- 
thing necessarily  connected  with  them. 
[310]  Dut  having  no  prescience  in  our- 
selves corresponding  to  our  memory  of  what 
is  past,  we  find  great  difficulty  iu  admitting 
it  to  be  possible  even  in  the  Supreme 
Being. 

A faculty  which  wc  possess  in  some  de- 
gree, we  easily  admit  that  the  Supreme 
Being  may  possess  in  a more  perfect  degree ; 
but  a faculty  which  has  nothing  corre- 
sponding to  it  in  our  constitution,  we  will 
hardly  allow  to  be  possible.  We  are  so 
constituted  as  to  have  an  intuitive  know- 
ledge of  many  things  past ; but  we  have  no 
intuitive  knowledge  of  the  future.  We 
might  |>erhaps  have  been  so  constituted  as 
to  have  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  the  future ; 
but  not  of  the  past ; nor  would  this  consti- 
tution have  been  more  unaccountable  than 
the  present,  though  it  might  be  much  more 
inconvenient  Had  this  been  our  consti- 
tution, we  should  have  found  no  difficulty 
in  admitting  that  the  Deity  may  know  all 
things  future,  but  very  much  in  admitting 
his  knowledge  of  things  that  are  past. 

Our  original  faculties  are  all  unaccount- 
able. Of  these  memory  is  one.  He  only 
who  madethem,  comprehends  fully  bow  they 
are  made,  and  how  they  produce  in  us  not 
only  a conception,  but  a firm  belief  and 
assurance  of  things  which  it  concerns  us  to 
know. 


* ThU  ia  a marvellous  doctrine.  77ie  difficulty  in 
the  two  ca>e«  ia  not  the  tame.  The  jxut,  aa  past, 
whether  it  haa  been  (he action  of  a free  agent  or  not, 
ia  now  n*ces$ary  and,  (hough  wc  may  be  unable  to 
understand  how  jt  can  be  remembered,  the  support, 
tion  of  ita  r<  membrance  involve*  no  contradiction. 
On  the  contrary,  the  Aiture  action  of  a free  agent  ia 
cur  hypoOwti  not  a neccaaary  event-  Hut  an  event 
cannot  be  now  certainly  foreaeen,  except  it  ia  now 
certainly  to  be  ; and  toaay  that  what  ia  rrrtoinly  to  be 

U not  nttcswrtiy  to  be,  at-ema  a contradiction H. 

t If  by  irUuitt tv  be  meant  immediate,  auch  a know, 
ledge  i*  unpoMihle-in  either  cate;  for  we  can  know 
neither  the  jnui  nor  the/ofwre  in  themaclvca,  but 
only  in  the  present—* that  ir,  mediately.—  H. 


CHAPTER  III. 

OP  DURATION. 

From  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
first  chapter  of  this  Essay,  I think  it  appears 
that  our  notion  of  duration,  as  well  as  our 
belief  of  it,  is  got  by  the  faculty  of  memory.  • 
It  is  essential  to  everything  remembered 
that  it  be  something  which  is  past ; and  we 
cannot  conceive  a thing  to  be  past,  without 
conceiving  some  duration,  more  or  less,  be- 
tween it  and  the  present.  [311]  As  soon 
therefore  as  we  remember  anything,  we 
must  have  both  a notion  and  a ‘belief  of 
duration.  It  is  necessarily  suggested  by 
every  operation  of  our  memory  ; and  to  tliat 
faculty  it  ought  to  'be  ascribed.  This  is, 
therefore,  a proper  place  to  consider  what 
is  known  concerning  it* 

Duration,  Extension)  and  Number,  are 
the  measures  of  all  things  subject  to  men- 
suration. When  we  apply  them  to  finite 
things  which  are  measured  by  them,  they 
seem  of  all  things  to  be  the  most  distinctly 
conceived,  and  moat  within  the  reach  of 
human  understanding. 

Extension  having  three  dimensions,  has 
an  endless  variety  of  modifications,  capable 
of  being  accurately  defined  ; and  their 
various  relations  furnish  the  human  mind 
with  its  most  ample  field  of  demonstrative 
reasoning.  Duration  having  only  one  di- 
mension, has  fewer  modifications  ; but  these 
are  clearly  understood — and  their  relations 
admit  of  measure,  proportion,  and  demon- 
strative reasoning. 

Number  is  called  discrete  quantity,  be- 
cause it  is  compounded  of  units,  which  are 
all  equal  and  similar,  and  it  can  only  be 
divided  into  units.  This  is  true,  in  some 
sense,  even  of  fractions  of  unity,  to  which 
we  now  commonly  give  the  name  of  num- 
ber. For,  in  every  fractional  number,  the 
unit  is  supposed  to  be  subdivided  into  a 
certain  number  of  equal  parts,  which  are 
the  units  of  that  denomination,  and  the 
fractions  of  that  denomination  are  only  di- 
visible into  units  of  the  same  denomination. 
Duration  and  extension  are  not  discrete, 
but  continued  quantity.  They  consist  of 
parts  perfectly  similar,  but  divisible  without 
end. 

In  order  to  aid  our  conception  of  the  mag- 
nitude and  proportions  of  the  various  inter- 
vals of  duration,  wo  find  it  necessary  to  give 
a name  to  some  known  portion  of  it,  such 
as  an  hour,  a day,  a year.  These  we  con- 
sider as  units,  and,  by  the  number  of  them 
coutained  in  a larger  interval,  we  form  a 
distinct  conception  of  its  magnitude.  [312  ] 
A similar  expedient  we  find  necessary  to  give 

* Reid  thu*  apparently  make*  Time  a/i  emptricai 
oi  generalized  notion.— ll. 

[310-312] 
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tin  a distinct  conception  of  the  magnitudes 
and  proportions  of  things  extended.  Thus, 
number  is  found  necessary,  as  a common 
measure  of  extension  and  duration.  But 
this  perhaps  is  owing  to  the  weakness  of  our 
understanding.  It  iias  even  been  disco- 
vered, by  the  sagacity  of  mathematicians, 
that  this  expedient  does  not  in  all  cases 
answer  its  intention.  For  there  are  pro- 
portions of  continued  quantity,  which  can- 
not  be  perfectly  expressed  by  numbers ; 
such  as  that  between  the  diagonal  and  side 
of  a square,  and  many  others. 

The  parts  of  duration  have  to  other  parts 
of  it  the  relations  of  prior  and  posterior, 
and  to  the  present  they  have  the  relations 
of  past  and  future.  The  notion  of  past  is 
immediately  suggested  by  memory,  as  has 
been  before  observed.  Aud  when  we  have 
got  the  notions  of  present  and  past,  and  of 
prior  and  posterior,  we  can  from  these 
frame  a notion  of  the  future;  for  the  future 
is  that  which  is  posterior  to  the  present. 
Nearness  and  distance  are  relations  equally 
applicable  to  time  and  to  place.  Distance  in 
time,  and  distance  in  place,  an?  things  to 
different  in  their  nature  and  so  like  in  their 
relation,  that  it  is  difficult  to  determine 
whether  the  name  of  distance  is  applied  to 
both  in  the  same,  or  an  analogical  sense. 

The  extension  of  bodies  which  we  per- 
ceive by  our  senses,  leads  us  necessarily  to 
the  conception  and  belief  of  a space  which 
remains  immoveable  when  the  body  is  re- 
moved. And  the  duration  of  events  which 
we  remember  leads  us  neccssnrily  to  the 
conception  and  belief  of  a duration  which 
would  have  gone  on  uniformly  though  the 
event  had  never  happened.  * 

Without  space  there  can  be  nothing  that 
is  extended.  And  without  time  there 
can  be  nothing  that  hath  duration.  This  I 
think  undeniable  ; and  yet  we  find  that  ex- 
tension aud  duration  are  not  more  clear  and 
intelligible  than  space  and  time  are  dark  and 
difficult  objects  of  contemplation.  (313] 

As  there  must  be  space  wherever  any- 
thing extended  does  or  can  exist,  and  time 


* If  Space  and  Time  be  necessary  4} meratizatinra 
fb'in  experience,  thU  it  contrary  to  Kcid’t  own  doc- 
trine, that  experience  ran  give  u«  no  necessary  know, 
ledge.  If,  aga'ri,  they  be  necessary  ■ atui  oriainal 
notion*,  the  account  of  their  origin  here  given,  u In. 
correct.  It  'should  have  been  laid  that  experience  it 
not  the  source  of  their  exittence,  but  only  the  occa- 
sion of  their  manifestation.  On  thin  tub^ect.  tee, 
utstar  omnium , Coutin  on  Locke,  i-i  hit  *'  Court 
dc  Philosophic,"  (t.  il.,  Leqtma  17  and.  18.)  I nit 
admirable  work  hat  been  well  translated  into  ttog. 
litli,  by  an  American . philosopher,  Mr  Henry;  but 
tha  eloquence  and  pttcicion  of  the  author  c.m  only 
be  properly  apprccia'cd  by  those  who  ttudy  the  work 
In  theoriirinal  language.  The  reader  may.  however, 
consult  likewise  Stewart's  ••  Philosophical  Ktta>a.M 
(Kaiay  IL.'chap.  v,  ' ,-md  Itoyer  Cnflard'f  " Frag. 
mcnt*,’*(ix.  and  x.J  These  authors,  from  their  :no*e 
limited  acquaint ance  with  the  anrculatlontof  the  flrr- 
man  philosophers,  are,  however,  leas  on  a level  with 
the  problem.— H. 

[313,  314] 


when  there  is  or  can  be  anything  that  has 
duration,  we  can  set  no  bounds  to  either, 
even  in  our  imagination.  They  defy  all 
limitation.  The  one  swells  in  our  concep- 
tion to  immensity,  the  other  to  eternity. 

An  eternity  past  is  an  object  which  we 
cannot  comprehend ; but  a beginning  of 
time,  unless  we  take  it  in  a figurative  sense, 
is  a contradiction.  By  a common  figure  of 
speech,  we  give  the  name  of  time  to  those 
motions  and  revolutions  by  which  we  mea- 
sure it,  such  as  days  and  years.  We  can 
conceive  a beginning  of  these  sensible  mea- 
sures of  time,  and  say  that  there  was  a time 
when  they  were  not,  a time  undistinguished 
by  any  motion  or  change  ; but  to  say  that 
there  was  a time  before  all  time,  is  a con- 
tradiction. 

All  limited  duration  is  comprehended  in 
time,  and  all  limited  extension  in  space. 
These,  in  their  capacious  womb,  contain  all 
finite  existences,  but  are  contained  by  none. 
Created  things  have  their  particular  place 
in  space,  and  their  particular  place  in  time  ; 
but  time  is  everywhere,  and  space  at  all  times. 
They  embrace  each  the  other,  and  have  that 
mysterious  union  which  the  schoolmen  con- 
ceived between  soul  and  body.  The  whole 
of  each  is  in  every  part  of  the  other. 

We  are  at  a loss  to  what  category  or  class 
of  things  we  ought  to  refer  them.  They 
are  not  beings,  but  rather  the  receptacles 
of  every  created  being,  without  which  it 
could  not  have  had  the  possibility  of  exist- 
ence. Philosophers  have  endeavoured  to 
reduce  all  the  objects  of  human  thought  to 
these  three  classes,  of  substances,  modes, 
aud  relations.  To  which  of  them  shall  we 
refer  time,  space,  and  number,  the  most 
common  objects  of  thought  ? [314] 

Sir  Isaac  Newton  thought  that  the  Deity, 
by  existing  everywhere  and  at  all  times, 
constitutes  time  and  space,  immensity  and 
eternity.  This  probably  suggested  to  his 
great  friend,  Dr  Clarke,  w hat  he  calls  the 
argument  a priori  for  the  existence  of  an 
immense  and  eternal  Being.  Space  and 
time,  he  thought,  are  only  abstract  or  par- 
tial conceptions  of  an  immensity  and  eter- 
nity which  forces  itself  upon  our  belief. 
And  as  immensity  and  eternity  are  not 
substances,  they  must  be  the  attributes  of  a 
Being  who  is  necessarily  immense  and 
eternal.  These  are  the  speculations  of  men 
of  superior  genius.  But  whether  the}  bo 
as  solid  as  they  arc  sublime,  or  whether 
they  be  the  wanderings  of  imagination  in  a 
region  beyond  the  limits  of  human  under- 
standing, I am  unable  to  determine. 

The  schoolmen  made  eternity  to  be  a 
nunc  stans — that  is,  a moment  of  time  that 
stands  still.  This  was  to  put  a spoke  into 
the  wheel  of  time,  and  might  give  satisfae- 
tion  to  those  who  are  to  be  satisfied  by 
words  without  meaning.  But  I enn  ax 
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easily  believe  a circle  to  be  a square  as 
time  to  stand  still. 

Such  paradoxes  and  riddles,  if  I may  so 
call  them,  men  are  involuntarily  led  into 
when  they  reason  about  time  and  space, 
and  attempt  to  comprehend  their  nature. 
They  are  probably  things  of  which  the  hu- 
man faculties  give  an  imperfect  and  inade- 
quate conception.  Hence  difficulties  arise 
which  we  in  vain  attempt  to  overcome,  aud 
doubts  which  we  arc  unable  to  resolve. 
Perhaps  some  faculty  which  wo  possess  not, 
is  necessary  to  remove  the  darkness  which 
hangs  over  them,  and  makes  us  so  apt  to 
bewilder  ourselves  when  we  reason  about 
them.  [315] 


CHAPTER  IV. 

OF  IDENTITY. 

The  conviction  which  every  man  has  of 
his  Identity,  as  far  back  as  his  memory 
reaches,  needs  no  aid  of  philosophy  to 
strengthen  it;  and  no  philosophy  can  weakcu 
it,  w ithout  first  producing  some  degree  of 
insanity. 

The  philosopher,  however,  may  very 
properly  consider  this  conviction  as  a phe- 
nomenon of  human  nature  worthy  of  his 
attention.  If  lie  can  discover  its  cause,  an 
addition  is  made  to  his  stock  of  knowledge. 
If  not,  it  must  be  held  ns  a part  of  our  ori- 
ginal constitution,  or  an  effect  of  that  con- 
stitution produced  in  a manner  unknown 
to  us 

We  may  observe,  first  of  all,  that  this  con- 
viction is  indispensably  necessary  to  all  ex- 
ercise of  reason.  The  operations  of  reason, 
whether  in  action  or  in  speculation,  are 
made  up  of  successive  parts.  The  antece- 
dent are  the  foundation  of  the  consequent, 
and,  without  the  conviction  that  the  ante- 
cedent have  been  seen  or  done  by  me,  I 
could  have  no  reason  to  proceed  to  the  con- 
sequent, in  any  speculation,  or  in  any 
active  project  whatever. 

There  can  be  no  memory  of  what  is  past 
without  the  conviction  that  we  existed  at 
the  time  remembered.  There  may  be  good 
arguments  to  convince  me  that  I existed 
before  the  earliest  thing  I can  remember ; 
but  to  suppose  that  my  memory  reaches  a 
moment  farther  back  than  my  belief  and 
conviction  of  rny  existence,  is  a contradic- 
tion. 

The  moment  a man  loses  this  conviction, 
as  if  he  had  drunk  the  water  of  Lethe,  past 
things  are  done  away  ; and,  in  his  own 
belief,  he  then  begins  to  exist.  [316] 
Whatever  was  thought,  or  said,  or  done, 
or  suffered  before  that  period,  may  belong 
to  some  other  person  ; but  he  can  never 
impute  it  to  himself,  or  take  any  subse- 


quent step  that  supposes  it  to  be  his  do- 
ing. 

From  this  it  is  evident  that  we  must 
have  the  conviction  of  our  own  continued 
existence  and  identity,  as  soon  as  we  are 
capable  of  thinking  or  doing  anything,  on 
account  of  what  we  have  thought,  or  done, 
or  suffered  before;  that  is,  as  soon  as  wo 
are  reasonable  creatures. 

That  we  may  form  as  distinct  a notion  a-* 
weareableof  this  phenomenon  of  the  human 
mind,  it  is  proper  to  consider  w hat  is  meant 
by  ideutity  in  general,  what  by  our  own 
persona]  identity,  and  how  we  are  led  into 
that  invincible  belief  and  conviction  which 
every  man  has  of  his  own  personal  identity, 
us  far  as  his  memory  reaches. 

Identity  in  general,  I take  to  be  a rela- 
tion between  a thing  which  is  known  to 
exist  at  one  time,  and  a thing  W’hich  is 
know'll  to  have  existed  at  another  time.* 
If  you  ask  whether  they  are  one  and  the 
same,  or  two  different  things,  every  man  of 
common  sense  understands  the  meaning  of 
your  question  perfectly.  Whence  we  may 
infer  with  certainty,  that  every  man  of 
common  sense  has  a clear  and  distinct  no- 
tion of  identity. 

If  you  ask  a definition  of  identity,  I con- 
fess I can  give  none ; it  is  too  simple  a no- 
tion to  admit  of  logical  definition.  1 can 
say  it  is  a relation  ; but  I cannot  find  words 
to  express  the  specific  difference  between 
this  and  other  relations,  though  I am  in  no 
danger  of  confounding  it  with  any  other 
I can  say  that  diversity  is  a contrary  rela- 
tion, and  that  similitude  and  dissimilitude 
are  another  couple  of  contrary  relations, 
which  every  man  easily  distinguishes  in  his 
conception  from  identity  and  diversity. 

13171 

I see  evidently  that  identity  supposes 
an  uninterrupted  continuance  of  existence. 
That  w hich  hath  ceased  to  exist,  cannot  be 
the  same  with  that  which  afterwards  begins 
to  exist ; for  this  would  be  to  suppose  a 
being  to  exist  after  it  ceased  to  exist,  and 
to  have  liad  existence  before  it  was  produced, 
which  are  mauifest  contradictions.  Con- 
| tinued  uninterrupted  existence  is  therefore 
necessarily  implied  in  identity. 

Hence  we  may  infer  that  identity  cannot, 
in  its  proper  sense,  be  applied  to  our  pains, 
our  pleasures,  our  thoughts,  or  any  opera- 
tion of  our  minds.  The  pain  felt  this  day 
is  not  the  same  individual  pain  which  I felt 
yesterday,  though  they  may  be  similar  in 
kind  and  degree,  and  have  the  same  cause. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  every  feeling  and 
of  every  operation  of  mind  : they  are  all 

* Identity  it  a relation  Ut*»vn  our  cognitions  of 
a thing,  and  not  hctwrcn..tliings  themaclvr*.  It 
would,  theiefore,  have  t>een  belter  in  this  sentence  to 
have  said,  " a relational’ went  a th‘ng  at  kronen  to 
• tut  at  one  time,  and  a thing  at  Kronen  to  exist  at 
another  time.”— H. 

[315-3171 
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successive  in  their  nature,  like  time  itself, 
no  two  moments  of  which  can  be  the  same 
moment. 

It  is  otherwise  with  the  parts  of  absolute 
space.  They  always  are,  and  were,  and 
will  be  the  same.  So  far,  I think,  we  pro* 
ceed  upon  clear  ground  in  fixing  the  notion  ! 
of  identity  in  general. 

It  is,  perhaps,  more  difficult  to  ascertain 
with  precision  the  meaning  of  Personality; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  in  the  present  sub* 
ject : it  is  sufficient  for  our  purpose  to 
observe,  that  all  mankind  place  their  per- 
sonality in  something  that  cannot  be  divided, 
or  consist  of  parts.  A part  of  a person  is 
a manifest  absurdity. 

When  a man  loses  his  estate,  his  health, 
bis  strength,  he  is  still  the  same  person, 
and  has  lost  nothing  of  his  personality.  If 
he  has  a leg  or  an  arm  cut  off,  he  is  the 
same  person  he  was  before.  The  amputated 
member  is  no  part  of  his  person,  otherwise 
it  would  have  a right  to  a part  of  his 
estate,  and  be  liable  for  a part  of  his  en- 
gagements ; it  would  be  entitled  to  a share  of 
his  merit  and  demerit — which  is  manifestly 
absurd.  A person  is  something  indivisible, 
and  is  what  Leibnitz  calls  a monad . [318] 

My  personal  identity,  therefore,  implies 
the  continued  existence  of  that  indivisible 
thing  which  I call  myself.  Whatever  this 
self  may  be,  it  is  something  which  thinks, 
and  deliberates,  and  resolves,  and  acts,  and 
suffers.  I am  not  thought,  I am  not  action, 

1 am  not  feeling;  I am  something  that 
thinks,  and  acts,  aud  suffers.  My  thoughts, 
and  actions,  and  feelings,  change  every 
moment — they  havo  no  continued,  hut  a 
successive  existence  ; but  that  telf  or  /,  to 
which  they  belong,  is  permanent,  and  has  the 
same  relation  to  all  the  succeeding  thoughts, 
actions,  and  feelings,  which  I call  mine. 

8uch  are  the  notions  that  I have  of  my 
personal  identity.  But  perhaps  it  may  be 
said,  this  may  all  be  fancy  without  reality. 
How  do  you  know  ? — what  evidence  have 
you,  that  there  is  such  a permanent  self 
which  has  a claim  to  all  the  thoughts, 
actions,  and  feelings,  which  you  call  yours  ? 

To  this  I answer,  that  the  proper  evi- 
dence I have  of  all  this  is  remembrance.  I 
remember  that,  twenty  years  ago,  I conversed 
with  sucli  a person  ; I remember  several 
things  that  passed  in  that  conversation; 
iny  memory  testifies  not  only  that  this  was 
done,  hut  that  it  was  done  by  me  who  now 
remember  it  If  it  was  done  by  me,  I must 
have  existed  at  that  time,  and  continued  to 
exist  from  that  time  to  the  present : if  the 
identical  person  whom  I call  myself,  had 
net  a part  in  that  conversation,  my  memory 
is  fallacious— it  gives  a distinct  and  positive 
testimony  of  what  is  not  true.  Every  man 
in  his  senses  believes  what  he  distinctly 
remembers,  and  everything  he  remembers 
[318-320] 


convinces  him  that  he  existed  at  the  time 
remembered. 

Although  memory  gives  the  most  irre- 
sistible evidence  of  my  being  the  identical 
person  that  did  such  a thing,  at  such  a time, 
1 may  have  other  good  evidence  of  things 
which  befel  me,  and  which  I do  not  remem- 
ber: I know  who  bare  me  and  suckled  me, 
but  I do  not  remember  these  events.  [319] 

It  may  here  be  observed,  (though  the 
observation  would  have  been  unnecessary  if 
some  great  philosophers  had  not  contra- 
dicted it,)  that  it  is  not  my  remembering 
any  action  of  mine  that  makes  me  to  he 
the  person  who  did  it.  This  remembrance 
makes  me  to  know  assuredly  that  I did  it ; 
but  I might  have  done  it  though  I did  not 
remember  it.  That  relation  to  me,  which 
is  expressed  by  saying  that  I did  it,  would 
be  the  same  though  1 had  not  the  least  re- 
membrance of  it.  To  say  that  my  remem- 
bering that  I did  such  a thing,  or,  as  some 
choose  to  express  it,  my  being  conscious 
that  I did  it,  makes  me  to  have  done  it, 
appears  to  me  as  great  on  absurdity  as  it 
would  be  to  say,  that  my  belief  that  the 
world  was  created  made  it  to  be  created. 

When  we  pass  judgment  on  the  identity 
of  other  persons  besides  ourselves,  we  pro- 
ceed upon  other  grounds,  and  determine 
from  a variety  of  circumstances,  which 
sometimes  produce  the  firmest  assurance, 
and  sometimes  leave  room  for  doubt.  The 
identity  of  persons  has  often  furnished  mat- 
ter of  serious  litigation  before  tribunals  of 
justice.  But  no  man  of  a sound  mind  ever 
doubted  of  his  own  identity,  as  far  as  he 
distinctly  remembered. 

The  identity  of  a person  is  a perfect 
identity  ; wherever  it  is  real,  it  admits  of  no 
degrees ; and  it  is  impossible  that  a person 
should  be  in  part  the  same,  and  in  part 
different ; because  a person  is  a monad , and 
is  not  divisible  into  parts.  The  evidence  of 
identity  in  other  persons  besides  ourselves 
does  indeed  admit  of  all  degrees,  from  what 
we  account  certainty  to  tho  least  degree  of 
probability.  But  still  it  is  true  tliat  the 
same  person  is  perfectly  the  same,  and  can- 
not he  bo  in  part,  or  in  some  degree  only. 

For  this  cause,  I have  first  considered 
personal  identity,  as  that  which  is  perfect 
in  its  kind,  and  the  natural  measure  of  that 
which  is  imperfect  [320] 

We  probably  at  first  derive  our  notion  of 
identity  from  that  natural  conviction  which 
every  man  has  from  the  dawn  of  reason  of 
his  own  identity  and  continued  existence. 
The  operations  of  our  minds  are  all  succes- 
sive, and  have  no  continued  existence.  But 
the  thinking  being  has  a continued  exist- 
ence ; and  we  have  an  invincible  belief  that 
it  remains  the  same  when  all  its  thoughts 
and  operations  change. 

Our  judgments  of  the  identity  of  objects 
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of  sense  seem  to  be  formed  much  upon  the 
same  grounds  as  our  judgments  of  the 
identity  of  other  persons  besides  ourselves. 

Wherever  we  observe  great  similarity, 
we  are  apt  to  presume  identity,  if  no  reason 
appears  to  the  contrary.  Two  objects  ever 
so  like,  when  they  are  perceived  at  the  same 
time,  cannot  be  the  same ; but,  if  they  arc 
presented  to  our  senses  at  different  times, 
we  are  apt  to  think  them  the  same,  merely 
from  their  similarity. 

Whether  this  be  a natural  prejudice,  or 
from  whatever  cause  it  proceeds,  it  cer- 
tainly appears  in  children  from  infancy ; 
and,  when  we  grow  up,  it  is  confirmed  in 
most  instances  by  experience  ; for  we  rarely 
find  two  individuals  of  the  same  species  that 
are  not  distinguishable  by  obvious  differ- 
ences. 

A man  challenges  a thief  whom  he  finds 
in  possession  of  his  horse  or  his  watch,  only 
on  similarity.  When  the  watchmaker 
swears  that  he  sold  this  watch  to  such  a 
person,  his  testimony  is  grounded  on  simi- 
larity. The  testimony  of  witnesses  to  the 
identity  of  a person  is  commonly  grounded 
on  no  other  evidence. 

Thus  it  appears  that  the  evidence  we 
have  of  our  own  identity,  as  far  back  as  we 
remember,  is  totally  of  a different  kind  from 
the  evidence  we  have  of  the  identity  of  other 
persons,  or  of  objects  of  sense.  The  first 
is  grounded  on  memory,  and  gives  un- 
doubted certainty.  The  last  is  grounded  on 
similarity,  and  on  other  circumstances, 
which  in  many  cases  are  not  so  decisive  as 
to  leave  no  room  for  doubt.  [321] 

It  may  likewise  be  observed,  that  the 
identity  of  objects  of  sense  is  never  perfect. 
All  bodies,  as  they  consist  of  innumerable 
parts  that  may  be  disjoined  from  them  by 
a great  variety  of  causes,  are  subject  to 
continual  changes  of  their  substance,  in- 
creasing, diminishing,  changing  insensibly. 
When  such  alterations  are  gradual,  because 
language  could  not  afford  a different  name 
for  every  different  state  of  such  a change- 
able being,  it  retains  the  same  name,  and 
is  considered  as  the  same  thing.  Thus 
wo  say  of  an  old  regiment  that  it  did  such  a 
thing  a century  ago,  though  there  now  is  not 
a man  alive  who  then  belonged  to  it.  We  say 
a tree  is  the  same  in  the  seed-bed  and  in  the 
forest.  A ship  of  war,  which  has  successively 
changed  her  anchors,  her  tackle,  her  sails, 
her  masts,  her  planks,  and  her  timbers,  w’hile 
she  keeps  the  same  name,  is  the  same. 

The  identity,  therefore,  which  we  ascribe 
to  bodies,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  is 
not  perfect  identity  ; it  is  rather  some- 
thing which,  for  the  conveniency  of  speech, 
we  call  identity.  It  admits  of  a great 
change  of  the  subject,  providing  the  change 
be  gradual,  sometimes  even  of  a total 
change.  And  the  changes  which  in  com- 
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mon  language  are  made  consistent  with 
identity,  differ  from  those  that  are  thought 
to  destroy  it,  not  in  kind,  but  in  number 
and  degree.  It  has  no  fixed  nature  wheu 
applied  to  bodies  ; and  questions  about  the 
identity  of  a body  are  very  often  questions 
about  words.  But  identity,  when  applied 
to  persons,  has  no  ambiguity,  and  admits 
not  of  degrees,  or  of  more  and  less.  It  is 
the  foundation  of  all  rights  and  obligations, 
and  of  all  accountablemis  ; and  the  notion 
of  it  is  fixed  and  precise.  [322] 

CHAPTER  V. 

MR  LOCK  8*8  ACCOUNT  OP  THB  ORIGIN  OP  OUR 

IDEAS,  AND  PARTICULARLY  OP  TUB  IDXA 

OF  DURATION. 

It  was  a very  laudable  attempt  of  Mr 
Locke  “ to  inquire  into  the  original  of  those 
ideas,  notions,  or  whatever  you  please  to 
call  them,  which  a man  observes,  and  is 
conscious  to  himself  he  has  iu  his  mind, 
and  the  way's  whereby  the  understanding 
comes  to  be  furnished  with  them.**  No 
man  was  better  qualified  for  this  investi- 
gation ; and  I believe  no  man  ever  en- 
gaged in  it  with  a more  sincere  love  of 
truth. 

His  success,  though  great,  would,  I ap- 
prehend, have  been  greater,  if  he  had  not 
too  early  fonned  a system  or  hypothesis 
upon  this  subject,  without  all  the  caution 
and  patient  induction,  which  is  necessary 
in  drawing  general  conclusions  from  facts. 

The  sum  of  his  doctrine  I take  to  be 
this— M That  all  our  ideas  or  notions  may 
be  reduced  to  two  classes,  the  simple  and 
the  complex : That  the  simple  are  purely 
the  work  of  Nature,  the  understanding 
being  merely  passive  in  receiving  them  : 
That  they  are  all  suggested  by  two  powers 
of  the  mind — to  wit,  Sensation  and  Reflec- 
tion ;•  and  that  they  are  the  materials  of 
all  our  knowledge.  That  the  other  class  of 
complex  ideas  are  fonned  by  the  under- 
standing itself,  which,  being  once  stored 
with  simple  ideas  of  sensation  and  reflec- 
tion. has  the  power  to  repeat,  to  compare, 
and  to  combine  them,  even  to  an  almost 
infinite  variety,  and  so  can  make  at  pleasure 
new  complex  ideas : but  that  is  not  in  the 
power  of  the  most  exalted  wit,  or  enlarged 


* That  IxKke  did  not  (as  even  Mr  Mewart  sup. 
poses)  introduce  Reflection,  either  name  or  th<ng, 
into  the  philosophy  of  mind.  see  Note  I.  Nor 
war  he  even  the  first  explicitly  to  enunciate  Sense 
and  Reflection  a*  the  two  sources  of  our  knowledge; 
lor  I can  shew  that  thir  had  been  done  :n  a far  more 
philosophical  manner  by  aoinc  of  the  schoolmen ; 
Reflection  with  them  not  being  merely,  aa  with 
l<ockr,  a source  of  adventitious,  empirical,  or  a pot. 
trriori  knowledge,  but  the  mean  by  which  we  dis- 
close alan  the  rnitive,  pure,  or  a priori  cognitions 
which  the  intellect  itaelf  contains.—- H. 

[321.  3221 
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understanding,  by  any  quickness  or  variety 
of  thought,  to  invent  or  frame  one  new 
simple  idea  in  the  mind,  not  taken  in  by 
the  two  ways  before-mentioned.  [323]  That, 
as  our  power  over  the  material  world  reaches 
only  to  the  compounding,  dividing,  and 
putting  together,  in  various  forms,  the 
matter  which  God  has  made,  but  reaches 
not  to  the  production  or  annihilation  of  a 
single  atom ; so  we  may  compound,  com- 
pare, and  abstract  the  original  and  simple 
ideas  which  Nature  has  given  us;  but  are 
enable  to  fashion  in  our  understanding  any 
simple  idea,  not  received  in  by  our  senses 
from  external  objects,  or  by  reflection  from 
the  operations  of  our  own  mind  about  them.** 

This  account  of  the  origin  of  all  our  ideas 
is  adopted  by  Bishop  Berkeley  and  Mr 
Hume;  but  some  very  ingenious  philoso- 
phers, who  have  a high  esteem  of  Locke's 
Essay,  are  dissatisfied  with  it. 

Dr  Hutcheson  of  Glasgow,  in  his  u In- 
quiry into  the  Ideas  of  Beauty  and  Virtue,” 
has  endeavoured  to  shew  that  these  are 
original  and  simple  ideas,  furnished  by 
original  powers,  which  he  calls  the  sense  of 
beauty  and  the  moral  sense. 

Dr  Price,  in  his  “ Review  of  the  Principal 
Questions  and  Difficulties  in  Morals,”  lias 
observed,  very  justly,  that,  if  we  take  the 
words  sensation  and  reflection,  as  Mr  Locke 
has  defined  them  in  the  beginning  of  his 
excellent  Essay,  it  will  be  impossible  to 
derive  some  of  the  most  important  of  our 
ideas  from  them ; and  that,  by  the  under- 
standing— that,  is  by  our  judging  and  reason- 
ing power — we  are  furnished  with  many 
Bimple  and  original  notions. 

Mr  Locke  says  that,  by  reflection,  he 
would  be  understood  to  mean  “ the  notice 
which  the  mind  takes  of  its  own  operations, 
and  the  manner  of  them.”  This,  1 think,  w e 
commonly  call  consciousness;  from  which, 
indeed,  we  derive  all  the  notions  we  have 
of  the  operations  of  our  own  minds ; and  he 
often  speaks  of  the  operations  of  our  own 
minds,  as  the  only  objects  of  reflection. 

When  reflection  is  taken  in  this  confined 
sense,  to  say  that  all  our  ideas  are  ideas 
either  of  sensation  or  reflection,  is  to  say 
that  everything  we  can  conceive  is  either 
some  object  of  sense  or  some  operation  of 
our  own  minds,  which  is  far  from  being 
true.  [324] 

But  the  word  reflection  is  commonly  used 
in  a much  more  extensive  sense ; it  is  ap- 
plied to  many  operations  of  the  mind,  with 
more  propriety  than  to  that  of  conscious- 
ness. We  reflect,  when  we  remem  her,  or 
call  to  mind  what  is  post,  and  survey  it 
with  attention.  We  reflect,  when  we  define, 
when  we  distinguish,  when  we  judge,  when 
we  reason,  whether  about  things  material 
or  intellectual. 

When  reflection  is  taken  in  this  sense, 
| 3*3-325] 


which  is  more  common,  and  therefore  more 
roper*  than  the  sense  which  Mr  Locke 
as  put  upon  it,  it  may  be  justly  said  to  be 
the  only  source  of  all  our  distinct  and  ac- 
curate notions  of  things.  For,  although  our 
first  notions  of  material  things  are  got  by 
the  external  senses,  and  our  first  notions  of 
the  operations  of  our  own  mindB  by  con- 
sciousness, these  first  notions  are  neither 
simple  nor  clear.  Our  senses  and  our  con- 
sciousness arc  continually  shifting  from  one 
object  to  another  ; their  operations  are  tran- 
sient and  momentary,  and  leave  no  distinct 
notion  of  their  objects,  until  they  are  re- 
called by  memory,  examined  with  attention, 
and  compared  with  other  things. 

This  reflection  is  not  one  power  of  the 
mind ; it  comprehends  many ; such  as  re- 
collection, attention,  distinguishing,  com- 
paring, judging.  By  these  powers  our  minds 
are  furnished  not  only  with  many  simple 
and  original  notions,  but  with  ail  our  notions, 
which  are  accurate  and  well  defined,  and 
which  alone  are  the  nroper  materials  of 
reasoning.  Many  of  these  are  neither  no- 
tions of  the  objects  of  sense,  nor  of  the 
operations  of  our  own  minds, .and  therefore 
neither  ideas  of  sensation,  nor  of  reflection, 
in  the  sense  that  Mr  Locke  gives  to  reflec- 
tion. But,  if  any  one  chooses  to  call  them 
ideas  of  reflection,  taking  the  word  in  the 
more  common  and  proper  sense,  I have  no 
objection.  [325] 

Mr  Locke  seems  to  me  to  have  used  the 
word  reflection  sometimes  in  that  limited 
sense  which  he  has  given  to  it  in  the  defi- 
nition before  mentioned,  and  sometimes  to 
have  fallen  unawares  into  the  common  sense 
of  the  word  ; and  by  this  ambiguity  his  ac- 
count of  the  origin  of  our  ideas  is  darkened 
and  perplexed. 

Having  premised  these  things  in  general 
of  Mr  Locke's  theory  of  the  origin  of  our 
ideas  or  notions,  I proceed  to  some  observ- 
ations on  bis  account  of  the  idea  of  dura- 
tion. 

“ Reflection,”  he  says,  “ upon  the  train  of 
ideas,  which  appear  one  after  another  in  our 
minds,  is  that  which  furnishes  us  with  the 
idea  of  succession ; and  the  distance  between 
any  two  parts  of  that  succession,  is  that  we 
call  duration.” 

If  it  be  meant  that  the  idea  of  succession 
is  prior  to  that  of  duration,  either  in  time 
or  in  the  order  of  nature,  this,  1 think,  is 
impossible,  because  succession,  as  Dr  Price 
justly  observes,  presupposes  duration,  and 
can  in  no  sense  be  prior  to  it ; and  there- 


* This  i*  not  correct ; and  the  employment  of 
Reflection  in  another  meaning  than  that  cr 
wpit  imuri — the  reflex  knowledge  or  contcioumea* 
which  the  mind  has  of  ita  own  affection* — it  wholly  a 
aecondary  and  Improper  tignifleation.  See  Note  I. 
1 may  again  notice,  that  Held  vacillate*  in  the  mean- 
ing he  give*  to  the  term  Reflection.  Cc  mparc  above, 
p.  £32,  note  *,  and  below,  under  p.  M6. — H 
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fore  it  would  be  more  proper  to  derive  the  I 
idea  of  succession  from  tliat  of  duration.  ( 

But  how  do  wc  get  the  idea  of  succession  ? 

(t  is,  says  he,  by  reflecting  upon  the  train 
of  ideas  which  appear  one  after  another  in 
our  minds. 

Reflecting  upon  the  train  of  ideas  can  be 
nothing  but  remembering  it,  and  giving  atten- 
tion to  what  our  memory  testifies  concern- 
ing it ; for,  if  we  did  not  remember  it,  we 
could  not  have  a thought  about  it.  So  that 
it  is  evident  that  this  reflection  includes 
remembrance,  without  which  there  could  be 
no  reflection  on  what  is  past,  and  conse- 
quently no  idea  of  succession.  [326] 

It  may  here  be  observed,  that,  if  w e speak 
strictly  and  philosophically,  no  kind  of  suc- 
cession can  be  an  object  either  of  the  senses 
or  of  consciousness ; because  the  operations 
of  both  are  confined  to  the  present  point  of 
time,  and  there  can  be  no  succession  in  a 
point  of  time  ; and  on  that  account  the  mo- 
tion of  a body,  which  is  a successive  change 
of  place,  could  not  be  observed  by  the  senses 
alone  without  the  aid  of  memory. 

As  this  observation  seems-  to  contradict 
the  common  sense  and  common  language  of 
mankind,  when  they  affirm  that  they  see  a 
body  move,  and  hold  motion  to  be  an.object 
of  the  senses,  it  is  proper  to  take  notice,  that 
this  contradiction  between  the  philosopher 
and  the  vulgar  is  apparent  only,  and  not 
real.  It  arises  from  this,  that  philosophers 
and  the  vulgar  differ  in  the  meaning  they 
put  upon  what  is  called  the  pretent  time, 
and  are  thereby  led  to  make  a different  limit 
between  sense  and  memory. 

Philosophers  give  the  name  of  the  pre- 
sen/  to  that  indivisible  point  of  time,  winch 
divides  the  future  from  the  past : but  the 
vulgar  find  it  more  convenient  in  the  affairs 
of  life,  to  give  the  name  of  pretciU  to  a por- 
tion of  time,  which  extends  more  or  less, 
according  to  circumstances,  into  the  past  or 
the  future.  Hence  we  say,  the  present 
hour,  the  present  year,  the  present  century, 
tliough  one  point  only  of  these  periods  can 
be  present  in  the  philosophical  sense. 

It  has  been  observed  by  grammarians, 
that  the  present  tense  in  verbs  is  not  con- 
fined to  an  indivisible  point  of  time,  but  is 
so  far  extended  as  to  have  a beginning,  a 
middle,  and  an  end ; and  tliat,  in  the  most 
copious  and  accurate  languages,  these  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  present  arc  distinguished 
by  different  forms  of  the  verb. 

A*  the  purposes  of  conversation  make  it 
convenient  to  extend  what  is  called  the  pre- 
sent, the  same  reason  leads  men  to  extend 
the  province  of  sense,  and  to  carry  its  limit 
os  far  hack  as  they  carry  the  present.  Thus 
a man  may  say,  I saw  such  a person  just 
now  : it  would  be  ridiculous  to  find  fault 
with  this  way  of  speaking,  because  it  is 
authorized  by  custom,  and  h;»B  a distinct  j 


meaning.  [3271  Rut>  If  we  •pcah  philoso- 
phically, the  senses  do  not  testify  what  wc 
saw,  but  only  what  we  see  ; what  I saw 
last  moment  I consider  as  the  testimony  of 
sense,  though  it  is  now  only  the  testimony 
of  memory. 

There  is  no  necessity  in  common  life  of 
dividing  accurately  the  provinces  of  sense 
and  of  memory ; and,  therefore  ,we  assign  to 
sense,  not  an  indivisible  point  of  time,  but 
tliat  small  portion  of  time  which  we  call  the 
present,  which  lias  a beginning,  a middle, 
aud  an  end. 

Hence,  it  is  easy  to  see  that,  though,  in 
common  language,  we  speak  with  perfect 
propriety  and  truth,  when  we  say  that  wo 
see  a body  move,  and  that  motion  is  an  ob- 
ject of  sense,  yet  when,  as  philosophers,  we 
distinguish  accurately  the  province  of  sense 
from  that  of  memory,  we  can  no  more  see 
what  is  past,  though  but  a moment  ago, 
than  we  can  remember  what  is  present ; so 
that,  speaking  philosophically,  it  is  only  by 
the  aid  of  memory  that  we  discern  motion, 
or  any  succession  whatsoever.  We  see  the 
present  place  of  the  body  ; we  remember 
the  successive  advance  it  made  to  that 
place : the  first  can  then  only  give  us  a 
conception  of  motion  when  joined  to  the  last. 

Having  considered  the  account  given  by 
Mr  Locke,  of  the  idea  of  succession,  we 
shall  next  consider  how,  from  the  idea  of 
succession,  he  derives  the  idea  of  duratiou. 

44  The  distance,*'  he  says,  44  between  any 
parts  of  that  succession,  or  between, the 
appearance  of  any  two  ideas  in  our  minds, 
is  that  we  call  duration.’* 

To  conceive  this  the  more  distinctly,  let 
us  call  the  distance  between  an  idea  and 
tliat  which  immediately  succeeds  it,  one  ele- 
ment of  duration  ; the  distance  between  an 
idea,  and  the  second  that  succeeds  it,  two 
elements,  and  so  on  : if  ten  such  elements 
make  duratiou,  then  one  must  make  dura- 
tion, otherwise  duratiou  must  he  made  up  of 
parts  that  have  uo  duration,  which  is  im- 
possible. [328] 

For,  suppose  a succession  of  as  many 
ideas  os  you  please,  if  none  of  these  ideas 
have  duration,  uor  any  interval  of  duration 
be  between  one  and  another,  then  it  is 
perfectly  evident  there  can  he  no  interval 
of  duration  between  the  first  and  the  list, 
how  great  soever  their  number  be.  I con- 
clude, therefore,  tliat  there  must  be  dura- 
tion iu  every  single  interval  or  element  of 
which  the  whole  duration  is  made  up. 
Nothing  indeed,  is  more  certain,  than  that 
every  elementary  part  of  duration  must 
have  duration,  as  every  elementary  part  of 
extension  must  have  extension. 

Now,  it  must  be  observed  that,  in  these 
elements  of  duration,  or  single  intervals  of 
successive  ideas,  there  is  no  succession  of 
ideas  ; yet  wcmuBt  conceive  them  to  have 
[326-3*8] 
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duration;  whence  we  may  conclude  with 
certainty,  that  there  is  a conception  of  du- 
ration, where  there  is  no  succession  of  ideas 
in  the  mind. 

We  may  measure  duration  by  the  suc- 
cession of  thoughts  in  the  inind,  as  we  mea- 
sure length  by  inches  or  feet ; but  the  notion 
or  idea  of  duration  must  lie  antecedent  to 
the  mensuration  of  it,  as  the  notion  of 
length  is  antecedent  to  its  being  measured. 

Mr  Locke  draws  some  conclusions  from 
his  account  of  the  idea  of  duration,  which 
may  serve  as  a touchstone  to  discover  how 
far  it  is  genuine.  One  is,  that,  if  it  were 
possible  for  a waking  man  to  keep  only  one 
idea  in  his  mind  without  variation,  or  the 
succession  of  others,  ho  would  have  no  per- 
ception of  duration  at  all ; and  the  moment 
he  began  to  have  this  idea,  would  seem  to 
have  no  distance  from  the  moment  he 
ceased  to  have  it. 

Now,  that  one  idea  should  seem  to  have 
no  duration,  and  that  a multiplication  of  that 
vo  duration  should  seem  to  have  duration, 
appears  to  me  as  impossible  as  that  the 
multiplication  of  nothing  should  produce 
something.  [329] 

Another  conclusion  which  the  author 
draws  from  this  theory  is,  that  the  same 
period  of  duration  appears  long  to  us  when 
the  succession  of  ideas  in  our  mind  is  quick, 
and  short  when  the  succession  is  slow. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  the  same 
length  of  duration  appears  in  some  circum- 
stances much  longer  than  in  others ; the 
time  appears  long  when  a man  is  impatient 
under  any  pain  or  distress,  or  when  he  is 
eager  in  the  expectation  of  some  happiness. 
On  the  other  hand,  when  he  is  pleased  and 
happy  in  agreeable  conversation,  or  delighted 
with  a variety  of  agreeable  objects  that 
strike  his  Benses  or  his  imagination,  time 
Hies  away,  and  appears  short. 

According  to  Air  Locke's  theory,  in  the 
first  of  these  cases,  the  succession  of  ideas 
is  very  quick,  and  in  the  last  very  slow.  I 
am  rather  inclined  to  think  that  the  very 
contrary  is  the  truth.  When  a man  is  racked 
with  pain,  or  with  expectation,  ho  can 
hardly  think  of  anything  but  his  distress  ; 
and  the  more  his  mind  is  occupied  by  that 
sole  object,  the  longer  the  time  appears. 
On  the  other  hand,  when  he  is  entertained 
with  cheerful  music,  with  lively  conversa- 
tion, and  brisk  sallies  of  wit,  there  seems 
to  be  the  quickest  succession  of  ideas,  but 
the  time  appears  shortest. 

I have  heard  a military  officer,  a man  of 
candour  and  observation,  say,  that  the  time 
he  was  engaged  in  hot  action  always  ap- 
peared to  him  much  shorter  than  it  really 
was.  Yet  I think  it  cannot  be  supposed  j 
that  the  succession  of  ideas  was  then  slower 
than  usual.* 

* In  travelling,  the  timcaecmv  very  ihort  while 
[329,  330  ] 


If  the  idea  of  duration  were  got  merely 
by  the  succession  of  ideas  in  our  minds, 
that  succession  must,  to  ourselves,  appear 
equally  quick  at  all  times,  because  the  only 
measure  of  duration  is  the  number  of  suc- 
ceeding ideas  ; but  I believe  every  man 
capable  of  reflection  will  be  sensible,  that 
at  one  time  his  thoughts  come  slowly  and 
heavily,  and  at  another  time  hnve  a much 
quicker  and  livelier  motion.  [330] 

I knowr  of  no  ideas  or  notions  that  have 
a better  claim  to  be  accounted  simple  and 
original  than  those  of  Space  and  Time.  It 
is  essential  both  to  space  and  time  to  be 
made  up  of  parts  ; but  every  part  is  similar 
to  the  whole,  and  of  the  same  nature.  Dif- 
ferent parts  of  space,  as  it  has  three  dimen- 
sions, may  differ  both  in  figure  and  in  mag- 
nitude ; but  time  having  only  one  dimen- 
sion, its  parts  can  differ  only  in  magnitude ; 
and,  as  it  is  one  of  the  simplest  objects  of 
thought,  the  conception  of  it  must  be  purely 
the  effect  of  our  constitution,  and  given  us 
by  some  original  power  of  the  mind. 

The  sense  of  seeing,  by  itself,  gives  us 
the  conception  and  belief  of  only  two  dimen- 
sions of  extension,  but  the  sense  of  touch 
discovers  three ; and  reason,  from  the  con- 
templation of  finite  extended  things,  leads 
us  necessarily  to  the  belief  of  an  immensity 
that  contains  them.*  In  like  manner,  me- 
mory gives  us  the  conception  and  belief  of 
finite  intervals  of  duration.  From  the  con- 
templation of  these,  reason  leads  us  neces- 
sarily to  the  belief  of  an  eternity,  which 
comprehends  all  things  that  have  a begin- 
ning and  end.*  Our  conceptions,  both  of 
space  and  time,  are  probably  partial  and 
inadequate,^  and,  therefore,  we  are  apt  to 
lose  ourselves,  and  to  be  embarrassed  in 
our  reasonings  about  them. 

Our  understanding  is  no  leas  puzzled 
when  we  consider  the  minutest  parts  of 
time  and  space  than  when  we  consider  the 
whole.  We  are  forced  to  acknowledge 
that  in  their  nature  they  are  divisible  with- 
out end  or  limit ; but  there  are  limits  be- 
yond which  our  faculties  can  divide  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other. 

It  may  be  determined  by  experiment, 
what  is  the  least  angle  under  which  an 
object  may  be  discerned  by  the  eye,  and 
what  is  the  least  interval  of  duration  thut 
may  be  discerned  by  the  ear.  I believe 
these  may  be  different  in  different  persons : 
But  surely  there  is  a limit  which  no 
man  can  exceed : and  what  our  faculties 
can  no  longer  divide  is  still  divisible  in  it- 


pauitig;  very  long  n retrospect.  The  caure  ia  ol>- 
vioui. — H. 

* See  above,  p.  343,  rote  H. 
f They  are  not  .trroUiblp  but  ntcrttarily  partial 
, and  inadequate.  For  we  are  unable  positively  to 
conceive  Time  or  Space,  either  aa  infinite,  (£ 
without  limiU,)  or  a*  not  infinite  (i.  aa  limited. J 
1 u 
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Belf,  and,  by  beings  of  superior  perfection, 
may  be  divided  into  thousands  of  parts. 
[331] 

I have  reason  to  believe,  that  a good  eye 
in  the  prime  of  life  may  see  an  object  under 
an  angle  not  exceeding  half  a minute  of  a 
degree,  and  I believe  there  are  some  human 
eyes  still  more  perfect.  But  even  this  de- 
gree of  perfection  will  appear  great,  if  we 
consider  how  small  a part  of  the  retina  of 
the  eye  it  must  be  which  subtends  an  angle 
of  half  a minute. 

Supposing  the  distance  between  the  centre 
of  the  eye  and  the  retina  to  be  six  or  seven 
tenths  of  an  inch,  the  subtense  of  an  angle 
of  half  a minute  to  that  radius,  or  the 
breadth  of  the  image  of  an  object  seen  under 
that  angle,  will  not  be  above  the  ten  thou- 
sandth part  of  an  inch.  This  shews  such 
a wonderful  degree  of  accuracy  in  the  re- 
fracting power  of  a good  eye,  that  a pencil 
of  rays  coming  from  one  point  of  the  object 
shall  meet  in  one  point  of  the  retina,  so  as 
not  to  deviate  from  that  point  the  ten 
thousandth  part  of  an  inch.  It  shews, 
likewise,  that  such  a motion  of  an  object  as 
makes  its  image  on  the  retina  to  move  the 
ten  thousandth  part  of  an  inch,  is  discern- 
ible by  the  mind. 

In  order  to  judge  to  what  degree  of  ac- 
curacy we  can  measure  short  intervals  of 
time,  it  may  be  observed  that  one  who  has 
given  attention  to  the  motion  of  a Second 
pendulum,  will  be  able  to  beat  seconds  for 
a minute  with  a very  small  error.  When 
he  continues  this  exercise  long,  as  for  five 
or  ten  minutes,  he  is  apt  to  err,  more  even 
than  in  proportion  to  the  time— for  this 
reason,  as  I apprehend,  that  it  is  difficult  to 
attend  long  to  the  moments  as  they  pass, 
without  wandering  after  some  other  object 
of  thought. 

I have  found,  by  some  experiments,  that 
a rnan  may  beat  seconds  for  one  minute, 
without  erring  above  one  second  in  the 
whole  sixty ; and  I doubt  not  but  by  long 
practice  he  might  do  it  still  more  accurately. 
From  this  I think  it  follows,  that  the  six- 
tieth part  of  a second  of  time  is  discernible 
bv  the  human  mind.  [332] 


CHAPTER  VI. 

OP  MR  LOCKl's  ACCOUNT  OP  OUR  PERSONAL 
IDENTITY. 

In  r long  chapter  upon  Identity  and 
Diversity,  Mr  Locke  has  made  mauy  in- 
genious and  just  observations,  and  Borne 
which  I think  cannot  be  defended.  I shall 
only  take  notice  of  the  account  he  gives  of 
our  own  Personal  Identity,  His  doctrine 
upon  this  subject  has  been  censured  by 
Bishop  Butler,  in  a short  essay  subjoined  to 


his  u Analogy,”  with  whose  sentiments  I 
perfectly  agree. 

Identity,  as  was  observed.  Chap.  IV.  ol 
this  Essay,  supposes  the  continued  existence 
of  the  being  of  which  it  is  affirmed,  and 
therefore  can  be  applied  only  to  things  which 
have  a continued  existence.  While  any 
being  continues  to  exist,  it  is  the  same  being : 
but  two  beings  which  have  a different  be- 
giuning  or  a different  ending  of  their  exist- 
ence, cannot  possibly  be  the  same.  To  this 
I think  Mr  Locke  agrees. 

He  observes,  very  justly,  that  to  know 
what  is  meant  by  the  same  person,  we  must 
consider  what  the  word  person  stands  for; 
and  he  defines  a person  to  be  an  intelligent 
being,  endowed  with  reason  and  with  con- 
sciousness, which  last  he  thinks  inseparable 
from  thought. 

From  this  definition  of  a person,  it  must 
necessarily  follow,  that,  while  the  intelligent 
being  continues  to  exist  and  to  be  intelli- 
gent, it  must  be  the  same  person.  To  say 
that  the  intelligent  being  is  the  person,  and 
yet  that  the  person  ceases  to  exist,  while 
the  intelligent  being  continues,  or  that  the 
person  continues  while  the  intelligent  being 
ceases  to  exist,  is  to  my  apprehension  a 
manifest  contradiction.  [333  J 

One  would  think  that  the  definition  of  a 
person  should  perfectly  ascertain  the  nature 
of  personal  identity,  or  wherein  it  consists, 
though  it  might  still  be  a question  how  we 
come  to  know  and  be  assured  of  our  per- 
sonal identity. 

Mr  Locke  tells  us,  however,  “ that  per- 
sonal identity — that  is,  the  sameness  of  a 
rational  being — consists  in  consciousness 
alone,  and,  as  far  as  this  consciousness  can 
be  extended  backwards  to  any  past  action 
or  thought,  so  far  reaches  the  identity  of 
that  person.  So  that,  whatever  hath  the 
consciousness  of  present  and  past  actions, 
is  the  same  person  to  whom  they  belong. ”• 

* See  Essay,  (Book  ii.  ch.  27,  $.  9.)  The  passage 

Even  as  a quotat  on  in  (he  test,  if  the  turn  of 
X'kc't  docthne,  but  not  exactly  in  hit  words.  Long 
before  Butler,  to  whom  the  ment  U usually  ascribed. 
I.  cke't  doctrine  of  Personal  Identity  bad  t«een 
atta;  keo  and  rrAited.  This  was  done  even  by  his 
earliest  critic,  John  Sergeant,  whose  word*,  a*  he 
it  jui  author  wholly  unknown  to  all  historian*  of  phi. 
loaophy,  and  his  works  of  the  rarest,  ! shall  quote. 
He  thusarguea  The  former  distinction  forelaid, 
he  ( Locke)  proceeds  to  make  personal  identity  in  man 
to  consist  in  the  consciousness  that  my  are  the  same 
think  mo  thing  in  different  times  and  places.  He 
prove*  it,  because  consciousne*#  is  inseparable  from 
thinking,  and,  at  it  seems  to  him,  essential  to  it. 
Perhaps  he  may  have  had  second  thoughts,  since  he 
writ  hi*  19th  Chapter,  where,  $ 4,  he  thought  it 
probable  that  Thinking  is  but  the  action,  and  not  the 
easence  of  thesouL  His  reason  here  is—*  Because 
tls  impossible  for  any  to  perceive,  without  perceiving 
that  he  does  perceive,'  which  1 have  shewn  above  to 
be  so  far  from  impossible,  that  the  contrary  is  such. 
But,  to  speak  to  the  point : Consciousness  of  any 
action  or  other  accident  we  have  now,  or  have  had, 
is  nothing  but  our  knowledge  that  it  belonged  to  us ; 
and,  since  we  both  grer  that  we  have  no  .innate 
knowledges,  it  follows,  that  all,  both  actual  and  bat  i. 
tual  knowledges,  which  we  have,  are  acquired  orac 
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This  doctrine  hath  nome  strange  conse- 
quences, which  the  author  was  aware  of, 
Such  as,  that,  if  the  same  consciousness  can 
be  transferred  from  one  intelligent  being  to 
another,  which  he  thinks  we  cannot  Bhew 
to  be  impossible,  then  two  or  twenty  intel- 
ligent beings  may  be  the  same  person.  And 
if  the  intelligent  being  may  lose  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  actions  done  by  him,  which 
surely  is  possible,  then  lio  is  not  the  person 
that  did  those  actions  ; so  that  one  intelli- 
gent being  may  be  two  or  twenty  different 
persons,  if  he  shall  so  often  lose  the  con- 
sciousness of  his  former* actions. 

There  is  another  consequence  of  this 
doctrine,  which  follows  no  less  necessarily, 
though  Mr  Locke  probably  did  not  see  it 
It  is,  that  a man  may  be,  and  at  the  same 
time  not  be,  the  person  that  did  a particular 
action. 

Suppose  a brave  officer  to  have  been 
flogged  when  a boy  at  school,  for  robbing 
an  orchard,  to  have  taken  a standard  from 
the  enemy  in  his  first  campaign,  and  to  have 
been  made  a genera)  in  advanced  life  : Sup- 
pose also,  which  must  be  admitted  to  be 
possible,  that,  when  he  took  the  standard, 


oriental  to  the  subject  or  k newer.  W hertjbre^the 
man,  or  that  thing  which  it  to  be  the  knourr,  mutt 
hare  had  individuality  or  jiersonality,  from  other 
principles,  antecedently  to-  thit  knouiedix,  called 
conscioutnett : and,  consequently,  he  will  retain  hit 
identity,  or  continue  the  tame  man,  or  (which  ■ it 
equivalent l the  tame  person,  at  long  at  he  hat  those 
individuating  jirindiJet.  What  tho*e  principle*  are 
which  constitute  this  man,  or  thi*  knowing -Indict. 
duum,  I have  *hewn  above,  1 \ S.  7.  It  being  then 
mo*t  evident,  that  a man  must  fee  the  tame,  ere  he  con 
know  or  be  conscious  that  he  it  the  same,  all  hi* 
laborioua  descant*  and  extravagant  consequences 
which  are  built  upon  thi*  supposition,  that  conscious- 
ness individuate*  the  person,  can  need  no  farther 
refutation.’* 

I he  tame  objection  wa*  alto  made  by  Leibints  in 
h|»*thctures  on  Locke’*  Kasay.  Inter  alia,  he  un — 
**  Pour  ce  qui  e*t  du  toi  il  »cra  bon  de  1c  riistinguer 
de  rapparence  du  toi  c t de  la  con*cio*ite  Le  ten  fait 
ridentiU ' reeUe  et  physique,  et  l apparrncc  du  101, 
acrompagnt-e  de  la  verite,  jr  joint  I'identite  pervonellc. 
Alnsi  no  voulant  point  dire,  que  I'identite  pcr*onelic 
ne  s'etend  pa*  plu»  loin  que  le  *ouvenir,  jediroi*  encore 
moina  que  le  *oi  ou  I’identite  physique  en  depend. 
LldenUte  rceleet  personelle  scprouveloplu*  certain- 
men  t qu’il  to  pent  en  mature  de  fait,  par  la  reflexion 

fre»ente  et  immediate ; ellc  teprouve  cuffisamcnt  pour 
ordinaire  par  notre  souvenir  d’intervirile  ou  par  le 
tcmeig»agr  ronspirant  de*  autre*.  Mai*  si  l)icu 
changeoit  extranrriinairment  I'identite  reelc,  la  per. 
aonelle  demeuroit,  pourvu  que  1’homme  conservkt 
le*  apparencea  d'identitt,  tant  le*  interne*,  {c'rst^ 
dire  de  la  conscience.)  que  lesrxternes,  com  meet- lie* 
qui  conaintent  dans  ce  qul  parent  aux  autre*.  Aiiitl 
la  conscience  n’est  pas  le  seul  moyen  «le  constltucr 
I'identitt  pcraonelle,  et  le  rapport  d'autrui  ou  mi-mc 
ri  ant  re*  marqOcs  y peuvent  suppler.  Mais  il  y a de  la 
difficulty,  s’il  sc  trouve  contradiction  entrecesdlvei. 
sc  appareecet.  La  conscience  *e  peut  taire  com  me 
dan*  I’oubli ; mais. si  elle  disoit  bicn  clalrroent  de* 
chose*,  qui  tussent  contralrc*  aux  autre*  apparenre*, 
on  scroit  embara**y  dan*  la  decision  rt  comme  sus- 
pendO  quelqur*  (bis  entre  deux  no*slbilit£»,  cellc  de 
i'irreur  du  noire  souvenir  rt  cello  de  quelque  decep- 
tion dans  le*  apparence*  externe*.” 

For  the  best  criticism  of  Locke's  doctrine  of  Perso- 
nal Identity,  I may,  however,  reter  the  reader  to  M. 
Cousin**  ••Court  de  Philosophic,"  t.  it,.  Leton  xviiL, 
p.  1W0-I0B.-H. 

[334,  335] 


he  was  conscious  of  his  having  been  flogged 
at  school,  and  that  when  made  a general  he 
was  conscious  of  his  taking  the  standard, 
but  had  absolutely  lost  the  consciousness  ot 
his  flogging.  [334] 

These  things  being  supposed,  it  follows, 
from  Mr  Locke's  doctrine,  that  he  who  was 
flogged  at  school  is  the  same  person  who 
took  the  standard,  and  that  he  who  took  the 
standard  is  the  same  person  who  was  made 
a general.  Whence  it  follows,  if  there  be 
any  truth  in  logic,  that  the  general  is  the 
same  person  with  him  who  was  flogged 
at  schoob  But  the  general's  consciousness 
docs  not  reach  so  far  back  as  his  flogging — 
therefore,  according  to  Mr  Locke’s  doctrine, 
he  is  not  the  person  who  was  flogged. 
Therefore,  the  general  is,  and  at  the  same 
time  is  not  the  same  person  with  him  who 
was  flogged  at  school.* 

Leaving  the  consequences  of  this  doctrine 
to  those  who  have  leisure  to  trace  them,  we 
may  observe,  with  regard  to  tlie  doctrine 
itself — 

First,  That  Mr  Locke  attributes  to  con- 
sciousness the  conviction  we  have  of  our 
past  actions,  as  if  a man  may  now  be  con- 
scious of  what  he  did  twenty  years  ago. 
It  is  impossible  to  understand  the  meaning 
of  this,  unless  by  consciousness  be  meant 
memory,  theonly  faculty  by  which  we  havean 
immediate  knowledge  of  our  past  actions. *f* 

Sometimes,  in  popular  discourse,  a man 
says  he  is  conscious  that  ho  did  such  a 
thing,  meaning  that  he  distinctly  remembers 
that  he  did  it.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  com- 
mon discourse,  to  fix  accurately  the  limits 
between  consciousness  and  memory.  This 
was  formerly  shewn  to  be  the  case  with  re- 
gard to  sense  and  memory  : and,  therefore, 
distinct  remembrance  is  sometimes  called 
sense,  sometimes  consciousness,  without 
any  inconvenience. 

But  this  ought  to  be  avoided  in  philoso- 
phy, otherwise  we  confound  the  different 
pow  ers  of  the  mind,  and  ascribe  to  one  what 
really  belongs  to  another.  If  a man  can  be 
conscious  of  what  he  did  twenty  years  or 
twenty  minutes  ago,  there  is  no  use  for 
memory,  nor  ought  w'e  to  allow  that  there 
is  any  such  faculty.  [33f>]  The  faculties  of 
consciousness  and  memory  are  chiefly  dis- 
tinguished by  this,  that  the  first  is  an  im- 
mediate knowledge  of  the  present,  the  second 
an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past.£ 

When,  therefore,  Mr  Locke's  notion  of 


* Compare  Huffier’*  *•  TraiU det  vr/mierrt  IV ritex," 
(hemarques  tur  Locke , \ 30 b,l  »no  make**  similar 
criticism.— H. 

f Locke,  it.  will  be  remembered.  Hoes  not,  like 
field,  view  consciousness  as  aco-orriinatc  faculty  with 
memory  ; but  under  consciousness  he  properly  conn 
prebends  the  various  faculties  a*  so -many  special 
modifies!  Ions. — H . 

t As  already  frequently  stated,  an  immediate 
knowledge  ot  the  past  incontradictory.  Thi*  ob. 
serration  I cannot  again  repeat.  See  Note  B — il. 
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personal  identity  is  properly  expressed,  it  is 
that  personal  identity  consists  in  distinct 
remembrance  ; for,  even  in  the  popular 
Bense,  to  say  that  I am  conscious  of  a past 
action,  means  nothing  else  than  tliat  I dis- 
tinctly remember  that  I did  it. 

Secondly , It  may  be  observed,  that,  in 
this  doctrine,  not  only  is  consciousness  con- 
founded with  memory,  but,  which  is  still 
more  strange,  personal  identity  is  confounded 
with  the  evidence  which  we  have  of  our 
personal  identity. 

It  is  very  true  that  my  remembrance 
that  I did  such  a thing  is  the  evidence  I 
have  that  I am  the  identical  person  who  did 
it.  And  this,  I am  apt  to  think,  Mr  Locke 
meant.  But,  to  say  that  my  remembrance 
that  I did  such  a thing,  or  my  conscious- 
ness, makes  me  the  person  who  did  it,  is,  in 
my  apprehension,  an  absurdity  too  gross  to 
be  entertained  by  any  man  who  attends  to 
the  meaning  of  it ; for  it  is  to  attribute  to 
memory  or  consciousness,  a strange  magi- 
cal power  of  producing  its  object,  though 
that  object  must  have  existed  before  the 
memory  or  consciousness  which  produced  it. 

Consciousness  is  the  testimony  of  one 
faculty ; memory  is  the  testimony  of  another 
faculty.  And,  to  Ray  that  the  testimony  is 
the  cause  of  the  thing  testified,  this  surely 
is  absurd,  if  anything  be,  and  could  not 
have  been  said  by  Mr  Locke,  if  he  had  not 
confounded  the  testimony  with  the  thing 
testified. 

When  a horse  that  was  stolen  is  found 
nnd  claimed  by  the  owner,  the  only  evidence 
he  can  have,  or  that  a judge  or  witnesses 
can  have  that  this  is  the  very  identical  horse 
which  was  his  property,  is  similitude.  [336] 
But  would  it  not  be  ridiculous  from  this  to 
infer  that  the  identity  of  a horse  consists  in 
similitude  only  ? The  only  evidence  I have 
that  I am  the  identical  person  who  did  such 
actions  is,  that  I remember  distinctly  I did 
them ; or,  as  Mr  Locke  expresses  it,  I am 
conscious  I did  them.  To  infer  from  this, 
that  personal  identity  consists  in  conscious- 
ness, is  an  argument  which,  if  it  had  any 
force,  would  prove  the  identity  of  a stolen 
horse  to  consist  solely  in  similitude. 

Thirdly , Is  it  not  strange  that  the  same- 
ness or  identity  of  a person  should  consist 
in  a thing  which  is  continually  changing, 
and  is  not  any  tw'o  minutes  the  same  ? 

Our  consciousness,  our  memory,  and 
every  operation  of  the  mind,  are  still  flow- 
ing, like  the  water  of  a river,  or  like  time 
itself.  The  consciousness  I have  this 
moment  can  no  more  be  the  same  conscious- 
ness I had  last  moment,  than  this  moment 
can  be  the  last  moment  Identity  can  only 
be  affirmed  of  things  which  have  a continued 
existence.  Consciousness,  and  every  kind 
of  thought,  is  transient  and  momentary,  and 
has  no  continued  existence ; and,  there- 


fore, if  personal  identity  consisted  in  con- 
sciousness, it  would  certainly  follow  that  no 
man  is  the  fame  person  any  two  moments 
of  his  life  ; and,  as  the  right  and  justice  of 
reward  and  punishment  is  founded  on  per- 
sonal identity,  no  man  could  be  responsible 
for  his  actions. 

But,  though  I take  this  to  be  the  una- 
voidable consequence  of  Mr  Locke’s  doc- 
trine concerning  personal  identity,  and 
though  some  persons  may  have  liked  the 
doctrine  tuCrbetter  on  this  account,  I ain 
far  from  imputing  anything  of  this  kind  to 
Mr  Locke.  He  was  too  good  a man  not  to 
have  rejected  with  abhorrence  a doctrine 
which  he  believed  to  draw  this  consequence 
after  it.  [337] 

Fourthly , There  are  many  expression* 
used  by  Mr  Locke,  iu  speaking  of  personal 
identity,  which,  to  me,  arc  altogether  unin- 
telligible, unless  we  suppose  that  he  con- 
founded that  sameness  or  identity  which  we 
ascribe  to  an  individual,  with  the  identity 
which,  in  common  discourse,  is  often  ascribed 
to  many  individuals  of  the  same  species. 

When  we  say  that  pain  and  pleasure, 
consciousness  and  memory,  are  tlio  same  in 
all  men,  this  sameness  can  only  mean  simi- 
larity, or  sameness  of  kind  ; but,  that  the 
pain  of  one  man  can  be  the  same  individual 
pain  with  that  of  another  man,  is  no  less 
impossible  than  that  one  man  should  be 
another  man  ; the  pain  felt  by  me  yester- 
day can  no  more  be  the  pain  I feel  to-day, 
than  yesterday  can  be  this  day;  and  the 
same  thing  may  be  said  of  every  passion 
and  of  every  operation  of  the  mind.  The 
same  kind  or  species  of  operation  may  be 
in  different  men,  or  in  the  same  man  at 
different  times  ; hut  it  is  impossible  tliat  the 
samo  individual  operation  should  be  in  dif- 
ferent men,  or  in  the  some  matt  at  different 
times. 

When  M r Locke,  therefore,  speaks  of  “ the 
same  consciousness  being  continued  through 
n succession  of  different  substances  when 
he  speaks  of  “ repeating  the  idea  of  a past 
action,  with  the  same  consciousness  we  had 
of  it  at  the  first.”  and  of  “ the  some  con- 
sciousness extending  to  actions  post  and  to 
come** — these  expressions  are  to  me  unin- 
telligible, unless  he  means  not  the  same  in- 
dividual consciousness,  but  a consciousness 
that  is  similar,  or  of  the  same  kind. 

If  our  personal  identity  consists  in  con- 
sciousness, as  this  consciousness  cannot  be 
the  same  individually  any  two  moments, 
but  only  of  the  same  kind,  it  would  follow 
that  we  are  not  for  any  two  moment*  the 
same  individual  persons,  but  the  same  kind 
of  persons. 

As  our  consciousness  sometimes  ceases 
to  exist,  as  in  sound  sleep,  our  personal 
identity  must  cease  with  it.  Mr  Locke 
allows,  that  the  same  thing  cannot  have 
[_3 36,  337] 
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two  beginnings  of  existence ; so  that  our 
identity  would  be  irrecoverably  gone  every 
time  we  cease  to  think,  if  it  was  but  for  a 
a moment.  * [33fl] 


CHAPTER  VII. 

TH KOR IKS  CONCERNING  MEMORY. 

The  common  theory  of  ideas—  that  is, 
of  images  in  the  brain  or  in.  the  Tyind,  of 
all  the  objects  of  thought — has  been  very 
generally  applied  to  account  for  the  facul- 
ties of  memory  and  imagination,  a a well  as 
that  of  perception  by  the  senses. 

The  sentiments  of  the  Peripatetics  are 
expressed  by  Alexander  Aphrodisiensis, 
one  of  the  earliest  Greek  commentators  on 
Aristotle,  in  these  words,  as  they  arc  trans- 
lated by  Mr  IlarriB  in  his  “ Hermes:” — 
“ Now,  what  Pliancy  or  Imagination  is,  we 
may  explain  as  follows  : — We  may  conceive 
to  be  formed  within  us,  fromthe  operations  of 
our  senses  about  sensible  objects,  some  Im- 
pression, as  it  were,  or  Picture,  in  our  origi- 
nal Sensorium,  being  a relict  of  that  motion 
caused  within  us  by  the  external  object ; a 
relict  which,  when  the  external  object  is 
no  longer  present,  remains,  and  is  still 
preserved,  being,  as  it  were,  its  Image, 


* It  U here  proper  to  Insert  Reid's  remark*  on 
Per*onai  Identify,  at  publithcd  by  I.ord  Katin-*,  in 
hi*  “ Eataya  on  the  Principle*  of  Morality  and  Natural 
Religion,"  (third  edition,  p.  #4.)  Jhc*e,  per  hap*, 
might  have  more  appropriately  found  their  place  in 
the  Correspondence  of  our  Author. 

“ To  return  to  our  •object,”  *ays  his  l.onUMp, 
" Mr  Locke,  writing  on  personal  identity,  h.t»  f.illen 
short  of  hi*  u»ual  accuracy.  He  inadvertently  jumble* 
together  the  identity  that  i*  na'ure**  work,  with 
i'ur  knowledge  ol  it.  Nay,  he  expresses  himself  some, 
tunc*  a*  if  identity  had  no  other  foundation  than 
that  knowledge.  I am  favoured  by  Dr  Reid  with  the 
Mlowing  thought*  on  perconal  identity 

” • All  men  agiee  that  pi  r»onallty  i«  indivisible  ; a 
part  of  a person  u an  absurdity.  A man  who  lose* 
hi*  wtate,  hi*  health,  an  arm,  or  a leg,  continue*  sti  I 
t-»betheuime|N>r>oii.  My  personal  identity,  there fore, 
i»  the  continued  existence  of  that  indivisible  thing 
which  I call  myself.  I am  not  thought ; 1 am  not 
action  j I am  not  feeling;  but  I think,  and  act,  and 
feel.  Thoughts,  actions,  feelings,  change  every 
moment ; but  se{f,  to  which  they  belong,  i*  perm  in- 
cut. If  it  be  asked  how  I know  that  ii  i*  permanent, 
i he  answer  i*,  that  1 know  it  from  memory.  Every- 
thing I remember  to  have  seen,  or  heard,  or  done,  or 
sutler  o',  convince*  me  that  1 existed  at  the  time 
remembered.  But,  though  it  is  from  memory  that  1 
have  the  knowledge  ol  my  personal  identity,  yet  |»er. 
tonal  identity  mutt  exist  in  nature,  independent  of 
memory  • otherwise.  I should  only  be  the  same  per. 
son  a*  far  as  my  memory  serve*  me ; and  what  would 
become  of  my  existence  during  the  intervals  wherein 
my  memory  has  failed  me  t My  rememberanre  of  any 
> t my  action*  doe*  not  make  me  to  be  the  person  who 
did  the  aclion,  but  only  make*  ine  know  that  I was 
the  person  who  did  it.  And  yet  it  was  Mr  Locke's 
opinion,  that  my  remembrance  of  an  action  is  what 
mikes  me  to  l»e  the  person  who  did  it ; a pregnant 
instai-cc  that  evi-n  men  of  the  greatest  genius  may 
sometimes  'all  into  an  absurdity.  Is  it  not  an  obvious 
corollary,  trom  Mr  Locke’s  opinion,  that  he  never 
was  horn  ? He  could  not  remember  his  birth  ; and, 
therefore,  was  not  the  person  burn  at  such  a place 
and  at  such  a time.’ H. 

f 338,  380J 


and  which,  by  being  thus  preserved,  be- 
comes the  cause  of  our  having  Memory. 
Now,  such  a sort  of  relict,  and,  as  it  were, 
impression,  they  call  Phancy  or  Imagina- 
tion.”* 

Another  jiassxigc  from  Alcinous  Of  the 
Doctrines  of  Plato,  chap.  4,  shews  the  agree- 
ment of  the  ancient  Platonists  and  Peripa- 
tetics in  this  theory  : — “ When  the  form  or 
type  of  things  is  imprinted  on  the  mind  by 
the  organs  of  the  senses,  and  so  imprinted 
as  not  to  be  deleted  by  time,  but  preserved 
firm  and  lusting,  its  preservation  is  called 
Memory.”*  [333] 

Upon  this  principle,  Aristotle  imputes  the 
shortness  of  memory  in  children  to  this 
cause — that  their  brain  is  too  moist  and  soft 
to  retain  impressions  made  upon  it : and 
the  defect  of  memory  in  old  men  he  imputes, 
on  the  contrary,  to  the  hardness  and  rigidity 
of  the  brain,  which  hinders  its  receiving 
any  durable  impression. -f 

This  ancient  theory  of  the  cause  of 
memory  is  defective  in  two  respects  : First , 
If  the  cause  assigned  did  really  exist,  it  by 
no  means  accounts  for  the  pfuenomcnon  ; 
and,  secondly , There  is  no  evidence,  nor 
even  probability,  tliat  that  cause  exists. 

It  is  probable  that  in  perception  some 
impression  is  made  upon  the  brain  as  well 
as  upon  the  organ  and  nerves,  because  all 
the  nerves  terminate  in  the  brain,  and  be- 
cause disorders  and  hurts  of  the  brnin  are 
found  to  affect  our  powers  of  perception 
when  the  external  organ  and  nerve  are 
found ; but  we  are  totally  ignorant  of  the 
nature  of  this  impression  upon  the  brain  : 
it  can  have  no  resemblance  to  the  object 
perceived,  nor  does  it  in  any  degree  ac- 
count for  that  sensation  and  perception 
which  arc  consequent  upon  it.  These  things 
have  been  argued  in  the  second  Essay,  and 
shall  now  be  taken  for  granted,  to  prevent 
repetition. 

If  the  impression  upon  the  brain  be  insuf- 
ficient to  account  for  tile  perception  of  ob- 
jects that  arc  present,  it  can  as  little  account 
for  the  memory  of  those  that  are  past. 

So  that,  if  it  were  certain  that  the  im- 
pressions made  on  the  brain  in  perception 
remain  as  long  as  there  is  any  memory  of 
tho  object,  alt  that  could  be  inferred  from 
this,  is,  that,  by  the  laws  of  Nature,  there 
is  a connection  established  between  that  im- 
pression, and  the  rememberancc  of  that 
object.  But  how  the  impression  contributes 


* The  inference  founded  on  these  passages,  is  alto- 
gether erroneous.  See  Note  K.— -II. 

t In  this  whole  statement  Reid  ■*  wrong.  In  the 
first  place,  Aristotle  did  not  impute  tho  defret  nf 
‘mommy  in  children  and  old  persons  to  any  const  tu- 
tion  of  the  Brain  ; for.  In  hi*  doctrine,  the  Heart, 
and  not  the  Brain,  is  the  primary  sinsorium  In  which 
the  impression  is  made.  In  the  second  place,  the 
term  impression  (vvevr),  is  used  by  Aristotle  in  xn 
analogical,  nut  in  a literal  signification  See  Note  K- 
— H. 
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to  this  remembrance,  we  should  bo  quite  I 
ignorant ; it  being  impossible  to  discover  | 
hew  thought  of  any  kind  Bhould  be  pro-  1 
duced,  by  an  impression  on  the  brain,  or 
upon  any  part  of  the  body.  ['140] 

To  say  that  this  impression  is  memory,  is 
absurd,  if  understood  literally.  I f it  is  only 
meant  that  it  is  the  cause  of  memory,  it 
ought  to  be  shewn  how  it  produces  this 
effect,  otherwise  memory  remains  as  unac- 
countable as  before. 

If  a philosopher  should  undertake  to  ac- 
count for  the  force  of  gunpowder  in  the 
discharge  of  a musket,  and  then  tell  us 
gravely  that  the  cause  of  this  phenomenon 
is  the  drawing  of  the  trigger,  we  should  not 
be  much  wiser  by  this  account-  As  little 
are  we  instructed  in  the  cause  of  memory, 
by  being  told  that  it  is  caused  by  a certain 
impression  on  the  brain.  For,  supposing 
that  impression  on  the  brain  were  as  neces- 
sary to  memory  as  the  drawing  of  the  trigger 
is  to  the  discharge  of  the  musket,  we  are 
still  as  ignorant  as  we  were  how  memory  is 
produced  ; so  that,  if  the  cause  of  memory, 
assigned  by  this  theory,  did  really  exist,  it 
does  not  in  any  degree  account  for  memory. 

Another  defect  in  this  theory  is,  that 
there  is  no  evidence  nor  probability  that 
the  cause  assigned  does  exist ; that  is,  that 
the  impression  made  upon  the  brain  in  per- 
ception remains  after  the  object  is  removed- 

That  impression,  wliatevcr  be  its  nature, 
is  caused  by  the  impression  made  by  the 
object  upon  the  organ  of  sense,  and  n{»on 
the  nerve.  Philosophers  suppose,  without 
any  evidence,  that,  when  the  object  is  re- 
moved, and  the  impression  upon  the  organ 
and  nerve  ceases,  the  impression  upon  the 
brain  continues,  and  is  )>ermancnt ; that  is, 
that,  when  the  cause  is  removed,  the  effect 
continues.  The  brain  surely  does  not  ap- 
pear more  fitted  to  retain  an  impression 
than  the  organ  and  nerve. 

But,  granting  that  the  impression  upon 
the  brain  continues  after  its  cause  is  re- 
moved, its  effects  ought  to  continue  while 
it  continues ; that  it,  the  sensation  and 
perception  should  be  as  permanent  ns  the 
impression  upon  the  brain,  which  is  sup- 
posed to  be  their  cause.  But  here  again 
the  philosopher  makes  a second  supposition, 
with  as  little  cvidcuce,  but  of  a contrary 
nature — to  wit,  that,  while  the  cause  re- 
mains, the  effect  ceases.  [341  ] 

If  this  should  be  granted  also,  a third 
must  be  made — That  the  same  cause  which 
at  first  produced  sensation  and  perception, 
does  afterwards  produce  memory — an  opera- 
tion essentially  different,  both  from  sensa- 
tion and  perception. 

A fourth  supposition  must  be  made  — 
That  this  cause,  though  it  he  permanent, 
does  not  produce  its  effect  at  all  times  ; it 
nmst  be  like  an  inscription  which  is  some- 


times covered  with  rubbish,  and  on  other 
occasions  made  legible ; for  the  memory  of 
things  is  often  interrupted  for  a long  time, 
and  circumstances  bring  to  our  recollection 
what  had  been  long  forgot.  After  all,  many 
things  nre  remembered  which  were  never 
perceived  by  the  senses,  being  no  objects  of 
sense,  and  therefore  which  could  moke  no 
impression  upon  the  brain  by  means  of  the 
senses. 

Thus,  when  philosophers  have  piled  one 
supposition  upon  another,  as  the  giants  piled 
the  mountains  in  order  to  scale  the  heavens, 
all  is  to  no  purpose — memory  remains  unac- 
countable ; and  we  know  as  little  how  we 
remember  things  past,  as  how  we  are  con- 
scious of  the  present. 

But  here  it  is  proper  to  observe,  that, 
although  impressions  upon  the  brain  give 
no  aid  in  accounting  for  memory,  yet  it  is 
very  probable  that,  in  the  human  frame, 
memory  is  dependent  on  some  proper  state 
or  temperament  of  the  brain.  • 

Although  the  furniture  of  our  memory 
bears  no  resemblance  to  any  temperament 
of  brain  whatsoever,  as  indeed  it  is  impos- 
sible it  should,  yet  nature  may  have  sub- 
jected us  to  this  law,  that  a certain  consti- 
tution or  Btate  of  the  brain  is  necessary  to 
memory.  That  this  is  really  the  case, 
many  well-known  facts  lead  us  to  con- 
clude. [342] 

It  is  possible  that,  by  accurate  observa- 
tion, the  proper  means  may  be  discovered 
of  preserving  that  temperament  of  the  brain 
which  is  favourable  to  memory,  and  of 
remedying  tlie  disorders  of  that  tempera- 
ment. This  would  be  a very  noble  im- 
provement of  the  medical  art.  But,  if  it 
should  ever  be  attained,  it  would  give  no 
aid  to  understand  how  one  state  of  the  braiu 
assists  memory,  and  another  hurts  it. 

I know  certainly,  that  the  impression 
made  upon  my  hand  by  the  prick  of  a pin 
occasions  acute  pain.  But  can  any  philo- 
sopher show  how  this  cause  produces  the 
effect  ? The  nature  of  the  impression  is 
here  perfectly  known ; hut  it  gives  no  help 
to  understand  how  that  impression  affects 
the  mind  ; and,  if  we  knew  as  distinctly  that 
state  of  the  brain  which  causes  memory, 
we  should  still  be  os  ignorant  as  before  how 
that  state  contributes  to  memory.  We 
might  have  been  so  constituted,  for  anything 
that  I know,  that  the  prick  of  a pin  in  the 
hand,  instead  of  causing  pain,  should  cause 
remembrance  ; nor  would  that  constitution 
be  more  unaccountable  than  the  present. 

The  body  and  mind  operate  on  each  other, 


* Nothing  more  wii  meant  by  the  philosopher  in 
question,  than  that  memory  i»,  at  Retd  himself  ad. 
tnit»,  dependent  on  a certain  state  ot  the  brain,  and 
on  >0010  unknown  effect  determined  in  it,  to  which 
they  gate  the  metaphorical  name—  impresrion, 
tppr,  Ac.—  H. 
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according  to  fixed  mws  of  nature ; and  it  is 
the  business  of  a philosopher  to  discover 
those  laws  by  observation  and  experiment : 
but,  when  he  lias  discovered  them,  he  must 
rest  in  them  as  facts  whose  cause  is  in- 
scrutable to  the  human  understanding. 

Mr  Locke,  and  those  who  have  followed 
him,  speak  with  more  reserve  than  the 
ancients,*  and  only  iucideutally,  of  impres- 
sions on  the  brain  as  the  cause  of  memory, 
and  impute  it  rather  to  our  retaining  in  our 
minds  the  ideas  got  either  by  sensation  or 
reflection. 

This,  Mr  Locke  says,  may  be  done  two 
ways— “FirW,  By  keeping  the  idea  for  some 
time  actually  in  view,  which  is  called  con- 
templation ; Secondly,  By  the  power  to  re- 
vive again  in  our  minds  those  ideas  which, 
after  imprinting,  have  disappeared,  or  have 
been,  as  it  were,  laid  out  of  sight ; and  this 
is  memory,  which  is,  as  it  were,  the  store- 
house of  our  ideas.**  [343] 

To  explain  this  more  distinctly,  he  imme- 
diately adds  the  following  observation  : 

“ But  our  ideas  being  nothing  but  actual 
perceptions  in  the  mind,  which  cease  to  be 
anything  when  there  is  no  perception  of 
them,  this  laying  up  of  our  ideas  in  the 
repository  of  the  memory  signifies  no  more 
hut  this,  that  the  mind  has  a power,  in 
many  cases,  to  revive  perceptions  which  it 
once  had,  with  this  additional  perception 
annexed  to  them,  that  it  has  had  them 
before  ; and  in  this  sense  it  is,  that  our  ideas 
are  said  to  be  in  our  memories,  when  indeed 
they  are  actually  nowhere;  but  only  there 
is  an  ability  in  the  mind,  when  it  will,  to 
revive  them  again,  and,  ns  it  were,  paint 
them  anew  upon  itself,  though  some  with 
more,  some  with  less  difficulty,  some  more 
lively,  and  others  more  obscurely.’* 

In  this  account  of  memory,  the  repeated 
use  of  the  phrase,  aa  it  i cere,  leads  one  to 
judge  that  it  is  partly  figurative ; we  must 
therefore  endeavour  to  distinguish  the  figu- 
rative part  from  the  philosophical.  The 
first,  being  addressed  to  the  imagination, 
exhibits  a picture  of  memory,  which,  to 
have  its  effect,  must  be  viewed  at  a proper 
distance  aud  from  a particular  point  of 
view.  The  second,  being  addressed  to  the 
understanding,  ought  to  bear  a near  ins|>ec- 
tion  and  a critical  examination. 

The  analogy  between  memory  and  a re- 
pository, and  between  remembering  and 
retaining,  is  obvious,  and  is  to  be  found  in 
all  languages,  it  being  very  natural  to  ex- 
press the  operations  of  the  mind  by  images 
taken  from  things  material  But,  in  phi- 
losophy we  ought  to  draw  aside  the  veil  of 
imagery,  and  to  view  them  naked. 

When,  therefore,  memory  is  said  to  lie  a 
repository  or  storehouse  of  ideas,  where  they 


* I’hU  i«  hardly  correct.  Se«  Note  K.— H. 
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are  laid  up  when  not  perceived,  and  again 
brought  forth  as  there  is  occasion,  I take 
this  to  be  popular  and  rhetorical.  1344] 
For  the  author  tells  us,  that  when  they  are 
not  perceived,  they  are  nothing,  and  no- 
where, and  therefore  can  neither  be  laid  up 
in  a repository,  nor  drawn  out  of  it. 

But  we  arc  told,  u That  this  laying  up  of 
our  ideas  in  the  repository  of  the  memory 
signifies  no  more  than  this,  that  the  mind 
has  a power  to  revive  perceptions,  which  it 
once  had,  with  this  additional  perception 
annexed  to  them,  that  it  has  had  them 
liefore.”  This,  I think,  must  be  uuderstood 
literally  and  philosophically. 

But  it  seems  to  me  as  difficult  to  revive 
things  that  have  ceased  to  be  anything,  os 
to  lay  them  up  in  a repository,  or  to  bring 
them  out  of  it.  When  a tiling  is  once 
annihilated,  the  same  thing  canuot  be  again 
produced,  though  another  thing  similar  tc 
it  may.  Mr  Locko,  in  another  place, 
acknowledges  that  the  same  thing  cannot 
have  two  beginnings  of  existence  ; and  that 
things  that  have  different  beginnings  are 
not  the  same,  but  diverse.  From  this  it 
follows,  that  an  ability  to  revive  our  ideas 
or  perceptions,  after  they  have  ceased  to  be, 
can  signify  no  more  but  an  ability  to  create 
new  ideas  or  perceptions  similar  to  those  we 
had  before. 

They  are  said  “ to  be  revived,  with  this 
additional  perception,  that  we  have  had  them 
before.”  This  surely  would  be  a fallacious 
perception,  since  they  could  not  have  tw'o 
beginnings  of  existence  : nor  could  we  be- 
lieve them  to  have  two  beginnings  of  exist- 
ence. We  can  only  believe  that  we  had 
formerly  ideas  or  perceptions  very  like  to 
them,  though  not  identically  the  same.  But 
whether  we  perceive  them  to  be  the  same, 
or  only  like  to  those  we  had  before,  this 
perception,  ono  would  think,  sup}>oscs  a 
remembrance  of  those  we  had  before,  other- 
wise the  similitude  or  identity  could  not  be 
perceived. 

Another  phrase  is  used  to  explain  this 
reviving  of  our  perceptions — “ The  mind, 
as  it  were,  paints  them  anew  upon  itself.’ 
[345]  There  may  be  something  figurative 
in  this  ; but,  making  due  allowance  for  that, 
it  must  imply  that  the  mind,  which  paints 
the  things  that  have  ceased  to  exist,  must 
have  the  memory  of  what  they  were,  since 
every  painter  must  have  a copy  either  before 
his  eye,  or  in  his  imagination  and  memory. 

These  remarks  upon  Mr  Locke’s  account 
of  memory  are  intended  to  shew  that  his 
system  of  ideas  gives  no  light  to  this  faculty, 
but  rather  tends  to  darken  it ; as  little  does 
it  make  us  understand  how  we  remember, 
and  by  that  means  have  the  certain  know- 
ledge of  things  past. 

Every  man  knows  what  memory  is,  and 
has  a distinct  notion  of  it.  But  when  Mt 
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Locke  speaks  of  a power  to  revive  in  the 
mind  those  ideas  which,  after  imprinting, 
have  disappeared,  or  have  been,  as  it  were, 
laid  out  of  sight,  one  would  hardly  know 
tins  to  be  memory,  if  he  liad  not  told  us. 
There  are  other  things  which  it  seems  to 
resemble  at  least  as  much.  1 see  before 
me  the  picture  of  a friend.  I shut  my  eyes, 
or  turn  them  another  way,  and  the  picture 
disappears,  or  is,  as  it  were,  laid  out  of  sight, 

1 have  a power  to  turn  my  eyes  again  to- 
wards the  picture,  and  immediately  the  per- 
ception is  revived.  But  is  this  memory  ? 
No  surely ; yet  it  answers  the  definition  as 
well  as  memory  itself  can  do. " 

We  may  observe,  that  the  word  percep- 
tion is  used  by  Mr  Locke  in  too  indefinite 
a way,  as  well  as  the  word  idea. 

Perception,  in  the  chapter  upon  that  sub- 
ject, is  said  to  bo  the  first  faculty  of  the 
mind  exercised  about  our  ideas.  Here  we 
are  told  that  ideas  are  nothing  but  |>ercep- 
tions.  Yet,  1 apprehend,  it  would  sound 
oddly  to  say,  that  perception  is  the  first 
faculty  of  the  mind  exercised  about  percep- 
tion ; and  still  more  strangely  to  say,  that 
ideas  are  the  first  faculty  of  the  mind  ex- 
ercised about  our  ideas.  But  why  should 
not  ideas  be  a faculty  as  well  as  perception, 
if  both  are  the  same  r-f  [346] 

Memory  is  said  to  be  a power  to  revive 
our  perceptions.  Will  it  not  follow  from 
this,  that  everything  that  can  be  remern- 
bered  is  a perception?  If  this  be  so,  it  will 
be  difficult  to  find  anything  in  uature  but 
perceptions.  $ 

Our  ideas,  we  are  told,  are  nothing  but 
actual  perceptions ; but,  in  many  places  of 
the  Kssny,  ideas  are  Baid  to  be  the  objects 
of  perception,  and  that  the  mind,  in  all  its 
thoughts  and  reasonings,  has  no  other  im- 
mediate object  which  it  does  or  can  con- 
template but  its  own  ideas.  Does  it  not 
appear  from  .this,  cither  that  Mr  Locke  neld 
the  operations  of  the  mind  to  be  the  same 
thing  with  the  objects  of  those  operations,  § 
or  that  he  used  the  word  idea  sometimes  in 
one  sense  and  sometimes  in  another,  with- 
out any  intimation,  and  probably  without 
any  apprehension  of  its  ambiguity  ? It  is  j 
an  article  of  Mr  Hume's  philosophy,  that 
there  is  no  distinction  between  the  opera- 
tions of  the  mind  and  their  objects.^  But 
I see  no  reason  to  impute  this  opinion  to 
Mr  Locke.  I rather  think  that,  notwith- 

* To  wnne  of  the  preceding  strictures  on  Locfcc’s 
account  of  memory,  excuses  might  competently  be 
pleaded.— il. 

t This  criticism  only  shews  the  propriety  of  the 
distinction  of  perception  and  percept  I-ocke  and 
other*philo»Of>hcrs  use  the  word  perception,  la,  for 
the  act  or  faculty  of  perceiving ; (or  that  which  Is 
perceived— the  idea  in  their  doctrine;  and  3“,  for 
either  or  both  Indifferently.— H. 

t See  above  p.  8Jtt,  b.  note  * ; p.  ¥80,  a.  note*,— H. 

V The  term  object  being  then  used  lor  the  imme- 
diate otyect— via.,  that  of  which  we  are  conscious. 


standing  his  great  judgment  and  candour, 
his  understanding  was  entangled  by  the 
ambiguity  of  the  word  idea,  and  that  most 
of  the  imperfections  of  his  Essay  are  owing 
to  that  cause. 

Mr  Hume  saw  farther  into  the  conse- 
quences of  the  common  system  concerning 
ideas  than  any  author  had  done  before  him. 
He  saw  the  absurdity  of  making  every  object 
of  thought  double,  and  splitting  it  into  a 
remote  object,  which  has  a separate  and 
permanent  existence,  and  an  immediate 
object,  called  an  idea  or  impression,  which 
is  an  image  of  the  former,  and  has  no  ex- 
istence, but  when  we  are  cotiscious  of  it. 
According  to  this  system,  we  have  no  in- 
tercourse with  the  external  world,  but  by 
means  of  the  internal  world  of  ideas,  which 
represents  the  other  to  the  mind. 

He  saw  it  was  necessary  to  reject  one 
of  these  worlds  as  a fiction,  and  the  question 
was,  Which  should  be  rejected? — whether 
all  mankind,  learned  and  unlearned,  had 
feigned  the  existence  of  the  external  world 
without  good  reason  ; or  whether  philoso- 
phers had  feigned  the  internal  world  of  ideas, 
in  order  to  account  for  the  intercourse  of 
the  mind  with  the  external?  [347]  Mr 
Hume  adopted  the  first  of  these  opinions, 
and  employed  his  reason  and  eloquence  in 
support  of  it. 

Bishop  Berkeley  had  gone  so  far  in  the 
same  track  os  to  reject  tiie  material  world 
as  fictitious;  but  it  was  left  to  Mr  Hume 
to  complete  the  system. 

According  to  his  system,  therefore,  im- 
pressions and  ideas  in  his  own  mind  are 
the  only  things  a man  can  know  or  can 
conceive.  Nor  are  these  ideas  representa- 
tives, as  they  were  in  the  old  system. 
There  is  nothing  else  in  nature,  or,  at  least, 
within  the  reach  of  our  faculties,  to  be  re- 
presented. What  the  vulgar  call  the  per- 
ception of  an  external  object,  is  nothing  but 
a strong  impression  upon  the  mind.  What 
we  call  the  remembrance  of  a post  event, 
is  nothiug  but  a present  impression  or  idea, 
weaker  than  the  former.  And  what  we  call 
imagination,  is  still  a present  idea,  hut 
weaker  than  that  of  memory. 

That  I may  not  do  him  injustice,  these 
are  his  words  in  his  “ Treatise  of  liuninu 
Nature,”  [voL  I.)  page  193. 

“We  find  by  experience  that,  when  any 
impression  has  been  present  with  the  mind, 
it  again  makes  its  appearance  there  as  an 
idea  ; and  this  it  may  do  after  two  different 
ways,  either  when  in  its  new  appearance  it 
retains  a considerable  degree  of  its  first 
vivacity  and  is  somewhat  intermediate  be- 
twixt an  impression  and  an  .idea,  or  when  it 
entirely  loses  that  vivacity,  and  is  a perfect 
idea.  The  faculty  by  which  we  repeat  our 
impressions  in  the  first  manner,  is  called 
the  memory,  and  the  other  the  imagination.” 
[346,  347 
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Upon  thin  account  of  memory  and  imagi- 
nation, I shall  make  some  remarks.  [34H] 
First,  I wish  to  know  what  we  are  here 
to  understand  by  experience  ? It  is  said, 
we  find  all  this  by  experience  ; and  I con- 
ceive nothing  can  be  meant  by  this  expe- 
rience but  memory — not  that  memory 
which  our  author  defiues,  but  memory  in 
the  common  acceptation  of  the  word.  Ac. 
cording  to  vulgar  apprehension,  memory  is 
an  immediate  knowledge  of  something  past 
Our  author  does  not  admit  that  there  is 
any  such  knowledge  iu  the  human  mind. 
He  maintains  that  memory  is  nothing  but 
a present  idea  or  impression.  But,  in  de- 
fining wliat  he  takes  memory  to  be,  ho  takes 
for  granted  that  kind  of  memory  which  he 
rejects.  For,  can  we  find  by  experience, 
that  an  impression,  after  its  first  appearance 
to  the  mind,  makes  a second  audathird,  with 
different  degrees  of  strength  and  vivacity, 
if  we  have  not  so  distinct  a remembrance  of 
its  first  appearance  ns  enables  us  to  know 
it  upon  its  second  and  third,  notwithstand- 
ing that,  in  the  interval,  it  has  undergone 
a very  considerable  change  ?• 

All  experience  supposes  memory;  and 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  experience, 
without  trusting  to  our  own  memory,  or 
that  of  others.  So  that  it  appears,  from 
Mr  Hume’s  account  of  this  matter,  that  he 
found  himself  to  have  that  kind  of  memory 
which  he  acknowledges  and  defines,  by  ex- 
ercising that  kind  which  ho  rejects. 

Secondly  What  is  it  we  find  by  expe- 
rience or  memory  ? It  is,  “ That,  when  an 
impression  lias  been  present  with  the  mind, 
it  again  makes  its  appearance  there  as  an 
idea,  and  that  after  two  different  ways.** 

If  experience  informs  us  of  this,  it  cer- 
tainly deceives  us  ; for  the  thing  is  impos- 
sible, and  the  author  shews  it  to  be  so. 
I mpressions  and  ideas  are  fleeting,  perish- 
able things,  which  have  no  existence  but 
when  we  are  conscious  of  them.  If  an  im- 
pression could  make  a second  and  a third 
appearance  to  the  mind,  it  must  have  a 
continued  existence  during  the  interval  of 
these  appearances,  which  Mr  Hume  ac- 
knowledges to  be  a gross  absurdity,  f 349] 
It  seems,  then,  that  we  find,  by  experience, 
a thing  which  is  impossible.  We  are  im- 
posed upon  by  our  experience,  and  made  to 
believe  contradictions. 

Perhai>s  it  may  be  said,  that  these  dif- 
ferent appearance's  of  the  impression  are  not 
to  be  understood  literally,  but  figuratively ; 
tliat  the  impression  is  personified,  and  made 
to  appear  at  different  times  and  in  different 
liabits,  when  no  more  is  meant  but  that  an 
impression  appears  at  one  time ; afterwards 
a thing  of  a middle  nature,  between  an  im- 
pression and  an  idea,  which  we  call  memory ; 


* See  Note  8.— H. 
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and,  last  of  all,  a perfect  idea,  which  we  call 
imagination  .*  that  this  figurative  meaning 
agrees  best  with  the  last  sentence  of  the 
period,  where  we  are  told  that  memory  and 
imagination  are  faculties,  whereby  we  repeat 
our  impresions  in  a more  or  less  lively 
manner.  To  repeat  an  impression  is  a figur- 
ative way  of  speaking,  which  signifies  making 
a new  impression  similar  to  the  former. 

If,  to  avoid  the  absurdity  implied  in  the 
literal  meaning,  we  understand  the  philo- 
sopher in  this  figurative  one,  then  his  defini- 
tions of  memory  and  imagination,  when 
stripped  of  the  figurative  dress,  will  amount 
to  this.  That  memory  is  the  faculty  of 
making  a weak  impression,  and  imagination 
the  faculty  of  making  an  impression  still 
weaker,  after  a corresponding  strong  one. 
These  definitions  of  memory  and  imagina- 
tion labour  under  two  defects : First,  That 
they  convey  no  notion  of  the  thing  defined  ; 
and,  Secondly , That  they  may  be  applied  to 
things  of  a quite  different  nature  from  those 
that  are  defined. 

When  we  are  said  to  have  a faculty  of 
making  a weak  impression  after  a corre- 
sponding strong  one,  it  would  not  be  easy 
to  conjecture  that  this  faculty  is  memory. 
Suppose  a man  strikes  his  head  smartly 
against  the  wall,  this  is  an  impression ; 
now,  he  lias  a faculty  by  which  he  can 
repeat  this  impression  with  less  force,  so 
as  not  to  hurt  him  : this,  by  Mr  Hume's 
account,  must  be  memory.  [350]  He 
has  a faculty  by  which  he  can  just  touch 
the  wall  with  his  head,  so  tliat  the  impres- 
sion entirely  loses  its  vivacity.  This  surely 
must  be  imagination  ; at  least,  it  comes  as 
near  to  the  definition  given  of  it  by  Mr 
Hume  as  anything  I can  conceive. 

Thirdly , We  may  observe,  that,  when  wo 
arc  told  tliat  we  have  a faculty  of  repeating 
our  impressions  in  a more  or  less  lively 
mauner,  this  implies  that  we  are  the  effi- 
cient causes  of  our  ideas  of  memory  and 
imagination  ; but  this  contradicts  what  the 
author  says  a little  before,  where  he  proves, 
by  wliat  he  calls  a convincing  argument, 
that  impressions  are  the  cause  of  their  cor- 
responding ideas.  The  argument  tliat  proves 
this  liad  need,  indeed,  to  be  very  con- 
vincing ; whether  we  make  the  idea  to  bo 
a second  appearance  of  the  impression,  or  a 
new  impression  similar  to  the  forme*. 

If  the  first  be  true,  then  the  impression 
is  the  cause  of  itself.  If  the  second  then 
the  impression,  after  it  is  gone  and  has  no 
existence,  produces  the  idea.  Sucli  are  the 
mysteries  of  Mr  Hume*s  philosophy. 

It  may  be  observed,  tliat  the  common 
system,  that  ideas  are  the  only  immediate 
objects  of  thought,  leads  to  scepticism  with 
regard  to  memory,  as  well  as  with  regard  to 
the  objects  of  sense,  whether  those  ideas 
are  placed  in  the  mind  or  in  the  brain. 
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Ideas  arc  said  to  be  tilings  internal  and 
present,  which  have  no  existence  but  during 
the  moment  they  are  in  the  mind.  The 
objects  of  sense  are  things  external,  which 
ha  vc  a continued  existence.  When  it  is 
maintained  that  all  that  we  immediately 
perceive  is  only  ideas  or  phantasms,  how 
can  we,  from  the  existence  of  those  phan- 
tasms, conclude  the  existence  of  an  external 
world  corresponding  to  them  ? 

This  difficult  question  seems  not  to  have 
occurred  to  the  Peripatetics.  • Des  Cartes 
saw  the  difficulty,  and  endeavoured  to  find 
out  arguments  by  which,  from  the  existence 
of  our  phantasms  or  ideas,  we  might  infer 
the  existence  of  external  objects.  1361]  The 
same  course  was  followed  by  Malchrnnche, 
Arnauld,  and  Locke ; but  Berkeley  and 
Hume  easily  refuted  all  their  arguments, 
and  demonstrated  that  there  is  no  strength 
in  them. 

The  same  difficulty  with  regard  to  mem- 
ory naturally  arises  from  the  system  of 
ideas  ; ami  the  only  reason  why  it  was  not 
observed  by  philosophers,  is,  because  they 
give  less  attention  to  the  memory  than  to 
the  senses  ; for,  since  ideas  are  things  pre- 
sent, how  can  we,  from  our  having  a certain 
idea  presently  in  our  mind,  conclude  that  an 
event  really  happened  ten  ajt  twenty  years 
ago,  corresponding  to  it  ? 

There  is  the  same  need  of  arguments  to 
prove,  tliat  the  ideas  of  memory  are  pictures 
of  things  that  really  did  happen,  as  tliat  the 
ideas  of  sense  arc  pictures  of  external  objects 
which  now  exist.  Ill  both  cases,  it  will  be 
impossible  to  find  any  argument  that  has 
real  weight.  So  that  this  hypothesis  leads 
us  to  absolute  scepticism,  with  regard  to 
those  tilings  which  we  most  distinctly  re- 
member, no  less  than  with  regard  to  the 
external  objects  of  sense. 

It  does  not  appear  to  have  occurred  either 
to  Locke  or  to  Berkeley,  that  their  system 
has  the  same  tendency  to  overturn  the  tes- 
timony of  memory  as  the  testimony  of  the 
senses. 

Mr  Hume  saw  farther  than  both,  and 
found  this  consequence  of  the  system  of 
ideas  perfectly  corresponding  to  his  aim  of 
establishing  universal  scepticism.  His  ays- 
stem  is  therefore  more  consistent  than 
theirs,  and  tho  conclusions  agree  better  with 
the  premises. 

But,  if  we  should  grant  to  Mr  Hume  that 
our  ideas  of  memory  afford  no  just  ground 
to  believe  the  past  existence  of  things  which 
we  remember,  it  may  still  be  asked,  Iiow  it 

v Thl«  it  not  correct.  See  above,  p.  1JS5,  note  f. 
To  tli «t  note  I may  add.  that  no  ortho>i»x  Catholic 
could  be  an  Idealist.  It  wat  only  the  doctrine  of 
tTaiiMubstantlation  that  prevented  Mnlebranchc  from 
preoccupying  the  theory  of  Berkeley  and  Collier, 
which  wat  in  fact  hit  own,  with  the  transcendent 
reality  of  a material  world  left  out,  at  * I’rolc-tanl 
hors  tCtruvre.  ThU,  it  tt  runout,  ha*  never  been 
«Mj*erviU.  See  Note  P — H. 


comes  to  pass  that  perception  and  memory 
are  accompanied  with  belief,  while  bare  ima- 
gination is  not  ? Though  this  belief  can- 
not he  justified  upon  his  system,  it  ought  to 
be  accounted  for  as  a pbieuomenou  of  hu- 
man  nature.  [362  J 

This  he  has  done,  by  giving  us  a new 
theory  of  belief  in  general  ; a theory  which 
suits  very  well  with  that  of  ideas,  and  seems 
to  be  a natural  consequence  of  it,  and  which, 
at  the  same  time,  reconciles  all  the  belief 
that  we  find  in  human  nature  to  perfect 
scepticism. 

What,  then,  is  this  belief?  It  must 
either  be  an  idea,  or  sonic  modification  of 
an  idea  ; we  conceive  many  things  which  we 
do  not  believe.  The  idea  of  an  object  is 
the  same  whether  we  believe  it  to  exist,  or 
barely  conceive  it.  The  belief  adds  no  new 
idea  to  the  conception  ; it  is,  therefore,  no- 
I thing  but  a modification  of  the  idea  of  the 
thing  believed,  or  a different  manner  of 
conceiving  it.  Hear  himself : — 

" All  the  perceptions  of  the  mind  are  of 
two  kinds,  impressions  and  ideas,  which 
differ  from  each  other  only  in  their  different 
degrees  of  force  and  vivacity.  Our  ideas 
are  copied  from  our  impressions,  and  repre- 
sent them  in  all  their  parts.  When  you 
would  vary  the  idea  of  a particular  object, 
you  can  only  increase  or  diminish  its  force 
and  vivacity.  If  you  make  any  other  change 
upon  it,  it  represents  a different  object  or 
impression.  The  case  is  the  same  as  in 
colours.  A particular  shade  of  any  colour 
may  acquire  a new  degree  of  liveliness  or 
brightness,  without  any  other  variation  ; 
hut,  when  you  produce  any  other  variation, 
it  is  no  longer  the  same  sliade  or  colour.  So 
that,  as  belief  does  nothing  but  vary  the 
manner  in  which  we  conceive  any  object,  it 
can  only  bestow  on  our  ideas  an  additional 
force  and  vivacity.  An  opinion,  therefore, 
or  belief,  may  be  most  accurately  defined  a 
lively  idea,  related  to  or  associated  with  a 
present  impression.*1 

This  theory  of  belief  is  very  fruitful  of 
consequences,  which  Mr  Hume  traces  with 
his  usual  acuteness,  and  brings  into  tho 
service  of  his  system.  [353]  A great  part 
of  his  system,  indeed,  is  built  upon  it ; and 
it  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  prove  what  he 
calls  his  hypothesis,  “ that  belief  is  more 
properly  an  act  of  the  sensitive  than  of 
the  cogitative  part  of  our  natures.** 

It  is  very  difficult  to  examine  this  ac- 
count of  belief  with  the  same  gravity  with 
which  it  is  proposed.  It  puts  one  in 
mind  of  the  ingenious  account  given  by 
Martinus  Scriblcrus  of  the  power  of  syllo- 
gism, by  making  the  majtr  the  male,  and 
the  minor  the  female,  which,  being  couplea 
bv  the  middle  term,  generate  the  conclusion. 
There  is  surely  no  science  in  which  men  of 
great  parts  and  ingenuity  have  fallen  into 
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such  gross  absurdities  as  in  treating  of  the 
powers  of  the  mind.  I cannot  help  think- 
ing that  never  anything  more  absurd  was 
gravely  maintained  by  any  philosopher, 
than  this  account  of  the  nature  of  belief, 
and  of  the  distinction  of  perception,  memory, 
and  imagination. 

The  belief  of  a proposition  ib  an  opera- 
tion of  mind  of  which  every  man  is  con- 
scious, and  what  it  is  he  understands  per- 
fectly, though,  on  account  of  its  simplicity, 
he  cannot  give  a logical  definition  of  it.  If 
he  compares  it  with  strength  or  vivacity  of 
his  ideas,  or  with  any  modification  of  ideas, 
they  are  so  far  from  appearing  to  be  one 
and  the  same,  that  they  have  not  the  least 
similitude. 

That  a strong  belief  and  a weak  belief 
differ  only  in  degree,  I can  easily  compre- 
hend ; but  that  belief  and  no  belief  should 
differ  only  in  degree,  no  man  can  believe 
who  understands  what  he  speaks.  For  this 
is,  in  reality,  to  say  that  something  and 
nothing  differ  only  in  degree ; or,  that 
nothing  is  a degree  of  something. 

Every  proposition  that  may  be  the  ob- 
ject of  belief,  has  a contrary  proposition 
that  may  be  the  object  of  a contrary  belief. 
The  ideas  of  both,  according  to  Mr  Hume, 
are  the  same,  and  differ  only  in  degrees  of 
vivacity — that  is,  contraries  differ  only  in 
degree ; and  so  pleasure  may  be  a degree 
of  pain,  and  hatred  a degree  of  love.  [354] 
But  it  is  to  no  purpose  to  trace  the  absurd- 
ities that  follow  from  this  doctrine,  for  none 
of  them  can  be  more  absurd  than  the  doc- 
trine itself. 

Every  man  knows  perfectly  what  it  is  to 
see  an  object  with  bis  eyes,  what  it  is  to 
remember  a past  event,  and  what  it  is  to 
couceive  a thing  which  has  no  existence. 
Tliat  these  are  quite  different  operations  of 
his  mind,  he  is  as  certain  as  that  sound 
differs  from  colour,  and  both  from  taste  ; 
and  I can  as  easily  believe  that  sound,  and 
colour,  and  taste  differ  only  in  degree,  as 
that  seeing,  and  remembering,  and  imagin- 
ing, differ  only  in  degree. 

Mr  Hume,  in  the  third  volume  of  his 
u Treatise  of  Human  Nature/*  is  sensible 
that  his  theory  of  belief  is  liable  to  strong 
objections,  and  seems,  in  some  measure,  to 
retract  it;  but  in  what  measure,  it  is  not 
easy  to  say.  He  seems  still  to  think  that 
belief  is  only  a modification  of  the  idea ; 
but  that  vivacity  is  not  a proper  term  to 
express  that  modification.  Instead  of  it, 
he  uses  some  analogical  phrases,  to  explain 
that  modification,  such  as  “ apprehending 
the  idea  more  strongly,  or  taking  faster 
hold  of  it.** 

There  is  nothing  more  meritorious  in  a 
philosopher  than  to  retract  an  error  upon 
conviction  ; but,  in  this  instance,  I hum- 
bly apprehend  Mr  Hume  claims  tliat  merit 
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upon  too  slight  a ground.  For  I cannot 
perceive  that  the  apprehending  an  idea 
more  strongly,  or  taking  faster  hold  of  it, 
expresses  any  other  modification  of  the  idea 
than  what  was  before  expressed  by  its 
strength  and  vivacity,  or  even  that  it  ex- 
presses tlie  same  modification  more  pro- 
perly. Whatever  modification  of  the  idea 
he  makes  belief  to  be,  whether  its  vivacity, 
or  some  other  without  a name,  to  make 
perception,  memory,  and  imagination  to  be 
the  different  degrees  of  that  modification, 
is  chargeable  with  the  absurdities  we  have 
mentioned. 

Before  we  leave  this  subject  of  memory, 
it  is  proper  to  take  notice  of  a distinction 
which  Aristotle  makes  between  memory 
and  reminiscence,  because  the  distinction 
1ms  a real  foundation  in  nature,  though  in 
our  language,  1 think,  we  do  not  distinguish 
them  by  different  names.  [355] 

Memory  is  a kind  of  habit  which  is  not 
always  in  exercise  with  regard  to  things  wo 
remember,  but  is  ready  to  suggest  them 
when  there  is  occasion.  The  most  perfect 
degree  of  this  habit  is,  when  the  thing  pre- 
sents itself  to  our  remembrance  spontane- 
ously, and  without  labour,  as  often  as  there 
is  occasion.  A second  degree  is,  when  the 
thing  is  forgot  for  a longer  or  shorter  time, 
even  when  there  is  occasion  to  remember 
it ; yet,  at  last,  6ome  incident  brings  it  to 
mind  without  any  search.  A third  degree 

is,  when  we  cast  about  and  search  for  what 
we  would  remember,  and  so  at  last  find  it 
out.  It  is  this  last,  I think,  which  Ari- 
Htotle  calls  reminiscence,  as  distinguished 
from  memory. 

Remiuiscence,  therefore,  includes  a will 
to  recollect  something  past,  and  a search  for 

it.  But  here  a difficulty  occurs.  It  may 
bo  said,  that  what  we  will  to  remember  we 
must  conceive,  as  there  can  be  no  will  with- 
out a conception  of  the  thing  willed.  A 
will  to  remember  a thing,  therefore,  seems 
to  imply  that  we  remember  it  already,  and 
have  no  occasion  to  Bearch  for  it.  But  this 
difficulty  is  easily  removed.  When  we  will 
to  remember  a thing,  we  must  remember 
something  relating  to  it,  which  gives  us  a 
relative  conception  of  it ; but  we  may,  at 
the  same  time,  have  no  conception  what  the 
thing  is,  but  only  what  relation  it  bears  to 
something  else.  Thus,  I remember  that  a 
friend  charged  me  with  a commission  to  be 
executed  at  such  a place  ; but  I have  forgot 
what  the  commission  was.  By  applying 
my  thought  to  what  1 remember  concerning 
it,  that  it  was  given  by  such  a person,  upon 
such  an  occasion,  in  consequence  of  such  a 
conversation,  I am  led,  in  a train  of  thought, 
to  the  very  thing  I had  forgot,  and  recol- 
lect distinctly  what  the  commission  was. 
[356] 

Aristotle  says,  that  brutes  have  not  re- 
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miniscence  ;*  and  this  I think  is  probable ; 
but,  says  he,  they  have  memory.  1 1 cannot, 
indeed,  be  doubted  but  they  have  something 
very  like  to  it,  and,  in  some  instances,  in  a 
very  great  degree.  A dog  knows  his  master 
alter  long  absence.  A horse  will  trace  back 
a road  he  has  once  gone,  as  accurately  as  a 
man  ; and  this  is  the  more  strange,  that  the 
train  of  thought  which  he  had  in  going  must 
be  reversed  in  his  return.  It  is  very  like 
to  some  prodigious  memories  we  read  of, 
where  a person,  upon  hearing  an  hundred 
names  or  unconnected  words  pronounced, 
can  begin  at  the  last,  and  go  backwards  to 


[essay  it 

the  first,  without  losing  or  misplacing  one. 
Brutes  certainly  may  learn  much  from  ex- 
perience, which  seems  to  imply  memory. 

Yet,  I see  no  reason  to  think  that  brutes 
measure  time  as  men  do,  by  days,  months, 
or  years  ; or  that  they  have  any  distinct 
knowledge  of  the  interval  between  things 
which  they  remember,  or  of  their  distance 
from  the  present  moment  If  we  could  not 
record  transactions  according  to  their  dates, 
human  memory  would  be  something  very 
different  from  what  it  is,  and,  perhaps,  re- 
semble more  the  memory  of  brutes.  1367] 
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CHAPTER  I. 

Of  CONCEPTION,  OR  SIMPLE  APPREHENSION  IN 
GENERAL. 

Conceiving,  imagining,^  apprehending,  un- 
derstanding, having  a notion  of  a thing , are 
common  words,  used  to  express  that  opera- 
tion of  the  understanding  which  the  logi- 
cians call  simple  apprehension.  Th e having 
an  itiea  of  a thing , is,  in  common  language, 
used  in  the  same  sense,  chiefly,  I think, 
since  Mr  Locke's  time.* 

Logicians  define  Simple  Apprehension  to 
be  the  bare  conception  of  a thing  without 
any  judgment  or  belief  about  it.  If  this 
were  intended  for  a strictly  logical  definition, 
it  might  be  a just  objection  to  it,  that  con- 
ception and  apprehension  are  only  synony- 
mous words  ; and  that  we  may  as  well 
define  conception  by  apprehension,  as  appre- 
hension by  conception  ; but  it  ought  to  be 


* Thi§  i*  a question  which  may  be  differently  an. 
•wered,  according  a*  we  attribute  a different  meaning 
to  the  terms  employed.  — H. 

t imagining » non  id  not  tie  confounded  with  Con. 
reiving,  hr.  ; i hough  »omc  philosopher*.  a«Ga>aendi, 
hare  not  attended  to  the  dot  nut  ion.  The  words 
Conception,  Conrejtl,  Notion,  nhould  be  limited  to  the 
thought  of  what  cannot  be  represented  in  the  imagin. 
ation,  u the  thought  wmggefted  by  a general  term. 
The  I.eibnitian*  call  thu  symbolical  in  rontra>t  to 
intuitfrr  knowledge.  Tim  Is  the  seme  in  which 
(‘omr/jfitxiiKt  concej>tus  hare  been  uiu.iHy  and  cor- 
rectly  employed.  Mr  Stewart,  on  the  other  hand, 
arbitrarily  limits  Conception  to  the  reproduction,  in 
imagination,  of  an  object  of  renre  aa  actually  per. 
ceired.  See  Hctiicnn,  eol.  I.,  ch.  ill.  I cannot 
enter  on  a general  cnticum  of  Reid's  iiomcmT.it me, 
though  1 may  ray  something  more  or  this  in  the 
sequel.  Sec  below,  under  pp.  371 . H. 

j In  Oat  country  should  lie  added.  Locke  only 
introduced  into  fYirfiiA  philosophy  the  teim  itiea  in 
its  Cartesian  unircrsaUty.  Prior  to  him,  the  word 
waa  only  uaed  with  u«  in  its  Platonic  signification 
tWfore  lira  Cartes,  David  Buchanan,  a Scotch  philo. 
•ophrr,  who  aojourned  in  France,  had.  however,  em- 
ployed Itiea  in  an  equal  Latitude.  See  Note  «i.-  U. 


remembered  that  the  most  simple  operations 
of  the  mind  cannot  be  logically  defined.  To 
have  a distinct  notion  of  them,  we  must 
attend  ts>  them  as  we  feel  them  in  our  own 
minds.  He  that  would  have  a distinct 
notion  of  a scarlet  colour,  will  never  attain 
it  by  a definition  ; he  must  set  it  before  bis 
eye,  attend  to  it,  compare  it  w ith  the  colours 
that  come  nearest  to  it,  and  observe  the 
specific  difference,  which  he  will  in  vain 
attempt  to  define.*  [368] 

Every  man  is  conscious  that  lie  can  con- 
ceive a thousand  things,  of  which  lie  believes 
nothing  at  all — os  a horse  with  wings,  a 
mountain  of  gold  ; but,  although  concep- 
tion may  lie  without  any  degree  of  belief, 
even  the  smallest  belief  cannot  be  without 
conception.  He  that  believes  must  have 
some  conception  of  what  he  believes. 

Without  attempting  a definition  of  this 
operation  of  the  mind,  I shall  endeavour  to 
explain  some  of  its  properties  ; consider  the 
theories  about  it  ; and  take  notice  of  some 
mistakes  of  philosophers  concerning  it. 

1.  It  may  be  observed  that  conception 
enters  as  an  ingredient  in  every  operation 
of  the  mind.  Our  senses  cannot  give  us  the 
belief  of  any  object,  without  giving  some 
conception  of  it  at  the  same  time.  No  man 
can  either  remember  or  reason  about  things 
of  which  he  hath  no  conception.  When 
we  will  to  exert  any  of  our  active  powers, 
there  must  be  some  conception  of  what  we 
will  to  do.  There  can  be  no  desire  nor 
aversion,  love  nor  hatred,  w it  bout  some  con- 
ception of  the  object.  We  cannot  feel  pain 
without  conceiving  it,  though  we  can  con- 
ceive it  without  feeling  it.  These  things 
are  self-evident. 

In  every  operation  of  the  mind,  thcrc- 

* \N  c do  not  define  the  •pti'ilic  diflerroer,  but  w* 
define  by  it.— It. 

[367,  368"] 
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\ fore,  in  everything  we  call  thought,  there 
must  be  conception.  When  we  analyse  the 
various  operations  either  of  the  understand- 
ing or  of  the  will,  we  shall  always  And  this 
at  the  bottom,  like  the  caput  nutrtuum  of 
the  chemists,  or  the  materia  prima  of  the 
Peripatetics  ; but,  though  there  is  no  opera- 
tion of  mind  without  conception,  yet  it  may 
be  found  naked,  detached  from  all  others, 
and  then  it  is  called  simple  apprehension,  or 
tlic  bare  conception  of  a thing. 

As  all  the  operations  of  our  mind  arc  ex- 
pressed by  language,  every  one  knows  that 
it  is  one  thing  to  understand  what  is  said, 
to  conceive  or  apprehend  its  meaning, 
whether  it  be  a word,  a sentence,  or  a dis- 
course ; it  is  another  thing  to  judge  of  it, 
to  assent  or  dissent,  to  be  persunded  or 
moved.  The  first  is  simple  apprehension, 
and  may  be  without  the  last ; but  the  last 
cannot  be  without  the  first.  *.  [359] 

2.  In  bare  conception  there  can  neither 
be  truth  nor  falsehood,  because  it  neither 
affirms  nor  denies.  Every  judgment,  and 
every  proposition  by  which  judgment  is 
expressed,  must  be  true  or  false ; and  the 
qualities  of  truo  and  false,  in  their  proper 
sense,  can  belong  to  nothing  but  to  judg- 
ments, or  to  propositions  which  express 
judgment.  In  the  bare  conception  of  a 
thing  there  is  no  judgment,  opinion,  or  be- 
lief included,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be 
either  true  or  fals6. 

But  it  may  be  said,  Is  there  anything 
more  certain  than  that  men  may  have  true 
or  false  conceptions,  true  or  false  appre- 
hensions, of  things  ? I answer,  that  such 
ways  of  speaking  are  indeed  so  common, 
and  so  well  authorized  by  custom,  the  arbiter 
of  language,  that  it  would  be  presumption 
to  ceusure  them.  It  is  hardly  possible  to 
avoid  using  them.  But  we  ought  to  be 
upon  our  guard  that  we  be  not  misled  by 
them,  to  confound  things  which,  though 
often  expressed  by  the  same  words,  are 
really  different.  We  must  therefore  re- 
member what  was  before  observed,  Essay  I. 
chap.  I — that  all  the  words  by  which  we 
signify  the  bare  conception  of  a thing,  are 
likewise  used  to  signify  our  opinions,  when 
wc  wish  to  express  them  with  modesty  and 
diffidence.  And  we  shall  always  find,  that, 
when  we  speak  of  true  or  false  conceptions, 
we  mean  true  or  false  opinions.  An  opinion, 
though  ever  so  wavering,  or  ever  so  mo- 
destly expressed,  must  bo  cither  true  or 
false ; but  a bare  conception,  which  ex- 
presses no  opinion  or  judgment,  can  be 
neither. 

If  we  analyse  those  speeches  in  which 
men  attribute  truth  or  falsehood  to  our 
conceptions  of  things,  we  sluvll  find  in  every 
case,  that  there  is  some  opinion  or  judgment 
implied  in  what  they  call  conception.  ( 360  ] 
A child  conceives  the  moon  to  be  flat,  and  a 
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foot  or  two  broad — that  is,  this  is  his  opinion : 
and,  when  we  say  it  is  a false  notion  or  a 
false  conception,  we  mean  that  it  is  a false 
opinion.  He  conceives  the  city  of  London 
to  be  like  his  country  vil’age — that  is,  he 
believes  it  to  be  so,  till  he  is  better  instructed. 
He  conceives  a lion  to  have  horns ; that  is, 
he  believes  that  the  animal  which  men  call 
a lion,  has  horns.  Such  opinions  language 
authorizes  us  to  call  conceptions  ; and  they 
may  be  true  or  false.  But  bare  conception, 
or  what  the  logicians  call  simple  apprehen- 
sion, implies  no  opinion,  however  slight, 
and  therefore  can  neither  be  true  nor  faUe. 

What  Mr  Locke  says  of  ideas  (by  which 
word  he  very  often  means  nothing  but  con- 
ceptions) is  very  just,  when  the  word  idea 
is  so  understood.  Book  II.,  chap,  xxxii.,  § I. 
“ Though  truth  and  falsehood  belong  in 
proprie'y  of  speech  only  to  propositions,  yet 
ideas  are  often  termed  true  or  false  (as 
what  words  are  there  that  are  not  nsed  with 
great  latitude,  and  with  some  deviation 
from  their  strict  and  proper  signification  ?) 
though  I think  that  when  ideas  themselves 
are  termed  true  or  false,  there  is  still  some 
secret  or  tacit  proposition,  which  is  tho 
foundation  of  that  denomination  : as  we  shall 
see,  if  we  examine  tho  particular  occasions 
wherein  they  come  to  be  called  true  or  false ; 
in  all  which  we  shall  find  some  kind  of 
affirmation  or  negation,  which  is  the  reason 
of  that  denomination  ; for  our  ideas,  being 
nothing  but  bare  appearances,  or  perceptions 
in  our  minds,  cannot  properly  and  simply 
in  themselves  be  said  to  be  true  or  false,  no 
more  than  a simple  name  of  anything  can 
be  said  to  be  true  or  false.” 

It  may  be  here  observed,  by  the  way,  that, 
in  this  passage,  as  in  many  others,  Mr 
Locke  uses  the  word  perception , as  well  as 
the  word  ideay  to  signify  what  I call  con- 
ception, or  simple  apprehension.  And  in 
his  chapter  upon  perception,  Book  II.,  chap, 
ix.,  he  uses  it  in  the  same  sense.  Percep- 
tion, lie  says,  “ as  it  is  the  first  faculty  of 
the  mind,  exercised  about  our  ideas,  so  it 
is  the  first  and  simplest  idea  we  have  from 
reflection,  and  is  by  some  called  thinking 
in  general.  [361]  It  seems  to  be  that 
which  puts  the  distinction  betwixt  the  ani- 
mal kingdom  and  the  inferior  parts  of  nut  re. 
It  is  the  first  operation  of  all  our  faculties, 
and  the  inlet  of  all  knowledge  into  our 
minds.” 

Mr  Locke  has  followed  the  example  given 
by  Des  Cartes,  Gassendi,  and  other  Carte- 
sians,* in  giving  the  name  of  perception  to 
the  bare  conception  of  things  : and  he  has 
been  followed  in  this  by  Bishop  Berkeley, 


* <«*»sendiv  as  not  a Cartesian,  but  an  Anti-Car 
tejian,  though  lie  adopted  several  points  In  his  i>hi. 
losoohy  from  I>cs  Cartes—  for  example,  the  employ, 
merit  of  the  term  Idea  not  In  IU  Platonic  limitation 
-II. 
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Mr  Hume,  and  many  late  philosopher*, 
when  they  treat  of  ideas.  They  have  pro- 
bably been  led  into  this  impropriety,  by  the 
common  doctrine  concerning  ideas,  which 
teaches  us,  that  conception,  perception  by 
the  senses,  and  memory,  are  only  different 
ways  of  perceiving  ideas  in  our  own  minds.* 
If  that  theory  be  well  founded,  it  will  in- 
deed be  very  difficult  to  find  anv  specific 
distinction  between  concept  ion  ;anu  percep- 
tion.-f-  Rut  there  is  reason  to  distrust  any 
philosophical  theory  w hen  it  leads  men  to 
corrupt  language,  and  to  confound,  under 
one  name,  operations  of  the  mind  which 
common  sense  and  common  language  teach 
them  to  distinguish. 

1 grant  that  there  are  some  states  of  the 
miud,  wherein  a man  may  confound  his 
conceptions  with  what  he  perceives  or  re- 
members, and  mistake  the  one  for  the  other; 
as  in  the  delirium  of  a fever,  in  some  cases 
of  lunacy  and  of  madness,  m dreaming,  and 
perhaps  in  some  momentary  transports  of 
devotion,  or  of  other  strong  emotions,  which 
cloud  his  intellectual  faculties,  and,  for  a 
time,  carry  a man  out  of  himself,  us  we 
usually  express  it. 

Even  in  a sober  and  sound  state  of  mind, 
the  memory  of  a thing  may  be  so  very  w eak 
that  we  may  be  in  doubt  whether  we  only 
dreamed  or  imagined  it- 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  children, 
when  their  imagination  first  begins  to  work, 
can  distinguish  what  they  barely  conceive 
from  what  they  remember.  [362]  I have 
been  told,  by  a man* of  knowledge  and  ob- 
servation, that  one  of  his  sons,  when  he 
began  to  speak,  very  often  told  lies  with 
great  assurance,  without  any  intention,  as 
far  os  appeared,  or  auy  consciousness  of 
guilt.  From  which  the  father  concluded, 
that  it  is  natural  to  some  children  to  lie- 
1 am  rather  inclined  to  think  that  the  child 
had  no  intention  to  deceive,  but  mistook  the 
rovings  of  his  own  fancy*for  things  which 
he  remembered. X This,  however,  I take 
to  be  very  uncommon,  after  children  can 
communicate  their  sentiments  by  language, 
though  perhaps  not  so  iu  a more  early 
period. 

Granting  all  this,  if  any  man  will  affirm 
that  they  whose  intellectual  faculties  are 
sound,  and  sober,  and  ripe,  cannot  with 
certainty  distinguish  what  they  perceive  or 
reinember,  from  what  they  barely  conceive, 
when  those  operations  have  any  degree  of 
strength  and  distinctness,  he  may  enjoy  his 


• But  %ee  above,  n.  280,  *,  note  * rt  alibi.—  H. 
t Yet  K«  id  himself  define*  Perception,  a Concrn. 
Hon  (Imagination}  accompanied  with  a belief  in  ine 
eawtenre  of  it*  object  ; anti  Mr  Stewart  reduce*  the 
rpecific  difference,  at  be*t  only  a concomitant,  to  *n 
accidental  circumstance.  In  holding  that  our  ira- 
agination*  ate  them»e>ve*  conjoined  with  a tempo- 
rary belief  In  their  objective  reality.—  H. 
t But  compare  above,  p.  340,  coL  a.— II. 


opinion  ; I know  not  how  to  reason  with 
him.  Why  should  philosophers  confound 
those  operations  in  treating  of  ideas,  when 
they  would  bo  ashamed  to  do  it  ou  other 
occasions?  To  distinguish  the  various 
powers  of  our  minds,  a certain  degree  of 
understanding  is  necessary.  And  if  some, 
through  a defect  of  understanding,  natural 
or  accidental,  or  from  unripeness  of  under- 
standing, may  be  apt  to  confound  different 
powers,  will  it  follow  that  others  cannot 
clearly  distinguish  them  ? 

To  return  from  this  digression—  into  which 
the  abuse  of  the  word  perception,  by  philo- 
sophers, has  led  me — it  appears  evident  that 
the  bare  conception  of  an  object,  which 
includes  no  opinion  or  judgment,  can  neither 
be  true  nor  false.  Those  ijualities,  in  their 
proper  sense,  are  altogether  inapplicable  to 
this  operation  of  the  mind. 

3.  Of  all  the  analogies  between  the  opera- 
tions of  body  and  those  of  the  mind,  there 
is  none  so  strong  and  so  obvious  to  all  man- 
kind as  (hat  which  there  is  between  paint- 
ing, or  other  plastic  arts,  and  the  power  of 
conceiving  objects  in  the  mind.  Hence,  in 
all  languages,  the  words  by  which  this  power 
of  the  mind  and  its  various  modifications 
are  expressed,  are  analogical,  and  borrowed 
from  those  arts.  [363]  We  consider  this 
power  of  the  mind  as  a plastic  power,  by 
which  we  form  to  ourselves  images  of  the 
objects  of  thought. 

In  vain  should  we  attempt  to  avoid  this 
analogical  language,  for  we  have  no  other 
language  upon  the  subject ; yet  it  is  danger- 
ous, and  apt  to  mislead.  All  analogical  and 
figurative  words  have  a double  meaning  ; 
and,  if  we  are  not  very  much  upon  our 
guard,  we  slide  insensibly  from  the  bor- 
rowed and  figurative  meaning  into  the  pri- 
mitive. We  are  prone  to  carry  the  parallel 
between  the  things  compared  farther  than  it 
will  hold,  and  thus  very  naturally  to  fall 
into  error. 

To  avoid  this  as  far  as  possible  in  the  pre- 
sent subject,  it  is  proper  to  attend  to  the 
dissimilitude  between  conceiving  a thing  in 
the  mind,  and  painting  it  to  the  eye,  as  well 
as  to  their  similitude.  The  similitude  strikes 
and  gives  pleasure.  The  dissimilitude  we 
are  less  disposed  to  observe  ; but  the  philo- 
sopher ought  to  attend  to  it,  and  to  carry  it 
always  in  mind,  in  his  reasonings  ou  this 
subject,  as  a monitor,  to  warn  him  against 
the  errors  into  which  the  analogical  lan- 
guage is  apt  to  draw  him. 

When  a man  paints,  there  m some  w’ork 
done,  which  remains  w hen  his  hand  is  taken 
off,  and  continues  to  exist  though  he  should 
think  no  more  of  it.  Every  stroke  of  his 
pencil  produces  an  effect,  and  this  effect  is 
different  from  his  action  in  making  it ; for 
it  remains  and  continues  to  exist  when  the 
action  ceases.  The  action  of  painting  is 
| 362,  6331 
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one  thing ; the  picture  produced  is  another 
thing.  The  first  is  the  cause,  the  second  is 
the  effect. 

Let  us  next  consider  what  is  done  when 
he  only  conceives  this  picture.  He  must 
have  conceived  it  before  he  painted  it ; for 
this  is  a maxim  universally  admitted,  that 
every  work  of  art  must  first  be  conceived  in 
the  mind  of  the  operator.  Wlwt  is  this 
conception  ? It  is  an  act  of  the  mind,  a kind 
of  thought.  This  cannot  be  denied.  [364] 
Rut  does  it  produce  any  effect  besides  the 
act  itself  ? Surely  common  sense  answers 
this  question  in  the  negative ; for  every 
sue  knows  that  it  is  one  thing  to  conceive, 
another  thing  to.bring  forth  into  effect.  It 
is  one  thing  to  project,  another  to  execute. 
A man  may  think  for  a long  time  what  he 
is  to  do,  and  after  all  do  nothing.  Con* 
ceiving,  as  well  as  projecting  or  resolving, 
are  what  the  schoolmen  called  immanent  acts 
of  the  mind,  which  produce  nothing  beyond 
themselves.  But  painting  is  a transitive 
act,  which  produces  an  effect  distinct  from 
the  operation,  and  this  effect  is  the  picture. 
Let  this,  therefore,  be  always  remembered, 
that  what  is  commonly  called  the  image  of 
a thing  in  the  mind,  is  no  more  than  the 
act  or  operation  of  the  mind  in  conceiving 
it. 

That  this  is  the  common  sense  of  men 
who  are  untutored  by  philosophy,  appears 
from  their  language.  If  one  ignorant  of  the 
language  should  ask,  What  is  meant  by 
conceiving  a thing  ? we  should  very  natur- 
ally answer,  that  it  is  having  an  image  of 
it  in  the  mind— and  perhaps  we  could  not 
explain  the  word  better.  This  shews  that 
conception,  and  the  image  of  a thing  in  the 
mind,  are  synonymous  expressions.  The 
image  in  the  mind,  therefore,  is  not  the 
object  of  conception,  nor  is  it  any  effect 
produced  by  conception  as  a cause.  It  is 
conception  itself.  That  very  mode  of  think- 
ing which  we  call  conception,  is  by  another 
name  called  an  image  in  the  mind.* 

Nothing  more  readily  gives  the  concep- 
tion of  a thing  than  the  seeing  an  image  of 
it  Hence,  by  a figure  common  in  language, 
conception  is  called  an  image  of  the  thing 
conceived.  But  to  shew  that  it  is  not  a 
real  but  a metaphorical  image,  it  is  called 
an  image  in  the  mind.  We  know  nothing 
that  is  properly  in  the  mind  but  thought ; 
and,  when  anything  else  is  said  to  be  in  the 
mind,  the  expression  must  be  figurative, 
and  signify  some  kind  of  thought  [363] 

I know  that  philosophers  very  unani- 
mously maintain,  that  in  conception  there 


* We  ought.  bowrTcr,  to  diitinguUh  Imagination 
and  Image,  Conception  and  ContrpL  Imagination 
and  Conception  ought  to  be  employed  in  ipeaking  of 
the  mental  modification,  one  and  indkmible,  con. 
• i tiered  as  an  act;  Image  and  Concept,  in  speaking 
of  it,  considered  as  a product  or  immediate  ityrct.— 
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is  a mil  image  in  the  mind,  which  is  the 
immediate  object  of  conception,  aud  distinct 
from  the  act  of  conceiving  it.  I beg  the 
reader's  indulgence  to  defer  what  may  be 
said  for  or  against  this  philosophical  opinion 
to  the  next  chapter ; intending  iu  this  only 
to  explain  what  appears  to  me  to  belong  to 
this  operation  of  mind,  without  considering 
the  theories  about  it.  I think  it  appears, 
from  what  has  been  said,  that  the  common 
language  of  those  who  have  not  imbibed  any 
philosophical  opinion  upon  this  subject, 
authorizes  us  to  understand  the  con>eption 
of  a things  and  an  image  of  if  in  the  huh/, 
not  os  two  different  things,  but  as  two  dif- 
ferent expressions,  to  signify  one  and  the 
same  thing ; and  I wish  to  use  common 
words  in  their  common  acceptation. 

4.  Taking  along  with  us  what  is  said  in 
the  last  article,  to  guard  us  against  the  se- 
duction of  the  analogical  language  used  on 
this  subject,  we  may  observe  a very  strong 
analogy,  not  only  between  conceiving  and 
painting  in  geueral,  but  between  the  dif- 
ferent hinds  of  our  conceptions',  and  the 
different  works  of  the  painter.  He  either 
makes  fancy  pictures,  or  he  copies  from  the 
painting  of  others,  or  he  paints  from  the 
life ; that  is,  from  real  objects  of  art  or 
nature  which  he  lias  seen.  1 think  our 
conceptions  admit  of  a division  very  similar. 

First , There  are  conceptions  which  may 
be  called  fancy  pictures.  They  are  com  - 
monly called  creatures  of  fancy,  or  of  im- 
agination. They  are  not  the  copies  of  any 
original  that  exists,  but  are  originals  them- 
selves. Such  was  the  conception  which 
Swift  formed  of  the  island  of  Laputa,  and 
of  the  country  of  the  Lilliputians ; Cer- 
vantes of  Don  Quixote  and  his  Squire ; 
Harrington  of  the  Government  of  Oceana  ; 
and  Sir  Thomas  More  of  that  of  Utopia. 
We  can  give  names  to  such  creatures  of 
imagination,  conceive  them  distinctly,  and 
reason  consequentially  concerning  them, 
though  they  never  had  an  existence.  They 
were  conceived  by  their  creators,  and  may 
be  conceived  by  others,  but  they  never 
existed.  We  do  not  ascribe  the  qualities 
of  true  or  false  to  them,  because  they  are 
not  accompanied  with  any  belief,  nor  do  they 
imply  any  affirmation  or  negation.  [366] 

Setting  aside  those  creatures  of'  imagina- 
tion, there  are  other  conceptions,  which 
may  be  called  copies,  because  they  have  an 
original  or  archetype  to  which  they  refer, 
and  with  which  they  arc  believed  to  agree  ; 
and  we  call  them  true  or  false  conceptions, 
according  as  they  agree  or  disagree  with 
the  standard  to  which  they  are  referred. 
These  are  of  two  kinds,  which  have  different 
standards  or  originals. 

The  first  kind  is  analogous  to  pictures 
taken  from  the  life.  We  have  conception* 
of  individual  things  th*t  really  exist,  such 
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ah  the  city  of  London,  or  the  government 
of  Venice.  Here  the  things  conceived  are 
the  originals ; and  our  conceptions  arc  called 
true  when  they  agr**c  with  the  tiling  con- 
ceived. Thus,  n»y  conception  of  the  city  of 
London  is  true,  when  I conceive  it  to  be 
what  it  really  is. 

Individual  things  which  really  exist, 
being  the  creatures  of  God,  (though  some 
of  them  may  receive  their  outward  form 
from  man,)  he  only  who  made  them  knows 
their  whole  nature  ; we  know  them  but  in 
part,  and  therefore  our  conceptions  of  them 
must  in  all  cases  be  imperfect  and  inade- 
quate ; yet  they  may  be  true  and  just,  as 
far  as  they  reach. 

The  stcotul  kind  is  analogous  to  the  copies 
which  the  painter  makes  from  pictures  done 
before.  Such  I think  are  the  conceptions 
we  have  of  what  the  ancients  called  univer- 
sale ; that  is,  of  things  which  belong  or  may 
belong  to  many  individuals.  These  are 
kinds  and  Bpecies  of  things ; such  as  man 
or  elephant,  which  are  species  of  substances; 
wisdom  or  courage,  which  are  species  of 
qualities ; equality  or  similitude,  which  are 
species  of  relations.*  It  may  be  asked — 
From  what  original  are  these  conceptions 
formed  ? And  when  are  they  said  to  be 
true  or  false  ? [367] 

It  appears  to  me,  that  the  original  from 
which  they  are  copied — that  is,  the  thing 
conceived — is  the  conception  or  meaning 
which  other  men,  who  understand  the 
language,  affix  to  the  same  words. 

Things  are  parcelled  into  kinds  and  sorts, 
not  by  nature,  but  by  men.  The  individual 
thiugs  we  are  connected  with,  are  so  many, 
that  to  give  a proper  name  to  every  indi- 
vidual would  l>e  impossible.  We  could 
never  attain  the  knowledge  of  them  that  is 
necessary,  nor  converse  and  reason  about 
them,  without  sorting  them  according  to 
their  different  attributes.  Those  that  agree 
in  certain  attributes  arc  thrown  into  one 
parcel,  and  have  a general  name  given 
them,  which  belongs  equally  to  every  indi- 
vidual in  that  parcel.  This  common  name 
must  therefore  signify  those  attributes 
which  have  been  observed  to  be  common 
to  every  individual  in  that  parcel,  and  no- 
thing else. 

That  such  general  words  may  answer 
their  intention,  all  that  is  necessary  is,  that 
those  who  use  them  should  affix  the  same 
meaning  or  notion  — that  is,  the  same  con- 
'icption  to  them.  The  common  meaning  is 
the  stamlnrd  by  which  such  conceptions  are 
formed,  and  they  are  said  to  be  trqe  or 


• < if  all  *urh  wc  can  have  no  adequate  imagination. 
A univert.il,  when  represented  ;n  imagination,  la  no 
longer  adequate,  DO  longer  a uinvcrtal.  Wc  cannot 
have  an  iuuvjt  of  Horne,  but  only  of  tome  individual 

if  that  apeciea  We  may,  however,  have  n notion  or 
conception  of  it.  See  below,  p.  4f)&_  II. 
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false  according  as  they  agree  or  disagree 
with  it.  Thus,  my  conception  of  felony  is 
true  and  just,  when  it  agrees  with  the 
meaning  of  that  word  in  the  laws  relating 
to  it,  and  in  authors  who  understand  the 
law.  The  meaning  of  the  word  is  the 
thing  conceived ; and  that  meaning  is  the 
conception  affixed  to  it  by  thoee  who  best 
understand  the  language. 

An  individual  is  expressed  in  language 
either  by  a proper  name,  or  by  a general 
word  joined  to  such  circumstances  as  dis- 
tinguish that  individual  from  all  others ; if 
it  is  unknown,  it  may,  when  an  object  of 
sense,  and  within  reach,  be  pointed  out  to 
the  senses ; when  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
senses,  it  may  be  ascertained  by  a descrip- 
tion, which,  though  very  imperfect,  may  be 
true,  and  sufficient  to  distinguish  it  from 
every  other  individual.  Hence  it  is,  that, 
in  speaking  of  individuals,  we  are  very  little 
in  danger  of  mistaking  the  object,  or  tak- 
ing one  individual  for  another.  [368] 

Y ct,  as  was  before  observed,  our  concep- 
tion of  them  is  always  inadequate  and  lame. 
They  are  the  creatures  of  God,  and  there 
arc  many  things  belonging  to  them  which 
we  know  not,  and  which  cannot  be  deduct'd 
by  reasoning  from  what  we  know.  They 
have  a real  essence,  or  constitution  of 
nature,  from  which  all  their  qualities  flow  ; 
but  this  essence  our  faculties  do  not  com- 
prehend. They  are  therefore  incapable  of 
definition  ; for  a definition  ought  to  com- 
prehend the  whole  nature  or  essence  of  the 
thing  defined. 

Thus,  Westminster  Bridge  is  an  indi- 
vidual object ; though  I had  never  seen 
or  heard  of  it  before,  if  1 am  only  made 
to  conceive  that  it  is  a bridge  from  West- 
minster over  the  Thames,  this  concep- 
tion, however  imperfect,  is  true,  and  is 
sufficient  to  make  me  distinguish  it,  when 
it  is  mentioned,  from  every  other  object 
that  exists.  The  architect  may  have  an 
ndequate  conception  of  its  structure,  which 
is  the  work  of  man  ; hut  of  the  materials, 
which  are  the  w ork  of  God,  no  man  has  an 
adequate  conception ; and,  therefore,  though 
the  object  may  be  described,  it  cannot  bo 
defined. 

Universale  arc  always  expressed  by  gene- 
ral words ; and  all  the  words  of  language, 
excepting  proper  names,  are  general  words  ; 
they  are  the  signs  of  general  concep- 
tions, or  of  some  circumstance  relating 
to  them.  These  general  conceptions  are 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  language  and 
reasoning ; and  the  object  from  which  they 
are  taken,  and  to  which  they  are  intended 
to  agree,  is  the  conception  which  other  men 
join  to  the  same  words ; they  may,  there- 
fore. he  adequate,  and  perfectly  agree  with 
the  thing  conceived.  This  implies  no  more 
than  that  men  who  speak  the  same  language 
[367.  368  J 
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may  perfectly  agree  in  the  meaning  of 
many  general  words. 

Thus  mathematicians  have  conceived 
what  they  call  a plane  triangle.  They 
have  defined  it  accurately ; and,  when  I 
conceive  it  to  be  a plane  surface,  bounded 
by  three  right  lines,  I have  both  a true  and 
an  adequate  conception  of  it.  [309]  There 
is  nothing  belonging  to  a plane  triangle 
which  is  not  comprehended  in  this  con  cep  lion 
of  it,  or  deducible  from  it  by  just  reasoning. 
This  definition  expresses  the  whole  essence 
of  the  thing  defined,  as  every  just  definition 
ought  to  do  ; but  this  essence  is  only  what 
Mr  Locke  very  properly  calls  a nominal 
essence ; it  is  a general  conception  formed 
by  the  mind,  and  joined  to  a general  word 
as  its  sign. 

If  all  the  general  words  of  a language  had 
a precise  meaning,  and  were  perfectly  un- 
derstood, as  mathematieal  terms  are,  all 
verbal  disputes  would  be  at  an  end,  and 
men  would  never  seem  to  differ  in  opinion, 
but  when  they  differ  in  reality;  but  this  is 
far  from  being  the  case.  The  meaning  of 
most  general  words  is  not  learned,  like  that 
of  mathematical  terms,  by  an  accurate 
definition,  but  by  the  experience  we  happen 
to  have,  by  hearing  them  used  in  conversa- 
tion. From  such  experience,  we  collect 
their  meaning  by  a kind  of  induction  ; and, 
as  this  induction  is,  for  the  most  part,  lame 
and  imperfect,  it  happens  that  different  per- 
sons join  different  conceptions  to  the  same 
general  word ; and,  though  we  intend  to 
give  them  the  meaning  which  use,  the 
arbiter  of  language,  has  put  upou  them, 
this  is  difficult  to  find,  and  apt  to  be  mis- 
taken, even  by  the  candid  and  attentive, 
lienee,  in  innumerable  disputes,  men  do  not 
really  differ  in  their  judgments,  hut  in  the 
way  of  expressing  them. 

Our  conceptions,  therefore,  appear  to  ho 
of  hree  kinds.  They  are  either  the  concep- 
tions of  individual  things,  the  creatures  of 
God  ; or  they  are  conceptions  of  the  mean- 
ing of  general  words  ; or  they  are  the  crea- 
tures of  our  own  imagination  : and  these 
different  kinds  have  different  properties, 
which  we  have  endeavoured  to  describe. 

5.  Our  conception  of  things  may  be  strong 
and  lively,  or  it  may  he  faint  and  languid  in 
all  degrees.  These  are  qualities  which  pro- 
perly belong  to  our  conceptions,  though  we 
have  no  names  for  them  but  such  as  are 
analogical.  Every  man  is  conscious  of  such 
a difference  in  his  conceptions,  and  finds  his 
lively  conceptions  most  agreeable,  when  the 
object  is  not  of  such  a nature  as  to  give 
pain.  [370] 

Those  who  have  lively  conceptions,  com- 
monly express  them  in  a lively  manner — 
that  is,  in  such  a manner  as  to  raise  lively 
conceptions  and  emotions  in  others-  Such 
persons  are  the  most  agreeable  companions 
[,369-371] 


in  conversation,  and  the  most  acceptable  in 
their  writings. 

The  liveliness  of  our  conceptions  proceeds 
from  different  causes-  8oiuo  objects,  from 
their  own  nature,  or  from  accidental  asso- 
ciations, are  apt  to  raise  strong  emotions  in 
the  mind.  Joy  and  ho[>e,  ambition,  zeal, 
and  resentment,  tend  to  enliven  our  con- 
ceptions ; disappointment,  disgrace,  grief, 
and  envy,  tend  rather  to  flatten  them.  Men 
of  keen  passions  arc  commonly  lively  and 
agreeable  in  conversation  ; and  dispassion- 
ate men  often  make  dull  companions.  There 
is  in  some  men  a natural  strengtlnand  vigour 
of  inind  which  gives  strength  to  their  con- 
ceptions on  all  subjects,  and  in  all  the  occa- 
sional variations  of  temper. 

It  seems  easier  to  form  a lively  concep- 
tion of  objects  that  are  familiar,  than  of 
those  that  are  not;  our  conceptions  of  visible 
objects  are  commonly  the  most  lively,  when 
other  circumstances  are  equal.  Hence, 
poets  not  only  delight  in  the  description  of 
visible  objects,  hut  find  means,  by  meta- 
phor, analogy,  and  allusion,  to  clothe  every 
object  they  describe  with  visible  qualities. 
The  lively  conception  of  these  makes  the 
object  appear,  as  it  were,  before  our  eye*. 
Lord  Karnes,  in  his  Elements  of  Criticism, 
has  shewn  of  what  importance  it  is  in 
works  of  taste,  to  give  to  objects  described, 
what  ho  calls  ideal  presence.*  To  produce 
this  in  the  mind,  is,  indeed,  the  capital  aim 
of  poetical  and  rhetorical  description.  It 
carries  the  man,  as  it  were,  out  of  himself, 
and  makes  him  a spectator  of  the  scene 
described.  This  ideal  presence  seems  to  me, 
to  be  nothing  else  hut  a lively  conception  of 
the  appearance  which  the  object  would  make 
if  really  present  to  the  eye.  [371] 

Attract  and  general  conceptions  are 
never  lively,  though  they  may  be  distinct ; 
and,  therefore,  however  necessary  in  philo- 
sophy, seldom  enter  into  poetical  descrip- 
tion without  being  particularised  or  clothed 
in  some  visible  dress.  *f* 

It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  our 
conceptions  of  visible  objects  become  more 
lively  by  giving  them  motion,  and  more 
still  by  giving  them  life  and  intellectual 
qualities.  Hence,  in  poetry,  the  whole  crea- 
tion is  animated,  and  endowed  with  sense 
and  reflection. 

Imagination,  when  it  is  distinguished 
from  conception,  seems  to  me  to  signify 
one  species  of  conception — to  wit,  the  con. 


* The  'Eit/viic,  'T *erv»«rir.  **»*•*«'*,  '(H«i 
f istones,  of  the  ancicni  lihetoncuu*.— 
H. 

f They  thu*  ce»>c  to  be  aught  abstract  and  general 
and  become  merely  Individual  representation*.  In 
precite  language,  they  are  no  longer  m,  but 

mrumrm  ; no  longer  Brgrtfi,  hut  Ansckauungen  ; 
no  longer  notions  or  concepts,  but  images.  I he  wor  I 
rticularisctT'  ought  to  have  been  individualised 
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ception  of  visible  objects.*  Tims,  in  a 
mathematical  proposition,  I imagine  the 
figure,  and  I conceive  the  demount  ration  ; 
it  would  not,  I think,  be  improper  to  say, 
I conceive  both  ; but  it  would  not  be  so 
proper  to  say,  I imagine  the  demonstration. 

(i.  Our  conceptions  of  things  may  be  clear, 
distinct,  and  steady;  or  they  may  be  ob- 
scure, indistinct,  and  wavering.  The  live- 
liness of  our  conceptions  gives  pleasure, 
but  it  is  their  distinctness  and  steadiness 
that  enables  U9  to  judge  right,  and  to 
express  our  sentiments  with  perspicuity. 

If  we  inquire  into  the  cause,  why,  among 
persons  speaking  or  writing  on  the  same 
subject,  we  find  in  one  so  much  darknee*, 
in  another  so  much  perspicuity,  I believe 
the  chief  cause  will  be  found  to  be,  that 
one  had  a distinct  and  steady  concep- 
tion of  what  he  said  and  wrote,  and  the 
other  had  not.  Men  generally  find  means 
to  express  distinctly  what  they  have  con- 
ceived distinctly.  Horace  observes,  that 
proper  words  spontaneously  follow  distinct 
conceptions Ve'baqne  pr  tvitam  rent  non 
invtia  tequunfur.*'  Bnt  it  is  impossible 
that  a man  should  distinctly  express  what 
he  has  not  distinctly  conceived.  1372] 

We  are  commonly  taught  that  perspicuity 
dt  pends  upon  a proper  choice  of  words,  a 
proper  structure  of  sentences,  and  a proper 
order  in  the  whole  composition.  All  this 
is  very  true  ; but  it  supposes  distinctness  in 
our  conceptions,  without  which  there  can 
be  neither  propriety  in  our  words,  nor  in 
the  structure  of  our  sentences,  nor  in  our 
method. 

Nay,  1 apprehend  that  indistinct  con- 
ceptions of  things  are,  for  tho  most  part, 
the  cause,  not  only  of  obscurity  in  writing 
and  speaking,  hut  of  error  in  judging. 

Must  not  they  who  conceive  things  in  the 
same  manner  form  the  same  judgment  of 
their  agreements  and  disagreements  ? Is 
it  possible  for  two  persons  to  differ  with 
regard  to  the  conclusion  of  a syllogism  who 
have  the  same  conception  of  the  premises  ? 

Some  persons  find  it  difficult  to  enter  I 
into  a mathematical  demonstration.  I be- 
lieve  we  shall  always  find  the  reason  to  be, 
that  they  do  not  distinctly  apprehend  it. 
A man  cannot  be  convinced  by  what  he 
does  not  understand  On  the  other  hand, 

1 think  a man  cannot  understand  a de- 
monstration without  seeing  the  force  of  it. 

I speak  of  such  demonstrations  as  those 
of  Euclid,  where  every  step  is  set  down,  and 
nothing  left  to  be  supplied  by  the  reader. 


* !t  U to  be  regretted  that  tlcul  did  not  more  fully 

develop?  he  dicfinrtion  of  l in*  pi  nation  mil  Conrep- 
tion.  on  which  he  here  sn<1  eUo  where  inadequately 
touche*.  Irnaptnntion  ta  no',  though  in  conformity 
to  the  etymology  of  the  term,  to  be  limited  to  the 
represents! ion  of  viai'-le  object*.  See  Mow,  undtr 
p.  IW.  Neither  ought  the  term  etmrriiw  to  be  u*ed 
in  the  extensive  »cn*e  of  uiulsrsfand.—H. 


Sometimes  one  who  has  got  through  the 
first  four  books  of  Euclid's  44  Elements,** 
and  sees  the  force  of  the  demonstrations, 
finds  difficulty  in  the  fifth.  What  is  the 
reason  of  this  ? You  may  find,  by  a little 
conversation  with  him,  that  he  has  not  a 
clear  and  steady  conception  of  ratios,  and 
of  the  terms  relating  to  them.  When  the 
terms  used  in  the  fifth  book  have  become 
familiar,  and  readily  excite  in  his  mind  a 
clear  and  steady  conception  of  their  mean- 
ing, you  may  venture  to  affirm  that  he  will 
be  able  to  understand  the  demonstrations 
of  that  book,  and  to  see  the  force  of  them. 
[373] 

If  this  bo  really  the  case,  as  it  seems  to 
be,  it  leads  us  to  think  that  men  aro  very 
much  upon  a level  with  regard  to  mere 
judgment,  when  we  take  that  faculty  apart 
from  tho  apprehension  or  conception  of  tho 
things  about  which  we  judge ; so  that  a 
: sound  judgment  seems  to  be  the  inseparable 
companion  of  a clear  and  steady  apprehen- 
sion. And  we  ought  not  to  consider  these 
two  as  talents,  of  which  the  one  may  fall  to 
the  lot  of  one  man,  and  the  other  to  the  lot 
of  another,  but  as  talents  which  always  go 
together. 

It  may,  however,  be  observed,  that  some 
of  our  conceptions  may  be  more  subservient 
to  reasoning  than  others  which  are  equally 
clear  and  distinct  It  was  before  observed, 
that  some  of  our  conceptions  are  of  indi- 
vidual things,  others  of  thiugs  general  and 
abstract  It  may  happen  that  a man  who 
has  very  clear  conceptions  of  things  in- 
dividually, is  not  so  happy  in  those  of 
things  general  and  abstract.  And  this  I 
take  to  be  tho  reason  why  we  find  men 
who  have  good  judgment  in  matters  of 
common  life,  and  perhaps  good  talents  for 
poetical  or  rhetorical  composition,  who  find 
it  very  difficult  to  enter  iuto  abstract  reas- 
oning. 

That  I may  not  appear  singular  in  put- 
ting men  so  much  upon  a level  in  point  of 
mere  judgment,  I beg  leave  to  support  this 
opinion  by  the  authority  of  two  very  think 
ing  men,  Des  Cartes  and  Cicero.  The 
former,  in  his  dissertation  on  Method,  ex-  \ 
presses  himself  to  this  purpose: — 44  Nothing 
is  so  equally  distributed  among  men  as 
judgment.*  Wherefore,  it  seems  reasonable 
to  believe,  that  the  power  of  distinguishing 
what  is  true  from  what  is  false,  (which  we 
properly  call  judgment  or  right  reason,)  is 
by  nature  equal  in  all  men  ; and  therefore 
that  the  diversity  of  our  opinious  dot's  not 
arise  from  one  person  being  endowed  with 
a greater  power  of  reason  than  another,  but 
only  from  this,  that  we  do  not  lead  our 


* “ Judgment. • horui  mms,  In  the  authentic 
laiiti  translation.  1 cannot,  at  the  moment,  lay 
hand*  on  my  copy  ol  the  Fn  nch  original ; but,  if  I 
recollict  aright,  it  u there  U ban  sms. — H. 
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thought  in  the  same  track,  nor  attend  to 
the  same  things. ** 

Cicero,  in  his  third  book  “ De  Oratore,” 

1 makes  this  observation — “ It  is  wonderful 
when  the  learned  and  unlearned  differ  so 
much  in  art,  how  little  they  differ  in  judg- 
ment. For  art  being  derived  from  Nature, 
is  good  for  nothing,  unless  it  move  and 
delight  Nature.'*  [374] 

From  what  has  been  said  in  this  article, 
it  follows,  that  it  is  so  far  in  our  power  to 
write  and  speak  perspicuously,  and  to  reason 
justly,  as  it  is  in  our  power  to  form  clear 
and  distinct  conceptions  of  the  subject  on 
which  we  speak  or  reason.  And,  though 
Nature  hath  put  a wide  difference  between 
one  man  and  another  in  this  respect,  yet 
that  it  is  in  a very  considerable  degree  in 
our  power  to  have  clear  and  distinct  appre- 
hensions of  things  about  which  we  think 
and  reason,  cannot  be  doubted. 

7.  It  has  been  observed  by  many  authors, 
that,  when  we  barely  conceive  any  object, 
the  ingredients  of  that  conception  must 
either  be  things  with  which  we  were  before 
acquainted  by  some  other  original  power  of 
the  mind,  or  they  must  be  parts  or  attri- 
butes of  such  things.  Thus,  a man  cannot 
conceive  colours  if  he  never  saw,  nor  sounds 
if  he  never  heard.  If  a man  had  not  a con- 
science, he  could  not  conceive  what  is  meant 
by  moral  obligation,  or  by  right  and  wrong 
in  conduct. 

Fancy  may  combine  things  that  never 
were  combined  in  reality.  It  may  enlarge 
or  diminish,  multiply  or  divide,  compound 
and  fashion  the  objects  which  nature  pre- 
sents ; but  it  cannot,  by  the  utmost  effort 
of  that  creative  power  which  we  ascribe  to 
it,  bring  any  one  simple  ingredient  into  its 
productions  which  Nature  has  not  framed 
and  brought  to  our  knowledge  l»y  some 
other  faculty. 

This  Mr  Locke  has  expressed  as  beauti- 
fully as  justly.  The  dominion  of  man,  in 
this  little  world  of  his  own  understanding,  j 
is  much  the  same  as  in  the  great  world  of  1 
visible  things  ; wherein  his  power,  however 
managed  by  art  and  skill,  reaches  no  farther 
than  to  compound  and  divide  the  materials 
that  are  made  to  his  hand,  but  can  do  no- 
thing towards  making  the  least  particle  of 
matter,  or  destroying  one  atom  that  is 
already  in  being.  [375]  Tbc  same  inability 
will  everyone  find  in  himself,  to  fashion  in  his 
understanding  any  simple  idea  not  received 
by  the  powers  which  God  has  given  him. 

I think  all  philosophers  agree  in  this  senti- 
ment. Mr  Hume,  indeed,  after  acknow- 
ledging the  truth  of  the  principle  in  general, 
mentions  what  he  thinks  a single  exception 
to  it — That  a man,  who  had  seen  all  the 
shades  of  a particular  colour  except  one, 
might  frame  in  his  mind  a conception  of 
that  shade  which  he  never  saw.  I think 
[374-376] 


this  is  not  an  exception  ; because  a parti- 
cular slmde  of  a colour  differs  not  specifically, 
but  only  in  degree,  from  other  shades  of  the 
same  colour. 

It  is  proper  to  observe,  that  our  most 
simple  conceptions  are  not  those  which 
nature  immediately  presents  to  us.  When 
we  come  to  years  of  understanding,  wc  have 
the  power  of  analysing  the  objects  of  nature, 
of  distinguishing  their  several  attributes 
and  relations,  of  conceiving  them  one  by 
one,  and  of  giving  a name  to  each,  whose 
meaning  extends  only  to  that  single  attri- 
bute or  relation  : and  thus  our  most  simple 
conceptions  are  not  those  of  any  object  in 
nature,  but  of  some  single  attribute  or  rela- 
tion of  such  objects. 

Thus,  nature  presents  to  our  senses 
bodies  that  are  extended  in  three  dimensions, 
and  solid.  By  analysing  the  notion  we  have 
of  body  from  our  senses,  we  form  to  our- 
selves the  conceptions  of  extension,  solidity, 
space,  a point,  a line,  a surface — all  which 
are  more  simple  conceptions  than  that  of  a 
body.  But  they  are-  the  elements,  as  it 
were,  of  which  our  conception  of  a body  is 
made  up,  and  into  which  it  may  be  analysed. 
This  power  of  analysing  objects  we  propose 
to  consider  particularly  in  another  place. 
It  is  only  mentioned  here,  tliat  what  is  said 
in  this  article  may  not  be  understood  so  as 
to  be  inconsistent  with  it.  [37b] 

8.  Though  our  conceptions  must  be  con- 
fined to  the  ingredients  mentioned  in  the 
last  article,  we  are  unconfined  with  regard 
to  the  arrangement  of  those  ingredients. 
Here  we  mny  pick  and  choose,  and  form 
an  endless  variety  of  combinations  and  com- 
positions, which  we  call  creatures  of  the 
imagination.  These  nmy  be  clearly  con- 
ceived, though  they  never  existed  : and, 
indeed,  everything  that  is  made,  must  have 
been  conceived  before  it  was  made.  Every 
work  of  human  art,  and  every  plan  of  con- 
duct, whether  in  public  or  in  private  life, 
must  have  been  conceived  before  it  was 
brought  to  execution.  And  we  cannot  avoid 
thinking,  that  the  Almighty,  before  he 
created  the  universe  by  his  power,  had  a 
distinct  conception  of  the  whole  and  o# every 
part,  and  saw  it  to  be  good,  and  agreeable 
to  his  intention. 

It  is  the  business  of  man,  as  a rational 
creature,  to  employ  this  unlimited  power  of 
conception,  for  planning  his  conduct  and 
enlarging  his  knowledge.  It  seems  to  l>e 
peculiar  to  beings  endowed  with  reason  to 
act  by  a preconceived  plan.  Brute  animals 
seein  cither  to  want  this  power,  or  to  have 
it  in  a very  low  degree.  They  are  moved 
by  instinct,  habit,  appetite,  or  natural  affec- 
tion, according  as  these  principles  are  stirred 
by  the  present  occasion.  But  I sec  no 
reason  to  think  that  they  can  propose  to 
themselves  a connected  plan  of  life,  or  form 
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general  rules  of  conduct  Indeed,  we  see 
that  many  of  the  human  s|>ecics,  to  whom 
foKl  has  given  this  power,  make  little  use* 
of  it.  They  act  without  a plan,  as  the  pas- 
sion or  appetite  which  is  strongest  at  the 
time  leads  them. 

9.  The  last  property  I shall  mention  of 
this  faculty,  is  that  which  essentially  dis- 
tinguishes it  from  every  other  power  of  the 
mind  ; and  it  is.  that  it  is  not  employed 
solely  about  things  which  hnve  existence. 
I can  conceive  a winged  horse  or  -a  centaur, 
as  easily  and  as  distinctly  as  I can  conceive 
a man  whom  I have  seen.  Nor  docs  this 
distinct  conception  incline  my  judgment  in 
the  least  to  the  belief  that  a winged  horse 
or  a centaur  ever  existed-  [377 1 

It  is  not  so  with  the  other  o|terations  of 
our  minds.  They  are  employed  about  real 
existences,  and  carry  with  them  the  belief 
of  their  objects.  When  I fee!  pain,  I am 
compelled  to  believe  that  the  pain  that  I 
feel  has  a real  existence.  When  I perceive 
any  external,  object,  my  belief  of  the  real 
existence  of  the  object  is  irresistible.  When 
1 distinctly  remember  any  event,  though 
that  event  may  not  now  exist,  I can  have 
no  doubt  hut  it  did  exist.  That  conscious- 
ness which  we  have  of  the  operations  of 
our  own  minds,  implies  a belief  of  the  real 
existence  of  those  operations. 

Thus  we  see,  that  the  powers  of  sensa- 
tion, of  perception,  of  memory,  and  of  con- 
sciousness, are  all  employed  solely  al>out 
objects  that  do  exist,  or  have  existed.  Rut 
conception  is  often  employed  about  objects 
that  neither  do,  nor  did,  nor  will  exist.  This 
is  the  very  nature  of  this  faculty,  that  its 
object,  though  distinctly  conceived,  may 
have  no  existence.  Such  an  object  we  call 
n creature  of  imagination  ; but  this  creature 
never  was  created. 

That  we  may  not  impose  upon  ourselves 
in  this  matter,  we  must  distinguish  between 
that  act  or  operation  of  thennnd,  which  we 
call  conceiving  an  object,  and  the  object 
which  we  conceive.  When  we  conceive 
anything,  there  is  a real  act  or  operation  of 
the  mind.  Of  this  we  are  conscious,  and 
can  have  no  doubt  of  its  existence.  But 
every  such  act  must  liave  an  object  ;•  for  he 
that  conceives  must  conceive  something. 
Suppose  he  conceives  a centaur,  he  may 
have  a distinct  conception  of  this  object, 
though  no  centaur  ever  existed- 

I am  afraid  that,  to  those  who  are  unac- 
quainted with  the  doctriue  of  philosophers 
upon  this  subject,  I shall  appear  in  a very 
ridiculous  light,  for  insisting  upon  a point 
so  very  evident  ns  that  men  may  barely 
conceive  things  that  never  existed.  They 
will  hardly  believe  that  any  roan  in  his  wits 
ever  doubted  of  it.  Indeed,  I know  no 


• her  M.w,  JX  aye.  «»d  Next  P.— H. 


truth  more  evident  to  the  common  sense  and 
to  the  experience  of  mankind.  But,  if  the 
authority  of  philosophy,  ancient  and  modem, 
opposes  it,  as  I think  it  does,  I wish  not 
to  treat  that  authority  so  fastidiously  os  not 
to  attend  patiently  to  what  may  be  said  in 
support  of  it  [378] 


CHAPTER  II. 

THEORIES  CONCERNING  CONCEPTION. 

The  theory'  of  ideas  lias  l*cen  applied  to 
the  conception  of  objects,  ns  well  us  to  per- 
ception and  memory.  IVrhajm  it  will  l>e 
irksome  to  the  reader,  os  it  is  to  the  writer, 
to  return  to  that  subject,  after  so  much  bus 
been  said  ujwm  it ; but  its  application  to  the 
conception  of  objects,  which  could  not  pro- 
perly have  been  introduced  before,  gives  a 
more  comprehensive  view  of  it,  and  of  the 
prejudices  which  have  led  philosophers  so 
unanimously  into  it. 

There  are  two  prejudices  which  norm  to 
me  to  have  given  rise  to  the  theory  of  ideas 
in  all  the  various  forms  in  which  it  has  ap- 
peared in  the  course  of  above  two  thousand 
years ; and,  though  they  have  no  support 
from  the  natural  dictates  of  our  faeulties, 
or  from  attentive  rejection  upon  their  oper- 
ations, they  are  prejudices  which  those  who 
speculate  upon  this  subject  am  very  apt  to 
be  led  into  by  analogy. 

The  first  is — That,  in  all  the  operations  of 
the  understanding,  there  must  l»e  some  im- 
mediate intercourse  between  the  mind  and 
its  object,  so  that  the  one  may  act  upon  the 
other.  The  second.  That,  in  all  the  opera- 
tions of  understanding,  there  must  he  an 
object  of  thought,  which  really  exists  while 
we  think  of  it ; or,  as  some  philosophers 
have  expressed  it,  that  which  is  not  cannot 
be  intelligible. 

Had  philosophers  perceived  that  these  are 
prejudices  grounded  only  upon  analogical 
reasoning,  we  had  never  heard  of  ideas  in 
the  philosophical  sense  of  that  word.  1379] 

The  first  of  these  principles  has  led  philo- 
sophers to  think  that,  a a the  external 
objects  of  sense  are  too  remote  to  net  upon 
the  mind  immediately,  there  must  be  some 
image  or  shadow  of  them  that  is  present  to 
the  mind,  and  in  the  immediate  object  of 
perception.  That  there  is  such  an  imme- 
diate object  of  perception,  distinct  from 
the  external  object,  has  been  very  unani- 
mously held  by  philosophers,  though  they 
have  differed  much  about  the  name,  the 


* The  reader  will  bear  In  mind  what  ha*  Iwen 
already  said  of  tl.e  limited  meaning  attached  Iw 
Reid  to  the  term  Idea,  eii.,  something  in,  or  present 
to  the  mind,  but  not  a mere  modification  „[  the 
mind— and  hi*  error  in  that  .ill  philosophers 

admitted  this  crude  hyttolhi-sis.  See  Notes  B,  l',  1_ 
M,  N,  O,  F,  Ac.— tl. 
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nature,  ami  the  origin  of  those  immediate 
objects. 

We  have  considered  what  has  been  said  in 
the  support  of  this  principle,  Essay  1 1.  chap. 
14,  to  which  the  reader  is  referred,  to 
prevent  repetition. 

I shall  only  add  to  what  is  there  said, 
That  there  appears  no  shadow  of  reason 
why  the  mind  must  have  an  object  imme- 
diately present  to  it  in  its  intellectual  oper- 
ations, any  more  than  in  its  affections  and 
passions.  Philosophers  have  not  said  that 
ideas  are  the  immediate  objects  of  love  or 
resentment,  of  esteem  or  disapprobation. 
It  is,  I think,  acknowledged,  that  persons 
and  not  ideas,  are  the  immediate  objects  of 
those  affections ; persons,  who  are  as  far 
from  being  immediately  present  to  the  mind 
ns  other  external  objects,  and,  sometimes, 
persons  who  have  now  no  existence,  in  this 
world  at  least,  and  who  can  neither  act 
upon  the  mind,  nor  be  acted  upon  by  it. 

The  xecond  principle,  which  I conceive 
to  be  likewise  a prejudice  of  philosophers, 
grounded  upon  analogy,  is  now  to  be 
considered. 

It  contradicts  directly  what  was  laid  down 
in  the  last  article  of  the  preceding  chapter 
— to  wit,  that  we  may  have  a distinct  con- 
ception of  things  which  never  existed.  This 
is  undoubtedly  the  common  belief  of  those 
who  have  not  been  instructed  in  philosophy  ; 
and  they  will  think  it  as  ridiculous  to  defend 
it  by  reasoning,  as  to  oppose  it.  [380] 

The  philosopher  says,  Though  there 
may  be  a remote  object  which  does  not  ex- 
ist, there  must  he  an  immediate  object 
which  really  exists  ; for  that  which  is  not, 
cannot  he  an  object  of  thought.  The  idea 
must  be  perceived  by  the  mind,  and,  if  it 
does  not  exist  there,  there  can  be  no  per- 
ception of  it,  no  operation  of  the  mind 
about  it.* 

This  principle  deserves  the  more  to  be 
examined,  because  the  other  before  men- 
tioned depends  upon  it ; for,  although  the 
last  may  be  true,  even  if  the  first  was  false, 
yet,  if  the  last  be  not  true,  neither  can  the 
first.  If  we  can  conceive  objects  which 
have  no  existence,  it  follows  that  there  may 
be  objects  of  thought  which  neither  act  upon 
the  mind,  nor  are  acted  upon  by  it ; because 
that  which  has  uo  existence  can  neither  act 
nor  be  acted  upon. 

It  is  by  these  principles  that  philosophers 
have  been  led  to  think  that,  in  every  act  of 
memory  and  of  conception,  as  well  as  of 
perception,  there  are  two  objects — the 
one,  the  immediate  object,  the  idea,  the 
sjiecies,  the  form  ; the  other,  the  mediate 
or  external  object.  The  vulgar  know  oulj 


* In  relation  to  thla  and  wha*  follow*,  see  afrme, 
p.  AH,  b,  note  t i P-  *78,  a.  note  t ; and  Note  H. 
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of  one  object,  which,  in  perception,  is  some- 
thing external  that  exista ; in  memory, 
something  that  did  exist ; and,  in  concep- 
tion, may  be  something  that  never  existed.* 
But  the  immediate  object  of  the  philo- 
sophers, the  idea,  is  said  to  exist,  aud  to  be 
perceived  in  all  these  operations. 

These  principles  have  not  only  led  philo- 
sophers to  split  objects  into  two,  where 
others  can  find  but  one,  but  likewise  have 
led  them  to  reduce  the  three  operations  now 
mentioned  to  one,  making  memory  and  con- 
ception, as  well  as  perception,  to  be  the  per- 
ception of  ideas.  But  nothing  appears  more 
evident  to  the  vulgar,  than  that  what  is 
only  remembered,  or  only  conceived,  is  not 
perceived  ; and,  to  8|>eak  of  the  perceptions 
of  memory,  appears  to  them  as  absurd  as 
to  speak  of  the  hearing  of  sight.  [381  ] 

In  a word,  these  two  principles  carry  us 
into  the  whole  philosophical  theory  of  ideas, 
and  furnish  every  argument  that  ever  w-aa 
used  for  their  existence.  If  they  are  true, 
that  system  must  be  admitted  with  all  its 
consequences.  If  they  are  only  prejudices, 
grounded  upon  analogical  reasoning,  the 
whole  system  must  fall  to  the  ground  with 
them. 

It  is,  therefore,  of  importance  to  trace 
those  principles,  as  far  as  we  are  able,  to 
their  origin,  and  to  see,  if  possible,  whether 
they  have  any  just  foundation  in  reason,  or 
whether  they  are  rash  conclusions,  drawn 
from  a supposed  analogy  between  matter 
and  mind. 

The  unlearned,  who  are  guided  by  the 
dictates  of  nature,  and  express  what  they 
are  conscious  of  concerning  the  operations 
of  their  own  mind,  believe  that  the  object 
which  they  distinctly  perceive  certainly 
exists ; that  the  object  w hich  they  distinctly 
remember  certainly  did  exist,  hut  now  may 
not ; hut  as  to  things  that  are  barely  con- 
ceived, they  know  that  they  can  conceive  a 
thousand  things  that  never  existed,  and  that 
the  bare  conception  of  a thing  does  not  so 
much  as  afford  a presumption  of  its  exist- 
ence- They  give  themselves  no  trouble  to 
know  how  these  operations  are  performed,  or 
to  account  for  them  from  general  principles. 

But  philosophers,  who  wish  to  discover 
the  causes  of  tilings,  and  to  account  for 
these  operations  of  mind,  observing  that  in 
other  operations  there  must  be  not  only  an 
agent,  but  something  to  act  upon,  have 
been  led  by  analogy  to  conclude  that  it 
must  he  so  in  the  operations  of  the  mind. 

The  relation  between  the  mind  and  its 
conceptions  bears  a very  strong  and  obvious 
analogy  to  the  relation  between  a man  and 
his  work.  Every  scheme  he  forme,  every 
discovery  he  makes  by  his  reasoning  powers, 
is  very  properly  called  the  work  of  nis  mind. 
These  works  of  the  mind  are  sometimes 
* Iw  rcfrretkvs  In  preceding  note. — IT. 

u 


370 


ON  THE  INTELLECTUAL  POWERS. 


[kSSAY  IT. 


great  and  important  works,  and  draw  the 
attention  and  admiration  of  men.  1382] 

It  is  the  province  of  the  philosopher  to 
consider  how  such  works  of  the  mind  are 
produced,  and  of  what  materials  they  are 
composed.  He  calls  the  materials  ideas. 
There  must  therefore  be  ideas,  which  the 
mind  can  arrange  and  form  .into  a regular 
structure.  Everything  that  is  produced, 
must  be  produced  of  something ; and  from 
nothing,  nothing  can  be  produced. 

Some  such  reasoning  as  this  seems  to  me 
to  have  given  the  first  rise  to  the  philoso- 
phical notions  of  ideas.  Those  notions  were 
formed  into  a system  by  the  Pythagoreans, 
two  thousand  years  ago ; and  this  system 
was  adopted  by  Plato,  and  embellished  with 
all  the  powers  of  a fine  and  lofty  imagina- 
tion. 1 shall,  in  compliance  with  custom, 
call  it  the  Platonic  system  of  ideas,  though 
in  reality  it  was  the  invention  of  the  Pytha- 
gorean school.* 

The  most  arduous  question  which  em- 
ployed the  wits  of  men  in  the  infancy  of 
the  Grecian  philosophy  was — What  was  the 
origin  of  the  world? — from  what  principles 
and  causes  did  it  proceed?  To  this  ques- 
tion very  different  answers  were  given  in 
the  different  schools.  Most  of  them  appear 
to  us  very  ridiculous.  The  Pv  thagoreans, 
however,  judged,  very  rationally,  from  the 
order  and  beauty  of  the  universe,  that  it 
must  be  the  workmanship  of  an  eternal,  in- 
telligent, and  good  l>eing  : and  therefore 
they  concluded  the  Deity  to  be  one  first 
principle  or  cause  of  the  universe. 

But  they  conceived  there  must  be  more. 
The  universe  must  bo  made  of  something. 
Every  workman  muRt  have  materials  to 
work  upon.  That  the  world  should  be  made 
out  of  nothing  seemed  to  them  absurd,  be- 
cause everything  that  is  made  must  be  made 
of  something. 

Nullam  rrm  e nihilogigni  divinity*  unquum.— Iicr. 
l)c  iiibiln  nihil,  in  minium  nil  p<***e  revert  i.—l'k  at. 

This  maxim  never  was  brought  into  doubt: 
even  in  Cicero’s  time  it  continued  to  be 
held  by  all  philosophers.  [HA31  What 
natural  philosopher  (says  that  author  in  his 
second  book  of  Divination)  ever  asserted 
that  anything  could  take  its  rise  from 
nothing,  or  be  reduced  to  nothing  ? Be- 
cause men  must  have  materials  to  work 
upon,  they  concluded  it  must  be  so  with 
the  Deity.  This  was  reasoning  from  analogy. 

From  this  it  followed,  that  an  eternal 
uncreated  matter  was  another  first  prin- 
ciple of  the  universe.  But  this  matter  they 
believed  had  no  form  nor  quality.  It  was 


* Ideas  in  the  Platonic,  and  Idea*  in  the  modem 
signification,  hold,  a«  1 have  already  shewn,  little 

or  no  analogy  to  earh  other.  See  above,  n.  204,  a, 

notes  t i h,  note  * ; p.  ifW,  b note  *.—!!. 


the  same  with  the  materia  ;«Wma  or  first 
matter  of  Aristotle,  who  borrowed  this  part 
of  his  philosophy  from  his  predecessors. 

To  us  it  scents  more  ratioual  to  think 
that  the  Deity  created  matter  with  its  qua- 
lities, than  that  the  matter  of  the  universe 
should  be  eternal  and  self-existent.  But 
so  strong  was  the  prejudice  of  the  ancient 
philosophers  against  what  we  call  creation, 
that  they  rather  choso  to  have  recourse  to 
this  eternal  and  unintelligible  matter,  that 
the  Deity  might  have  materials  to  work 
upon* 

The  same  analogy  which  led  them  to 
think  thattherc  must  be  an  eternal  matter  of 
which  the  world  was  made,  led  them  also 
to  conclude  that  there  must  be  an  eternal 
pattern  or  model  according  to  which  it  was 
inode*  Works  of  design  and  art  must  be 
distinctly  conceived  before  they  are  made- 
The  Deity,  us  an  intelligent  Being,  about 
to  execute  a work  of  perfect  beauty  and 
regularity,  must  have  had  a distinct  con- 
ception of  his  work  before  it  was  made. 
This  appears  very  rational. 

But  this  conception,  being  the  work  of 
the  Divine  intellect,  something  must  have 
existed  as  its  object.  This  could  only  be 
ideas,  which  are  the  proper  and  immediate 
object  of  intellect.  [384] 

From  this  investigation  of  the  principles 
or  causes  of  the  universe,  those  philoso- 
phers concluded  them  to  be  three  in  number 
— to  wit,  an  eternal  matter  as  the  material 
cause,  eternal  ideas  as  the  model  or  exem- 
plary cause,  and  an  eternal  intelligent  mind 
as  the  efficient  cause. 

As  to  the  nature  of  those  eternal  ideas, 
the  philosophers  of  that  sect  ascribed  to 
them  the  most  magnificent  attributes. 
They  were  immutable  and  uncreated  ;*  the 
object  of  the  Divine  intellect  before  the 
world  was  made ; and  the  only  object  of 
intellect  and  of  science  to  all  intelligent 
beings.  As  far  as  intellect  is  superior  to 
sense,  so  far  are  ideas  superior  to  all  the 
objects  of  senec.  The  objects  of  seuse 
being  in  a constant  flux,  cannot  properly 
be  said  to  exist.  Ideas  are  the  things 
which  have  a real  and  permanent  exist- 
ence. They  are  as  various  as  the  species  of 
things,  there  being  one  idea  of  every  spe- 
cies, but  none  of  individuals.  The  idea  is 
the  essence  of  the  species,  and  existed  be- 
fore any  of  the  species  w’as  made.  It  is 
entire  in  every  individual  of  the  species, 
without  being  either  divided  or  multiplied. 

In  our  present  state,  we  have  but  an 
imperfect  conception  of  the  eternal  ideas  ; 
but  it  is  the  highest  felicity  and  perfection 
of  men  to  be  able  to  contemplate  them. 

• Whether,  In  the  Platonic  tv»tem,  Ideas  are,  or 
are  not,  itslenendent  of  the  IVily,  I have  alre-ndy 
•yiied,  it,  and  alwayt  hat  Wn,  a » xxata  qiurstw.— 
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While  we  are  in  this  prison  of  the  body, 
sense,  as  a dead  weight,  bears  us  down 
from  the  contemplation  of  the  intellectual 
objects ; and  it  is  only  by  a due  purifica- 
tion of  the  sou),  and  abstraction  from  sense, 
that  the  intellectual  eye  is  opened,  and  that 
we  are  enabled  to  mount  upon  the  wings  of 
intellect  to  the  celestial  world  of  ideas. 

Such  was  the  most  ancient  system  con- 
cerning ideas,  of  which  we  have  any  account. 
And,  however  different  from  the  modern, 
it  appears  to  be  built  upon  the  prejudices 
we  hate  mentioned — to  wit,  that  in  every 
operation  there  must  be  something  to  work 
upon ; and  that  even  in  conception  thero 
must  be  an  object  which  really  exists. 
[385) 

For,  if  those  ancient  philosophers  had 
thought  it  possible  that  the  Deity  conld 
operate  without  materials  in  the  formation 
of  the  world,  and  that  he  could  conceive 
the  plan  of  it  without  a model,  they  could 
have  seen  no.  reason  to  make  matter  and 
ideas  eternal  and  necessarily  existent  prin- 
ciples, as  well  as  the  Deity  himself. 

Whether  they  believed  that  the  ideas 
were  not  only  eternal,  but  eternally,  and 
without  a cause,  arranged  in  that  beautiful 
and  perfect  order  which  they  ascribe  to  this 
intelligible  world  of  ideas,  I cannot  say  ; 
but  this  seems  to  be  a necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  system  : for,  if  the  Deity 
could  not  conceive  the  plan  of  the  world 
which  he  made,  without  a model  which 
really  existed,  that  model  could  not  be  bis 
work,  nor  contrived  by  his  wisdom  ; for,  if 
he  made  it,  he  must  have  conceived  it 
before  it  was  made  ; it  must  therefore  have 
existed  in  all  its  beauty  and  order  inde- 
pendent of  the  Deity ; and  this  I think 
they  acknowledged,  by  making  the  model 
and  the  matter  of  this  world,  first  princi- 
ples, no  less  than  the  Deity. 

If  the  Platonic  system  be  thus  understood, 
(and  I do  not  see  how  it  can  hang  together 
otherwise,)  it  leads  to  two  consequences 
that  are  unfavourable  to  it. 

First , Nothing  is  left  to  the  Maker  of 
this  world  but  the  skill  to  work  after  a 
model.  The  model  had  all  the  perfection 
and  beauty  that  appears  in  the  copy,  and 
the  Deity  had  only  to  copy  after  a pattern 
that  existed  independent  of  him.  Indeed, 
the  copy,  if  we  believe  those  philosophers, 
falls  very  far  short  of  the  original ; but  this 
they  seem  to  have  ascribed  to  the  refracto- 
riness of  matter  of  which  it  was  made. 

Secondlyy  If  the  world  of  ideas,  without 
being  the  work  of  a perfectly  wise  and  good 
intelligent  being,  could  have  so  much  beauty 
and  perfection,  how  can  we  infer  from  the 
beauty  and  order  of  this  world,  which  is 
but  an  imperfect  copy  of  the  other,  that  it 
must  have  been  made  by  a perfectly  wise 
and  good  being  ? (386)  The  force  of  this 
[385-387 ] 
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reasoning,  from  the  beauty  and  order  of  the 
universe,  to  its  being  the  work  of  a wise 
being,  which  appears  invincible  to  every 
candid  mind,  and  appeared  so  to  those 
ancient  philosophers,  is  entirely  destroyed 
by  the  supposition  of  the  existence  of  a 
world  of  ideas,  of  greater  perfection  and 
beauty,  which  never  was  made.  Or,  if  the 
reasoning  be  good,  it  will  apply  to  the  world 
of  ideas,  which  must,  of  consequence,  have 
been  made  by  a wise  and  good  intelligent 
being,  and  must  have  been  conceived  before 
it  was  made. 

It  may  farther  be  observed,  that  all  that 
is  mysterious  and  unintelligible  in  the  Pla- 
tonic ideas,  arises  from  attributing  existence 
to  them*  Take  away  this  one  attribute,  all 
the  rest,  however  pompously  expressed, 
ore  cosily  admitted  and  understood. 

What  is  a Platonic  idea?  It  is  the 
essence  of  a species.  1 1 is  the  exemplar,  the 
model,  according  to  which  all  the  individuals 
of  that  species  arc  made.  It  is  entire  in 
every  individual  of  the  species,  without  be- 
ing multiplied  or  divided.  It  was  an  object 
of  the  divine  intellect  from  eternity,  and  is  an 
object  of  contemplation  and  of  science  to 
every  intelligent  being.  It  is  eternal,  im- 
mutable, and  uncreated ; and,  to  crown  all, 
it  not  only  exists,  but  has  a more  real  and 
I»cmianent  existence  than  anything  that 
ever  God  made. 

Take  this  description  altogether,  and  it 
would  require  an  CEdipus  to  unriddle  it. 
Jiut  take  uway  the  last  part  of  it,  and  no- 
thing is  more  easy.  It  is  easy  to  find  five 
hundred  tilings  which  answer  to  every 
article  in  the  description  except  the  last. 

Take,  for  an  instance,  the  nature  of  a 
circle,  as  it  is  defined  by  Euclid— an  object 
which  every  intelligent  being  may  conceive 
distinctly,  though  no  circle  had  ever  existed; 
it  is  the  exemplar,  the  model,  according  to 
which  all  the  individual  figures  of  that 
species  that  ever  existed  were  made ; for 
they  arc  all  made  according  to  the  nature  of  a 
circle.  (387 1 It  is  entire  in  every  individual 
of  the  species,  without  being  multiplied  or 
divided.  For  every  circle  is  an  entire 
circle  ; and  all  circles,  in  as  far  as  they  arc 
circles,  have  one  and  the  same  nature.  It 
was  an  object  of  the  divine  intellect  from 
all  eternity,  and  may  be  an  object  of  con- 
templation and  of  science  to  every  intelli- 
gent being.  It  is  the  essence  of  a species, 
and,  like  all  other  essences,  it  is  eternal, 
immutable,  and  uncreated.  This  means 
no  more  but  that  a circle  always  was  a 
circle,  and  can  never  be  anything  but  a 
circle.  It  is  the  necessity  of  the  thing, 
and  not  any  act  of  creating  power,  that 
makes  a circle  to  be  a circle. 

The  nature  of  every  species,  whether  of 
substance,  of  quality,  or  of  relation,  and  in 
general  everything  w hich  the  ancients  called 
9 D 9 
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an  universal,  answers  to  the  description  of 
a Platonic  idea,  if  in  that  description  you 
leave  out  the  attribute  of  existence. 

If  wo  believe  that  no  species  of  things 
could  be  conceived  by  the  Almighty  with- 
oat  a model  that  really  existed,  we  must  go 
back  to  the  Platonic  system,  however  mys- 
terious. But,  if  it  be  true  that  the  Deity 
could  have  a distinct  conception  of  things 
which  did  not  exist,  and  that  other  intelligent 
beings  may  conceive  objects  which  do  not 
exist,  the  system  has  no  better  foundation 
than  this  prejudice,  that  tl>e  operations  of 
mind  must  he  like  those  of  the  body. 

Aristotle  rejected  the  ideas  of  his  master 
Plato  as  visionary;  but  ho  retained  the 
prejudices  that  gave  rise  to  them,  and  there- 
fore substituted  s micthing  in  their  place, 
but  under  a different  name,*  and  of  a dif- 
ferent origin. 

lie  called  the  objects  of  intellect,  intelli- 
gible species;  those  of  the  memory  and 
imagination,  phantasms ; and  those  of  the 
senses,  sensible  species.  This  change  of  the 
name*  was  indeed  very  small ; for  the  Greek 
word  of  Aristotle  [Jh»]  which  we  translate 
s/tecies  or  farm,  is  so  near  to  the  Greek 
word  idea,  both  in  its  sound  and  significa- 
tion, that,  from  their  etymology,  it  would 
not  be  easy  to  give  them  different  meanings. 
[380]  Both  are  derived  from  the  Greek  word 
which  signifies  to  »eey  and  both  may  signify  a 
vision  or  appearance  to  the  eye.  Cicero,  who 
understood  Greek  well,  often  translates  the 
Greek  word  idea  by  the  Latin  word  rniio. 
But  both  words  being  used  as  terms  of  art — 
one  in  the  Platonic  system,  the  other  in  the 
Peripatetic — the  Latin  writers  generally 
borrowed  the  Greek  word  idea  to  express  the 
Platonic  notion,  and  translated  Aristotle's 
word,  by  the  words  specie*  or  forma  ; and  in 
this  they  have  beeu  followed  in  the  modern 
languages.* 

Those  forms  or  species  were  called  intelli- 
gible, to  distinguish  them  from  sensible 
species,  which  Aristotle  held  to  be  the  imme- 
diate objects  of  sense. 

He  thought  that  the  sensible  species  come 
from  the  external  object,  and  defined  a sense 
to  be  that  which  has  the  capacity  to  receive 
the  form  of  sensible  things  without  the  mat- 
ter ; as  wax  receives  the  form  of  a seal  with- 
out any  of  the  matter  of  it.  In  like  manner, 
he  thought  that  the  intellect  receives  the 
forms  of  things  intelligible;  and  he  callsit 
the  place  of  forms. 

* Reid  teems  not  aware  that  Plato,  and  Aristotle 
in  relation  to  Plato,  employed  the  terms  tTit  and 
Hi*  almost  a a convertible.  In  fact,  the  latter  usually 
combat*  the  ideal  theory  of  the  former  by  the  name 
of  — e.  rm  liis  ys^xs,  npr/r^uini  y«(  i*-». 

M.  Cousin,  in  a learned  and  ingrniout  paper  of  his 
**  Nouvtaux  Fnxfpnfnta,”  has  endeavoured  to  shew 
that  Clato  did  not  apply  the  two  terms  indifferently; 
and  the  aaroe  has  been  attempted  by  Richter.  But 
*o  mans  exception*  must  he  admitted,  that,  apt  a- 
icntly,  no  determinate  rule  can  be  esUbluhed.--  i I. 


I take  it  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  Aris- 
totle, that  the  intelligible  forms  in  the  hu- 
man intellect  are  derived  from  the  sensible 
by  abstraction,  and  other  operations  of  the 
mind  itself.  As  to  the  intelligible  forms  in 
the  divine  intellect,  they  must  have  had 
another  origin  ; but  1 do  not  remember  that 
he  gives  any  opinion  about  them.  He  cer- 
tainly maintained,  however,  that  there  is  no 
intellection  without  intelligible  species  ;* 
no  memory  or  imagination  without  phan- 
tasma ; no  perception  without  sensible 
species.  Treating  of  memory,  he  proposes 
a difficulty,  and  endeavours  to  resolve  it  — 
how  a phantasm,  that  is  a present  object  in 
the  mind,  should  represent  a thing  that  is 
past.  [389] 

Thus,  I think,  it  appears  that  the  Per- 
ipatetic system  of  species  and  phantasms, 
ns  well  as  the  Platonic  system  of  ideas,  is 
grounded  upon  this  principle,  that  in  every 
kind  of  thought  there  must  bo  some  object 
that  really  exists  ; in  every  operation  of  the 
mind,  something  to  work  upon.  Whether 
this  immediate  object  be  called  an  idea  with 
Plato, or  a phantasm  or  species  with  Aris- 
totle— whether  it  be  eternal  and  uncreated, 
or  produced  by  the  impressions  of  external 
objects — is  of  no  consequence  in  the  pre- 
sent argument.  In  both  systems,  it  was 
thought  impossible  that  the  Deity  could 
make  the  world  without  matter  to  work 
upon  ; in  both,  it  was  thought  impossible 
that  an  intelligent  Being  could  conceive 
anything  that  did  not  exist,  but  by  means 
of  a model  that  really  existed. 

The  philosophers  of  the  Alexandrian 
school,  commonly  called  the  latter  Plato- 
nists,  conceived  the  eternal  ideas  of  things 
to  be  in  the  Divine  intellect,  and  thereby 
avoided  the  absurdity  of  making  them  a 
principle  distinct  from  and  independent  of 
the  Deity  ; hut  still  they  held  them  to  exist 
really  in  the  Divine  mind  as  the  objects  of 
conception,  and  as  the  patterns  and  arche- 
types of  things  that  are  made. 

Modern  philosophers,  still  persuaded  that 
of  every  thought  there  must  be  an  imme- 
diate object  that  really  exists,  have  not 
deemed  it  necessary  to  distinguish  by  dif- 
ferent names  the  immediate  objects  of  in- 
tellect, of  imagination,  and  of  the  senses, 
but  have  given  the  common  name  of  idea 
to  them  alL 

Whether  these  ideas  be  in  the  sensorium, 
or  in  the  mind,  or  partly  in  the  one  and 
partly  in  the  other;  whether  they  exist 
when  they  are  not  perceived,  or  only  when 


* There  U .even  leu  reason  to  attribute  such  a 
theory  to  Ariatotlc  in  relation  to  the  Intellect  than 
In  rotation  to  aenae  and  imagination.  See  even  hu 
oldest  commentator,  the  Aphrodidan,  n»aiv  Yio-tii , 
I.  I 41,  a.  In  fact,  Uiv  greater  number  of  tnoee  Pen 
IMdetica  who  admitted  specie*  in  UiU  crude  form  tor 
j the  latter,  rejected  them  for  the  former.— H. 

[ t See  aboie,  p,  b,  note  H. 
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they  are  perceived ; whether  they  are  the 
workmanship  of  the  Deity  or  of  the  mind 
itself,  or  of  external  natural  causes— with 
regard  to  these  points,  different  authors 
seem  to  have  different  opinions,  and  the 
same  author  sometimes  to  waver  or  he 
diffident ; but  as  to  their  existence,  there 
seems  to  be  great  unanimity.*  [390] 

So  much  is  this  opinion  fixed  in  the 
minds  of  philosophers,  that  I doubt  not  but 
it  will  appear  to  most  a very  strange  para- 
dox, or  rather  a contradiction,  that  men 
should  think  without  ideas. 

That  it  has  the  appearance  of  a contra- 
diction, I confess.  But  this  appearance 
arises  from  the  ambiguity  of  the  word  idea. 
If  the  idea  of  a thing  means  only  the  thought 
of  it,  or  the  operation  of  the  mind  in  think- 
ing about  it,  which  is  the  most  common 
meaning  of  the  word,  to  think  without  ideas, 
is  to  think  without  thought,  which  is  un- 
doubtedly a contradiction. 

But  an  idea,  according  to  the  definition 
given  of  it  by  philosophers,  is  not  thought, 
but  an  object  of  thought,  which  really  exists 
and  is  perceived.  Now,  whether  is  it  a 
contradiction  to  say,  that  a man  may  think 
of  an  object  that  does  not  exist  ? 

I acknowledge  that  a man  cannot  per- 
ceive an  object  that  does  not  exist ; nor  can 
he  remember  an  object  that  did  not  exist ; 
but  there  appears  to  me  no  contradiction  in 
his  conceiving  an  object  that  neither  docs 
nor  ever  did  exist. 

Let  us  take  an  example.  I conceive  a 
centaur.  This  conception  is  an  operation 
of  the  mind,  of  which  I am  conscious,  and 
to  which  I can  attend.  The  sole  object  of  it 
is  a centaur,  an  animal  which,  I believe, 
never  existed.  I can  see  no  contradiction 
in  this.-f’ 

The  philosopher  says,  I cannot  conceive 
a centaur  without  having  an  idea  of  it  in 
my  mind.  I am  at  a loss  to  understand 
what  he  means.  He  surely  docs  not  mean 
that  I cannot  conceive  it  without  conceiviug 
it.  This  would  make  me  no  wiser.  Wlmt 
then  is  this  idea  P Is  it  an  animal,  half 
horse  and  half  man  ? No.  Then  I am 
certain  it  is  not  the  thing  I conceive.  Per- 
haps he  will  say,  that  the  idea  is  an  image 
of  tho  animal,  and  is  the  immediate  object 
of  my  conception,  and  that  the  animal  is 
the  mediate  or  remote  object^  [391  ] 

To  this  I answer — First,  I am  certain 
there  are  not  two  objects  of  this  conception, 
but  one  only  ; and  that  one  is  as  immediate 
an  object  of  my  conception  as  any  can  be. 

Secimdly,  This  one  object  which  I con- 
ceive, is  not  the  image  of  an  animal — it  is 


* ThU,  u already  once  and  again  »t»t«sd,  i»  not 
correct.—  H. 

t See  above,  p.  ®-',  b,  note  I,  and  Note  R.— II. 
t On  thu,  and  the  iubmvpient  reasoning  in  the 
present  chapter,  tee  Note  B.— II. 
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an  animat  I know  what  it  is  to  conceive 
an  image  of  an  animal,  and  what  it  is  to 
conceive  an  animal ; and  I can  distinguish 
the  one  of  these  from  the  other  without 
any  danger  of  mistake.  The  thing  I con- 
ceive is  a body  of  a certain  figure  and 
colour,  having  life  and  spontaneous  motion. 
The  philosopher  says,  that  the  idea  is  an 
image  of  the  animal ; but  that  it  has  neither 
body,  nor  colour,  nor  life,  nor  spontaneous 
motion.  This  1 am  not  able  to  comprehend. 

Thirdly , I wish  to  know  how  this  idea 
comes  to  be  an  object  of  my  thought,  when 
I cannot  even  conceive  what  it  means ; 
and,  if  I did  conceive  it,  this  would  be  no 
evidence  of  its  existence,  any  more  than 
my  conception  of  a centaur  is  of  its  exist- 
ence. Philosophers  sometimes  say  that  we 
perceive  ideas,  sometimes  that  we  are  con- 
scious of  them.  I can  have  no  doubt  of 
the  existence  of  anything  which  I either 

rrreeive  or  of  which  I am  conscious  ;*  but 
cannot  find  that  I either  perceive  ideas 
or  am  conscious  of  them. 

Perception  and  consciousness  are  very 
different  operations,  and  it  is  strange  that 
philosophers  have  never  determined  by 
which  of  them  ideas  are  discerned  -f  This 
is  as  if  a man  should  positively  affirm  that 
he  perceived  an  object ; but  whether  by  his 
eyes,  or  his  ears,  or  his  touch,  he  could  not 
say. 

But  may  not  a man  who  conceives  a 
centaur  say,  that  he  has  a distinct  image  of 
it  in  his  mind  ? I think  he  may.  And  if  he 
means  by  this  way  of  speaking  what  the 
vulgar  mean,  who  never  heard  of  the  phi- 
losophical theory  of  ideas,  I find  no  fault 
with  it-  [392]  By  a distinct  image  in  the 
mind,  the  vulgar  mean  a distinct  concep- 
tion ; and  it  is  natural  to  call  it  so,  on 
account  of  the  analogy  between  an  image  of 
a thing  and  the  conception  of  it.  On  ac- 
count of  this  analogy,  obvious  to  all  man- 
kind, this  operation  is  called  imagination, 
and  an  imago  in  tho  mind  is  only  a peri- 
phrasis for  imagination.  But  to  infer  from 
this  that  there  is  really  an  image  in  the 
mind,  distinct  from  the  operation  of  con- 
ceiving the  object,  is  to  be  misled  by  an 
analogical  expression ; as  if,  from  the 
phrases  of  deliberating  and  balancing  things 
in  the  mind,  we  should  infer  that  there  is 
really  a balance  existing  in  the  mind  for 
weighing  motives  and  arguments. 

The  analogical  words  and  phrases  used 
in  all  languages  to  express  conception,  do, 
no  doubt,  facilitate  their  being  taken  in  a 
I literal  sense.  But,  if  we  only  attend  care- 


* ThU  U not  the  cate,  unle*«  it  be  admitted  that 
we  arecontckiutofwhat  we  perceive* — in  other  wool*, 
immediately  cognitive  of  the  non — H. 

t But  the  philosopher*  did  not,  like  Retd,  make 
Contcioutnem  one  s|>cctAl  faculty,  and  Perception 
another  ; nor  did  they  and  Reid  mean  by  Perception 
the  tame  thing.— H. 
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full/  to  what  wc  are  conscious  of  in  this 
operation,  we  shall  find  no  more  reason  to 
think  that  images  do  really  exist  in  our 
minds,  than  that  balances  and  other  me- 
chanical engines  do. 

We  know  of  nothing  tliat  is  in  the  mind 
but  by  consciousness,  and  wo  are  conscious 
of  nothing  but  various  modes  of  thinking  ; 
such  as  understanding,  willing,  affection, 
passion,  doing,  suffering.  If  philosophers 
choose  to  give  the  name  of  an  idea  to  any 
mode  of  thinking  of  w hich  we  are  conscious, 
I have  no  objection  to  the  name,  but  that 
it  introduces  a foreign  word  into  our  lan- 
guage without  necessity,  and  a word  that  is 
very  ambiguous,  and  apt  to  mislead.  But, 
if  they  give  that  name  to  images  in  the 
mind,  which  are  not  thought,  but  only 
objects  of  thought,  I can  see  no  reason  to 
think  that  there  are  such  things  in  nature. 
If  they  be,  their  existence  and  their  nature 
must  be  more  evident  than  anything  else, 
because  we  know  nothing  but  by  their 
means.  I may  add,  tliat,  if  they  be,  we 
can  know  nothing  besides  them.  For,  from 
the  existence  of  images,  we  can  never,  by 
any  just  reasoning,  infer  the  existence  of 
anything  else,  unless  perhaps  the  existence 
of  an  intelligent  Author  of  them.  In  this, 
Bishop  Berkeley  reasoned  right.  |393] 

In  every  work  of  design,  the  work  must 
be  conceived  before  it  is  executed — that  is, 
before  it  exists.  If  a model,  consisting  of 
ideas,  roust  exist  in  the  mind,  as  the  ob- 
ject of  this  conception,  tliat  model  is  a work 
of  design  no  less  than  the  other,  of  which 
it  is  the  model ; and  therefore,  as  a work  of 
design,  it  must  have  been  conceived  before 
it  existed.  ] n every  work  of  design,  there- 
fore, the  conception  must  go  before  the 
existence.  This  argument  we  applied  be- 
fore to  the  Platonic  system  of  eternal  and 
immutable  ideas,  and  it  may  be  applied  with 
equal  force  to  all  the  systems  of  ideas. 

If  now  it  should  be  asked,  What  is  the 
idea  of  a circle  ? I answer,  It  is  the  con- 
ception of  a circle.  What  is  the  immediate 
object  of  this  conception  ? The  immediate 
and  the  only  object  of  it  is  a circle.  But 
where  is  this  circle  ? It  is  nowhere.  If 
it  was  an  individual,  and  had  a real  ex- 
istence, it  must  have  a place  ; but,  being  an 
universal,  it  has  no  existence,  and  therefore 
no  place.  Is  it  not  in  the  mind  of  him  that 
conceives  it  ? The  conception  of  it  is  in 
the  mind,  being  an  act  of  the  mind  ; and  in 
common  language,  a thing  being  in  tho 
mind,  is  a figurative  expression,  signify- 
ing tliat  tho  thing  is  conceived  or  remem- 
bered. 

It  may  lie  asked,  Whether  this  concep- 
tion is  an  image  or  resemblance  of  a circle  ? 
I answer,  I have  already  accounted  for  its 
being,  in  a figurative  sense,  called  the  image 
of  a circle  in  the  mind.  If  tho  question  is 


meant  in  the  literal  sense,  we  must  observe, 
that  the  word  conception  has  two  meanings. 
Properly  it  signifies  that  o|>eration  of  the 
mind  which  wc  have  been  endeavouring  to 
explain ; but  sometimes  it  is  put  for  tlie 
object  of  conception,  or  thing  conceived. 

Now,  if  the  question  be  understood  in  tho 
last  of  these  senses,  the  object  of  tbis  con- 
ception is  not  an  image  or  resemblance  of 
a circle ; for  it  is  a circle,  and  nothiug  can 
be  an  image  of  itself.  [394] 

If  the  question  bo  - Whether  the  opera- 
tion of  mind  in  conceiving  a circle  be  an 
image  or  resemblanoe  of  a circle  ? I think 
it  is  not ; and  that  no  two  things  can  be 
more  perfectly  unlike,  than  a species  of 
thought  and  a species  of  figure.  Nor  is  it 
more  strange  that  conception  should  have 
no  resemblance  to  the  object  conceived, 
than  that  desire  should  have  no  resem- 
blance to  the  object  desired,  or  resentment 
to  tho  object  of  resentment. 

I can  likewise  conceive  an  individual 
object  tliat  really  exists,  such  as  St  Paul's 
Church  in  London.  I have  an  idea  of  it ; 
that  is,  I conceive  it.  The  immediate 
object  of  this  conception  is  four  hundred 
miles  distant ; and  I have  no  reason  to  think 
that  it  acts  upon  me,  or  that  I act  upon  it ; 
but  1 can  think  of  it  notwithstanding.  I 
can  think  of  the  first  year  or  the  last  year 
of  tho  Julian  period. 

If,  after  all,  it  should  be  thought  that 
images  in  the  mind  serve  to  account  for  this 
faculty  of  conceiving  things  most  distant  in 
time  and  place,  and  even  things  which  do 
not  exist,  which  otherwise  would  be  alto- 
gether inconceivable ; to  this  I answer, 
that  accounts  of  things,  grounded  upon 
conjecture,  have  been  the  bane  of  true 
philosophy  in  all  ages.  Experience  may 
satisfy  us  that  it  is  an  bund  ml  times  more 
probable  that  they  are  false  than  that  they 
are  true. 

This  account  of  the  faculty  of  conception, 
by  images  in  the  mind  or  in  the  brain, 
will  deserve  tho  regard  of  those  who  have 
a true  taste  in  philosophy,  when  it  is  proved 
by  solid  arguments— First,  Tliat  there  are 
unages  in  the. mind,  or  in  the  brain,  of  tho 
things  we  conceive.  Secondly,  That*  there 
is  a faculty  in  the  mind  of  perceiving  such 
images.  Thirdly , Tliat  the  perception  of 
such  images  produces  the  conception  of 
things  most  distant,  and  even  of  things  that 
have  no  existence.  And,  fourthly , That 
the  perception  of  individual  images  in  the 
mind,  or  iu  the  brain,  gives  us  the  concep- 
tion of  universals,  which  nre  the  attributes 
of  many  individuals.  [395]  Until  this  is 
dune,  the  theory  of  images  existing  in  the 
mind  or  in  the  bruin,  ought  to  be  placed  in 
the  same  category  with  the  sensible  species, 
materia  j/rima  of  Aristotle,  and  tho  r orticct 
of  Des  Cartes. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

MISTAKES  CONCERNING  CONCEPTION. 

1.  Writers  on  logic,  after  the  example 
of  Aristotle,  divide  the  operations  of  the 
understanding  into  three  : Simple  Appre- 
hension, (which  is  another  word  for  Con- 
ception,) judgment,  and  Reasoning.  They 
teach  us,  that  reasoning  is  expressed  by  a 
syllogism,  judgment  by  a proposition,  and 
simple  apprehension  by  a term  only — that 
is,  by  one  or  more  words  which  do  not 
make  a full  proposition,  but  only  the  sub- 
ject or  predicate  of  a proposition.  If,  by 
this  they  mean,  as  I think  they  do,  that  a 
proposition,  or  even  a syllogism,  may  not 
be  simply  apprehended,*  I believo  this  is  a 
mistake. 

In  all  judgment  and  in  all  reasoning, 
conception  is  included.  We  can  neither 
judge  of  a proposition,  nor  reason  about  it, 
unless  we  conceive  or  apprehend  it.  We 
may  distinctly  conceive  a proposition,  with- 
out judging  of  it  at  all.  We  may  have  no 
evidence  on  one  side  or  the  other  ; we  may 
have  no  concern  whether  it  be  true  or  false. 
In  these  cases  we  commonly  form  no  judg- 
ment about  it,  though  we  perfectly  under- 
stand its  meaning. -f 

A man  may  discourse,  or  plead,  or  write, 
for  other  ends  than  to  find  the  truth.  His 
learning,  and  wit,  and  invention  may  be 
employed,  while  his  judgment  is  not  at  all, 
or  very  little.  When  it  is  not  truth,  but 
some  other  end  he  pursues,  judgment  would 
he  an  impediment,  unless  for  discovering 
the  means  of  attaining  his  end  ; and,  there- 
fore, it  is  laid  aside,  or  employed  solely  for 
that  purpose.  [396] 

The  business  of  an  orator  is  said  to  be, 
to  find  out  what  is  fit  to  persuade.  This  a 
man  may  do  with  much  ingenuity,  who 
never  took  the  trouble  to  examine  whether 
it  ought  to  persuade  or  not.  Let  it  not  be 
thought,  therefore,  that  a man  judges  of 
the  truth  of  every  proposition  he  utters,  or 
hears  uttered.  In  our  commerce  with  the 
world,  judgment  is  not  the  talent  that  hears 
the  greatest  price ; and,  therefore,  those  who 
aro  not  sincere  lovers  of  truth,  lay  up  this 
talent  where  it  rusts  and  corrupts,  while 
they  carry  others  to  market,  for  which 
there  is  greater  demand. 

2.  The  division  commonly  made  by  logi- 


* Doe*  Reid  here  mean,  by  apprehending  rimpty, 
apprehending  in  one  timple  and  indivisible  act  ?—  H. 

t There  it  no  conception  po*a  ble  without  a judg- 
ment affirming  ita  (ideal)  existence.  7'here  if  no 
contcioumesi,  in  fact,  pdwible  without  Judgment. 
See  above,  p.  243,  a,  note  *.  It  i«  to  be  observed, 
that  Reid  uaea  conception  in  the  courie  of  thla  chap- 
ter at  convertible  with  umlrrttanding  or  comprthen~ 
cion  g and.  therefore,  aa  we  ahall  ace,  in  a vaguer  or 
HKre  extensive  meaning  than  the  philosopher*  whose 
opinion  he  controverts.— H. 

f 396,  397] 


cians,  of  simple  apprehension,  into  Sensation, 
Imagination,  and  Pure  Intellection,  seems 
to  me  very  improper  in  several  respects. 

First , Under  the  word  sensation,  they 
include  not  only  what  is  properly  so  called, 
but  the  perception  of  external  objects  by 
the  senses.  These  are  very  different  opera- 
tions of  the  mind  ; and,  although  they  are 
commonly  conjoined  by  nature,  ought  to  be 
carefully  distinguished  by  philosophers. 

Secondly , Neither  sensation  nor  the  percep- 
tion of  external  objects,  is  simple  apprehen- 
sion. Doth  include  judgment  and  belief,  which 
are  excluded  from  simple  apprehension.* 

Thirdly , They  distinguish  imagination 
from  pure  intellection  by  this,  that,  in 
imagination,  the  image  is  in  the  brain  ;*f*  in 
pure  intellection,  it  is  in  the  intellect.  This 
is  to  ground  a distinction  upon  an  hypo- 
thesis. We  have  no  evidence  that  thefe 
are  images  either  in  the  brain  or  in  the  in- 
tellect. [397 1 

I take  imagination,  in  its  most  proper 
sense,  to  signify  a lively  conception  of 
objects  of  sight. £ This  is  a talent  of  im- 
portance to  poets  and  orators,  and  deserves 
a proper  name,  on  account  of  its  connection 
with  those  arts.  According  to  this  strict 
meaning  of  the  word,  imagination  is  dis- 
tinguished from  conception  as  a part  from 
the  whole.  We  conceive  the  objects  of  the 
other  senses,  but  it  is  not  so  proper  to  say 
that  we  imagine  them.  We  conceive  judg- 
ment, reasoning,  propositions,  and  argu- 
ments ; but  it  is  rather  improper  to  say 
that  we  imagine  these  things. 

This  distinction  between  imagination  and 
conception,  may  be  illustrated  by  an  ex- 
ample, which  Des  Cartes  uses  to  illus- 
trate the  distinction  between  imagination 
and  pure  intellection.  We  can  imagine  a 
triangle  or  a square  so  clearly  as  to 
distinguish  them  from  every  other  figure. 
But  we  cannot  imagine  a figure  of  a thou- 
sand equal  sides  and  angles  so  clearly.  The 
best  eye,  by  looking  at  it,  could  not  distin- 
guish it  from  every  figure  of  more  or  fewer 
sides.  And  that  conception  of  its  appear- 
ance to  the  eye,  which  we  properly  call  im- 
agination, cannot  be  more  distinct  than  the 
appearance  itself ; yet  we  can  conceive  a 
figure  of  a thousand  sides,  and  even  can 
demonstrate  the  properties  which  distinguish 
it  from  all  figures  of  more  or  fewer  sides. 
It  is  not  by  the  eye,  but  by  a superior  fa- 
culty, that  we  form  the  notion  of  a great 


* See  the  U*t  note.—  H.” 

t But  not  the  image,  of  which  the  min<1  con. 
•clou*.  By  image  or  idea  in  the  brain,  $f>ccie » im- 
pressa,  $c.,  was  meant  only  the  unknown  corporeal 
antecedent  of*  the  known  mental  consequent,  -the 
image  or  idea  In  the  mind,  the  rpccics  exprettn,  SfC. 
Reid  here  refer*  principally  to  the  Cartesian  doctrine 
— H. 

t Sec  above,  n.  3fid,  a,  note  * j and,  below,  unde, 
p.  4H<—  II. 
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number,  such  ah  a thousand.  And  a distinct 
notion  of  thiB  number  of  sides  not  being  (o 
lie  got  by  the  eye,  it  is  not  imagined,  but 
it  is  distinctly  conceived,  and  easily  distin- 
guished from  every  other  number." 

3.  Simple  apprehension  i»  commonly  re- 
presented ns  the  first  operation  of  the 
understanding ; and  judgment,  as  being  a 
composition  or  combination  of  simple  appre* 
hensions. 

This  mis  take  has  probably  arisen  from  the 
taking  sensation,  and  the  perception  of 
objects  by  the  senses,  to  be  nothing  but 
simple  apprehension.  They  are,  very  pro- 
bably, the  first  operations  of  the  mind ; but 
they  are  not  simple  apprehensions. *f  [333] 

It  is  generally  allowed,  that  we  cannot 
conceive  sounds  if  we  have  never  heard, 
nor  colours  if  wo  have  never  seen  ; and  the 
mine  thing  may  be  said  of  the  objects  of 
the  other  senses.  In  like  manner,  we  must 
have  judged  or  reasoned  before  we  have 
the  conception  or  simple  apprehension  of 
judgment  and  of  reasoning. 

Simple  apprehension,  therefore,  though 
it  be  the  simplest,  is  not  the  first  operation 
of  the  understanding  ; and,  instead  of  say- 
ing that  the  more  complex  operations  of 
the  mind  are  formed  by  compounding  sim- 
ple apprehensions,  we  ought  rather  to  say, 
that  simple  apprehensions  are  got  by  ana- 
lysing more  complex  operations. 

A similar  mistake,  which  is  carried 
through  the  whole  of  Mr  Locke's  Essay, 
may  be  here  mentioned.  It  is,  that  our 
simplest  ideas  or  conceptions  are  got  im- 
mediately by  the  senses,  or  by  conscious- 
ness, and  the  complex  afterwards  formed 
by  compounding  them.  I apprehend  it  is 
fur  otherwise. 

Nature  presents  no  object  to  the  senses, 
or  to  consciousness,  that  is  not  complex. 
Th«s,  by  our  senses  we  perceive  bodies  of 
various  kinds ; but  every  body*  is  a com- 
plex object  ; it  lias  length,  breadth,  and 
thickness;  it  has  figure,  and  colour,  and 
various  other  sensible  qualities,  which  are 
blended  together  in  the  same  subject ; and 
I apprehend  that  brute  animals,  who  have 
the  same  senses  that  wo  have,  cannot  sepa- 
rate the  different  qualities  belonging  to  the 
same  subject,  and  have  only  a complex 
and  confused  notion  of  the  whole.  Such 
also  would  be  our  notions  of  the  objects  of 
sense,  if  we  had  not  superior  powers  of 
understanding,  by  which  we  can  analyso 
tho  complex  object,  abstract  every  parti- 
cular attribute  from  the  rest,  and  form  a 
distinct  conception  of  it. 

So  that  it  is  not  by  the  senses  imnio- 


* See  above,  p.  a,  no»e  H. 
t np*j  are  not  tint/t/r  n/i/ ’t  shrntioiu,  in  one  lentc  > 
— that  is,  the  objects  are  not  mcotaposite.  Hut  this  I 
WM  not  the  meaning  in  which  the  expression  » ,u  used 
by  the  Logicians  — II. 


diately,  but  rather  by  the  powers  of  ana- 
lysing and  abstraction,  that  we  get  tho  most 
simple  and  the  most  distinct  notions  men 
of  the  objects  of  sense.  This  will  be  more 
fully  explained  in  another  place.  [339] 

4.  There  remains  another  mistake  con- 
cerning conception,  which  deserves  to  be 
noticed!  It  is— That  our  conception  of 
things  is  a test  of  their  possibility,  so  that, 
what  we  can  distinctly  conceive,  we  may 
conclude  to  be  possible  ; and  of  what  is  im- 
possible, we  can  have  no  conception. 

This  opinion  lias  been  held  by  philoso- 
phers for  more  than  an  hundred  years, 
without  contradiction  or  dissent,  as  far  as  I 
know  ; and,  if  it  be  an  error,  it  may  be  of 
some  use  to  inquire  into  its  origin,  and  tho 
causes  that  it  has  been  so  generally  re- 
ceived as  a maxim  whoso  truth  could  not 
be  brought  into  doubt. 

One  of  the  fruitless  questions  agitate. 1 
among  the  scholastic  philosophers  in  the 
dark  ages"  was— What  is  the  criterion  of 
truth  ? as  if  men  could  have  any  other  way 
to  distinguish  truth  from  error,  but  by  tho 
right  use  of  that  power  of  judging  which 
God  has  given  them. 

Dcs  Cartes  endeavoured  to  put  an  end  to 
this  controversy,  by  making  it  a fundameu-  , 
tal  principle  in  his  system,  that  whatever 
we  clearly  and  distinctly  perceive,  is  truc.-f* 

To  understand  this  principle  of  Des 
Cartes,  it  must  be  observed,  that  he  gave 
the  name  of  perception  to  every  power  of 
the  human  understanding  ; and  in  explain- 
ing this  very  maxim,  he  tells  us  that  sense, 
imagination,  and  pure  intellection,  are  only 
different  modes  of  perceiving,  and,  so  tho 
maxim  was  understood  by  all  his  followers.  £ 

The  learned  Dr  Cudworth  seems  also  to 
have  adopted  this  principle  : — 44  The  cri- 
terion of  true  knowledge,  says  he,  is  only 
to  be  looked  for  in  our  knowledge  and  con- 
ceptions themselves : for  the  entity  of  all 
theoretical  truth  is  nothing  else  but  clear 
intelligibility,  and  whatever  is  clearly  con- 
ceived is  an  entity  and  a truth  ; but  that 
which  is  false,  divine  power  itself  cannot 
make  it  to  be  clearly  and  distinctly  under- 
stood. [400]  A falsehood  can  never  be 
clearly  conceived  or  apprehended  to  be 
true.” — 44  Eternal  and  Immutable  Mora- 
lity,” p.  172,  &c. 

This  Cartesian  maxim  seems  to  me  to 
have  led  the  way  to  that  now  under  con- 
sideration, which  seems  to  have  been  adopted 
ns  the  proper  correction  of  tho  former. 
When  the  authority  of  Des  Cartes  declined, 
men  began  to  secithat  we  may  clearly  and 
distinctly  conceive  what  is  not  true,  but 


* I'M*  was  more  a qmilion  with  the  Greek  i»hik>. 
Mtphrr*  than  with  the  •choolmen.-- H. 
t In  this  he  projKwd  nothing  new.  -H. 
t that  is,  in  l>e*  r.irtes’ •igniflcalion  of  the  word, 
different  mode*  <j|  briu*  conscious.  See  above.—  II. 

[398-100’ 
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thought,  that  our  conception,  though  not  in 
all  cases  a test  of  truth,  might  be  a test  of 
possibility.  • 

This  indeed  seems  to  be  a necessary  con- 
sequence of  the  received  doctrine  of  ideas  ; 
it  being  evident  that  there  can  be  no  dis- 
tinct image,  either  in  the  mind  or  anywhere 
else,  of  that  which  is  impossible.  *f-  The 
ambiguity  of  tho  word  conceive,  which  we 
observed,  Essay  I.  chap.  1,  and  the  com- 
mon phraseology  of  saying  tee  cannot  con- 
ceive such  a thing , when  we  would  signify 
that  we  think  it  impossible,  might  likewise 
contribute  to  the  reception  of  this  doctrine. 

But,  whatever  was  the  origin  of  this 
opinion,  it  seems  to  prevail  universally, 
and  to  bo  received  as  a maxim. 

“ The  bare  having  an  idea  of  the  propo- 
sition proves  the  tiling  not  to  be  impossible  ; 
for  of  an  impossible  proposition  there  can 
be  no  idea.'* — Da  Samukl  Clarkb. 

14  Of  that  which  neither  does  nor  can 
exist  we  can  have  no  idea.’* — Loro  Bou.no- 
bkokk. 

44  The  measure  of  impossibility  to  us  is 
inconceivableness,  that  of  which  we  can 
have  no  idea,  but  that  reflecting  upon  it,  it 
appears  to  be  nothing,  we  pronounce  to  be 
impossible.** — Aukrnkthy.  [401] 

44  In  every  idea  is  implied  the  possibility 
of  the  existence  of  its  object,  nothing  being 
dearer  than  that  there  can  be  no  idea  of 
an  impossibility,  or  conception  of  what  can- 
not exist.** — Dr  Prick. 

44  Impossible  cat  cujus  nullam  notioncm 
fnnnare  possum  us ; possible  e contra,  cui 
aliqua  respondet  notio.** — Wolfii  Ontolo- 

qu4 

“ It  is  an  established  maxim  in  metaphy- 
sics, that  whatever  the  mind  conceive*,  in- 
cludes the  idea  of  possible  existence,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  nothing  we  imagiue  is 
absolutely  impossible.** — D.  Hums. 

It  were  easy  to  muster  up  many  other 
respectable  authorities  for  this  maxim,  and 
[ have  never  found  one  tliat  called  it  in 
question. 

If  the  maxim  be  true  in  the  extent  which 


* That  i*.  nf  logical  possibility— the  absence  of  con- 
tradiction.—  H. 

t This  is  rather  a (trained  inference.— H. 

? These  are  not  exactly  Wolf*  expression*.  See 
•'  Ontoiogia,”  U 102,  103;  '*  Philotophia  Hationalis ,** 
SS  Ml,  ine  i«me  doctrine  Is  held  by  Tachirn. 
hausen  and  others.  In  so  far,  however,  as  it  is  said 
that  inconceivability  is  the  criterion  of  impossibility, 
it  is  manifestly  erroneous.  Of  many  contradictories, 
we  are  able  to  conceive  neither ; but.  by  the  law  of 
thought,  calk’d  that  of  Kxciudcd  Middle,  one  of  two 
contradictories  must  be  admitted— must  be  true. 
For  example,  we  can  neither  conceive,  on  the  one 
hand,  an  ultimate  minimum  of  space  or  of  lime;  nor 
can  we,  on  the  other, conceive  their  infinite  divisibi- 
lity. In  like  manner,  we  canno’  conceive  the  abso- 
•ute  commencement  of  tune,  or  tho  utmost  limit  of 
space,  and  are  yet  equally  unable  to  conceive  them 
without  any  commencement  or  limit.  The  absurdity 
that  would  result  from  the  assertion,  that  all  that  is 
inconceivable  ia  impossible,  is  thus  obvious  ; and  so 
far  Reid's  criticism  is  just,  though  not  new.— H. 

[401,  40*'] 


:*77 

the  famous  Wolflus  has  given  it  in  the  pas- 
snge  above  quoted,  we  shall  have  a short 
road  to  the  determination  of  every  question 
about  the  possibility  or  impossibility  of 
things.  We  need  only  look  into  our  own 
breast,  and  tliat,  like  the  Urini  and 
Thummitn,  will  give  an  infallible  answer. 
If  we  can  conceive  the  thing,  it  is  possible  ; 
if  not,  it  is  impossible.  And,  surely,  every 
man  may  know  whether  he  can  conceive 
what  is  affirmed  or  not. 

Other  philosophers  have  been,  satisfied 
with  one  half  of  the  maxim  of  Wolflus. 
They  say,  that  whatever  we  can  conceive  is 
possible ; but  they  do  not  say  that  whatever 
we  cannot  conceive  is  impossible. 

I cannot  help  thinking  even  this  to  be-a 
mistake,  which  philosophers  have  been  un- 
warily led  into,  from  the  causes  before  mena 
tinned.  My  reasons  are  these  : — [402] 

1.  Whatever  is  said  to  be  possible  or  im- 
possible, is  expressed  by  a proposition. 
Now,  what  is  it  to  conceive  a proposition  ? 
I think  it  is  no  more  than  to  understand 
distinctly  its  meaning.*  I know  no  more 


* In  thia  sense  of  the  word  Conception,  I make 
bold  to  say  that  there  ia  no  philosopher  who  ever 
held  an  opinion  different  from  that  of  our  author. 
The  whole  dispute  arises  from  Reid  giving  a wider 
signification  to  this  term  thin  that  which  it  has 
generally  received.  In  his  view,  it  has  two  mean, 
ings  ; in  that  of  the  philosophers  whom  he  attacks, 
it  has  only  one.  To  illustrate  this,  take  the  proposi. 
tion— a circle  is  square.  Here  we  easily  u rulers  fatal 
the  meaning  of  the  affirmation,  because  what  is  neces- 
sary to  an  act  of  judgment  is  merely  that  the  subject 
and  predicate  should  be  brought  into  a unity  qf  ret  a. 
tion.  A judgment  is  therefore  possible,  even  where 
the  two  terms  are  contradictory.  Rut  the  philosophers 
never  expressed,  by  the  term  conception,  this  under, 
standing  of  the  purport  of  a proposition.  What  they 
meant  by  conception  was  not  the  unity  of  relation, 
but  the  unity  qf  representation  ; and  this  unity  of 
representation  they  made  the  criterion  of  logical  pos- 
sibility. To  take  the  example  already  given : they 
did  not  say  a circ  le  may  possibly  be  square,  because 
we  can  understand  the  meaning  of  the  proposition, 
a circle  Is  square  ; but,  on  the  contrary,  they  said  it 
is  impossible  that  a circle  can  be  square,  and  the  pro. 
1**1  tion  affirming  this  is  necessarily  false,  because  se 
cannot,  in  consciousness,  bring  to  a unity  qf  repre- 
sentation the  repugnant  notions,  circle  and  square— 
that  is,  conceits  the  notion  of  square  circle.  Reid's 
mistake  in  this  mat'er  is  so  palpable  that  it  is  not 
more  surprising  that  he  should  have  committed  it, 
than  that  so  many  should  not  only  have  followed  him 
In  the  opinion,  but  even  have  lauded  it  as  the  refuta. 
tion  of  an  important  error.  To  shew  how  emu- 
pletely  Reid  mistook  the  philosopher*,  it  will  be  suf- 
tlcient  to  quote  a passage  from  Wolf's  vernacular 
I-ogic.  which  I take  from  the  English  translation, 
(one,  by  the  by,  of  the  few  tolerable  versions  we  have 
of  fierman  philosophical  work*,)  published  in  1770:— 

“ It  is  carefully  to  be  observed,  that  we  have  not 
always  the  notion  of  the  thing  present  to  us,  or  in 
view,  when  we  speak  ot  think  of  it  ; but  arc  satisfied 
when  we  imagine  w sufficiently  understand  what  wc 
apeak,  if  we  think  wc  recollect  that  wc  have  had,  at 
another  time,  the  notion  which  la  to  be  joined  tothia . 
or  the  other  word  ;*  and  thus  we  represent  to  our. 
selves,  as  at  a distance  only,  or  obscurely,  the  thing 
denoted  by  the  term. 

" Hence,  it  usually  happens  that,  when  wccombinc 
words  together,  to  each  of  which,  apart,  a meaning 
nr  notion  answer*,  we  imagine  we  understan  I what 
we  .utter,  though  that  which  isdenoted  by  such  com. 
btned  words  he  impoeti'<!e.  and  consequently  ran 
have  no  meaning.  For  that  wnich  is  imposMbc  is 
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that  can  be  meant  by  simple  apprehension 
or  conception,  when  applied  to  a proposi- 
tion. The  axiom,  therefore,  amounts  to 
this  : — Every  proposition,  of  which  you  un- 
derstand the  meaning  distinctly,  is  possible. 
1 am  persuaded  that  I understand  as  dis- 
tinctly the  meaning  of  this  proposition,  Any 
tui ) sides  of  a triangle  are  together  equal 
to  the  third , as  of  this — Any  two  sitlcs  *f  a 
triangle  are  together  greater  than. the  thi/d  ; 
yet  the  first  of  these  is  impossible. 

Perhaps  it  will  be  said,  that,  though  you 
understand  the  meaning  of  the  impossible 
proposition,  you  cauuot  suppose  or  conceive 
it  to  be  true. 

Here  wc  are  to  examine  the  meaning  of 
the  phrases  of  supposing  and  conceiving  a 
proposition  to  be  true.  I can  certainly  sup- 
pose  it  to  be  true,  because  I can  draw  con- 
sequences from  it  which  I find  to  be  impos- 
sible, as  well  as  the  proposition  itself. 

If,  by  conceiving  it  to  be  true,  be  meant 
giviug  some  degree  of  assent  to  it,  how- 
ever small,  this,  I confess,  I cannot  do. 
But  will  it  be  said  that  every  proposition  to 
which  I can  give  any  degree  of  assent,  is 
possible  ? This  contradicts  experience,  and, 
therefore,  the  maxim  cannot  be  true  in 
this  sense. 

Sometimes,  when  we  say  tliat  tee  cannot 
conceive  a thing  to  he  true,  we  mcau  by  that 
expression,  that  toe  judge  it  to  be  impossible . 
Iu  this  sense  I cannot,  indeed,  conceive 
it  to  be  true,  that  two  sides  of  a triangle 
are  equal  to  the  third.  I judge  it  to  lie 
impossible.  If,  then,  we  understand,  in 
this  sense,  that  maxim,  that  nothing  wc  can 
conceive  is  impossible,  the  meaning  will 
be,  that  nothing  is  impossible  which  wo 
judge  to  be  possible.  But  does  it  not  often 
happen,  that  what  one  man  judges  to  bo 
possible,  auothcr  man  judges  to  be  impos- 
sible ? The  maxim,  therefore,  is  not  true 
In  this  sense.  (403] 

I am  not  able  to  find  any  other  meaning 
of  co net  iv'tng  a proposition,  or  of  conceiving 
it  to  he  true , besides  these  I have  men- 
tioned. I know  nothing  that  can  be  meant 
by  having  the  idea  of  a proposition,  but 


nothing  at  all.  ard  of  nothing  there  can  ho  no  idea. 
For  in»tanrc,  wo  have  a notion  of  gold,  a*  a No  of 
iron.  But  it  is  iiupuuible  that  iron  can  at  the  same 
time  I C gold,  consequently,  neither  ran  wc  haveanv 
notion  of  iron.gold  ; and  yet  wc  understand  what 
people  mean  when  they  mention  iron-gold. 

••  In  the  Instance  alleged,  it  certainly  strikes  every 
one,  at  flrst,  that  the  exprc**ion  iron.gold  is  an  empty 
sound  i but  yet  there  arc  a thousand  instances  in  which 
it  does  not  so  easily  strike.  For  example,  when  I 
'say  a rectilineal  two-hnod  figure,  a figure  contained 
under  two  right  lines,  I am  equally  well  understood 
as  when  I say.  a rig'u. lined  triangle,  a figure  c n- 
Laincd  under  three  right  lines.  And  it  should  seem 
we  had  a distinct  notion  of  l>oth  figures.  However, 
as  we  shew  in  (ieometry  that  two  right  lines  can 
never  contain  space,  it  is  also  impossible  to  form  a . 
notion  of  a rectilineal  two.hncd  figure;  and  consc-  I 
quemly  that  expression  is  an  empty  sound  "— IV  S5,  i 
— IL 


either  the  understanding  its  meaning,  ot 
the  judging  of  its  truth.  I can  understand 
a proposition  that  is  false  or  impossible,  as 
well  as  one  that  is  true  or  possible  ; and  I 
find  that  men  have  contradictory  judgments 
about  what  is  possible  or  impossible,  as  well 
os  about  other  things.  In  what  seuse  then 
can  it  be  said,  that  the  having  mi  idea  of  a 
proposition  gives  certain  evidence  that  it  is 
possible  ? 

If  it  be  said,  that  the  idea  of  a proposition 
is  an  image  of  it  in  the  mind,  I think  indeed 
there  cannot  he  a distinct  image,  either  in 
the  mind  or  elsewhere,  of  tliat  which  is 
impossible ; but  what  Is  meant  by  the  image 
of  a proposition  I am  not  able  to  compre- 
hend, and  I shall  be  glad  to  bo  informed. 

2.  Every  proposition  that  is  necessarily 
true  stands  opposed  to  a contradictory  pro- 
position tliat  is  impossible ; and  he  that 
conceives  one  conceives  both.  Thus  a man 
who  believes  that  two  and  three  necessarily 
make  five,  must  believe  it  to  be  impossible* 
that  two  and  three  should  not  make  five. 
He  conceives  both  propositions  when  he 
believes  one.  Every  proposition  carries  its 
contradictory  in  its  bosom,  and  both  are 
conceived  at  the  same  time.  “ It  is  con- 
fessed," says  Mr  Hume,  “ that,  in  all  cases 
where  we  dissent  from  any  person,  we  con- 
ceive both  sides  of  the  question ; but  wo 
can  believe  only  one."  From  this,  it  cer- 
tainly follows,  that,  when  we  dissent  from 
any  person  about  a necessary  proposition, 
we  conceive  one  that  is  itnposible ; yet  I 
know  no  philosopher  who  has  made  so 
much  use  of  the  maxim,  that  whatever  we 
conceive  is  possible,  as  Mr  Hume.  A great 
part  of  his  peculiar  tenets  is  built  upon  it ; 
and,  if  it  is  true,  they  must  be  true.  But 
he  did  not  perceive  that,  in  the  passage 
now  quoted,  the  truth  of  which  is  evident, 
he  contradicts  it  himself.  [404] 

3.  Mathematicians  have,  in  many  cases, 
proved  some  things  to  be  possible,  and 
others  to  be  imposail  c,  which,  without 
demonstration,  would  not  have  been  be- 
lieved. Yet  I have  never  found  that  any 
mathematician  has  attempted  to  prove  a 
thing  to  be  possible,  because  it  can  be  con- 
ceived ; or  impossible,  because  it  cannot  Ikj 
conceived. • Why  is  not  tnis  maxim  applied 
to  determine  whether  it  is  possible  to  square 
the  circle  ? a point  about  which  very  emi- 
nent mathematicians  have  differed.  It  is 
easy  to  conceive  that,  in  the  infinite  series 
of  numbers,  and  intermediate  fractions, 
some  one  number,  integral  or  fractional, 
may  bear  the  same  ratio  to  another,  as  the 
side  of  a square  bears  to  its  diagonal  ;*f  yet, 

* All  geometry  U,  In  fact,  founded  on  our  intui- 
tion* of  B|>ace—  that  U,  in  cunnn*  n language,  on  our 
conception*  of  spare  and  it*  relation*.— H. 

t We  are  able  to  concetec  nothing  infinite;  nndwr 
mar  n/p/yw,  but  wc  cannot  conceit* , represent-,  or 
imagine,  (he  pouibility  in  quotion.— H. 

[403, 404 ] 
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however  conceivable  this  may  be,  it  may  be 
demonstrated  to  be  impossible. 

4.  Mathematicians  often  require  us  to 
conceive  things  that  are  impossible,  in  order 
to  prove  them  to  be  so.  This  is  the  case  in 
all  their  demonstrations  ad  absurdum. 
Conceive,  says  Euclid,  a right  line  drawn 
from  one  point  of  the  circumference  of  a 
circle  to  another,  to  fall  without  the  circle  :* 
I conceive  this— I reason  from  it,  until  I 
come  to  a consequmce  that  is  manifestly 
absurd  ; and  from  thence  conclude  that  the 
thing  which  I conceived  is  impossible. 

Having  said  so  much  to  shew  that  our 
power  of  conceiving  a proposition  is  no 
criterion  of  its  possibility  or  impossibility,  I 
shall  add  a few  observations  on  the  extent 
of  our  knowledge  of  this  kind. 

1.  There  are  many  propositions  which, 
by  the  faculties  God  has  given  us,  we  judge 
to  be  necessary,  as  well  as  true.  All 
mathematical  propositions  are  of  this  kind, 
and  many  others.  The  contradictories  of 
such  propositions  must  be  impossible.  Our 
knowledge,  therefore,  of  what  is  impossible, 
must,  at  least,  be  as  extensive  as  our  know- 
ledge of  necessary  truth. 

2.  By  our  senses,  by  memory,  by  testi- 
mony, and  by  other  means,  we  know  many 
things  to  bo  true  which  do  not  appear  to  be 
necessary.  But  whatever  is  true  is  pos- 
sible. Our  knowledge,  therefore,  of  what  is 
po'sible  must,  at  least,  extend  as  far  as  our 
knowledge  of  truth.  [405] 

3.  If  a man  pretends  to  determine  the 
possibility  or  impossibility  of  things  beyond 
these  limits,  let  him  bring  proof.  I do  not 
say  that  no  such  proof  can  be  brought.  It 
has  been  brought  in  many  cases,  particu- 
larly in  mathematics.  But  I sny  that  his 
being  able  to  conceive  a thing,  is  no  proof 
that  it  is  possible. -f  Mathematics  afford 
many  instances  of  impossibilities  in  the 
nature  of  things,  which  no  man  would  have 
believed  if  they  had  not  been  strictly  de- 
monstrated. Perhaps,  if  we  were  ablo  to 
reason  demonstratively  in  other  subjects,  to 
as  great  extent  as  in  mathematics,  we  might 
find  many  things  to  be  impossible,  which 
we  conclude  without  hesitation,  to  be  pos- 
sible. 

It  is  possible,  you  say,  that  God  might 
have  made  an  universe  of  sensible  and  ra- 
tional creatures,  into  which  neither  natural 
nor  moral  evil  should  ever  enter.  It  may 
be  so,  for  wliat  I know.  But  liow  do  you 
know  that  it  is  possible  ? That  you  can 
conceive  it,  I grant ; but  this  is  no  proof. 


* Euclid  docs  not  require  us  to  concritv  or  Imagine 
any  such  impossibility.  The  proposition  to  which 
Reid  must  refer.  Is  the  second  of  the  third  Rook  of 
the  Element*.- H. 

t Not,  certainly,  that  it  is  realty  passible,  hut  that 
it  is  problematically  posjrrfVc— ».  e.,  involve*  no  con- 
tradictinn— violates  no  law  if  thought.  This  latter 
t*  that  possibility  alone  in  question.—  II. 

[105,  406  j 


I cannot  admit,  as  an  argument,  or  even  as 
a pressing  difficulty,  wliat  is  grounded  on 
the  supposition  that  such  a thing  is  possible, 
when  there  is  no  good  evidence  tliat  it  is 
possible,  and,  for  anything  we  know,  it  may, 
in  tho  nature  of  things,  be  impossible. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

OP  Till  TRAIN  OP  THOUGHT  IN  TUB  MIND. 

Kvkry  man  is  conscious  of  a succession 
of  thoughts  which  pass  in  his  mind  while  ho 
is  awake,  even  when  they  are  not  excited 
by  external  objects.  [406] 

The  mind,  on  this  account,  may  be  com- 
pared to  liquor  in  the  state  of  fermentation. 
When  it  is  not  in  this  state,  being  once  at 
rest,  it  remains  at  rest,  until  it  is  moved  by 
some  externa)  impulse.  But,  in  tlie  state 
of  fermentation,  it  bus  some  cause  of  motion 
in  itself,  which,  even  when  there  is  no  im- 
pulse from  without,  suffers  it  not  to  be  at 
rest  a moment,  but  produces  a constant 
motion  and  ebullition,  while  it  continues  to 
ferment. 

There  is  surely  no  similitude  between 
motion  and  thought ; but  there  is  an  analogy, 
so  obvious  to  all  men,  that  the  same  words 
are  often  applied  to  both  ; and  many  modi- 
fications of  thought  have  no  name  but  such 
as  is  borrowed  from  the  modifications  of 
motion.  Many  thoughts  are  excited  by  tho 
senses.  The  causes  or  occasions  of  these 
may  be  considered  as  external.  But,  when 
such  external  causes  do  not  operate  upon 
us,  we  continue  to  think  from  some  internal 
cause.  From  the  constitution  of  the  mind 
itself  there  is  a constant  ebullition  of  thought, 
a constant  intestine  motion  ; not  only  of 
thoughts  barely  speculative,  but  of  senti- 
ments,passions,  and  affections,  which  attend 
them. 

This  continued  succession  of  thought  has, 
by  modern  philosophers,  been  called  the 
imagination .*  I think  it  was  formerly  called 
the  fancy,  or  the  phantasy. If  the  old 
name  bo  laid  aside,  it  were  to  be  wished 
that  it  had  got  u name  less  ambiguous  than 
that  of  imagination,  a name  which  had  two 
or  three  meanings  besides. 

It  is  often  called  the  train  of  ideas.  This 
may  lead  one  to  think  that  it  is  a train  of 
bare  conceptions ; but  this  would  surely  ho 
a mistake.  It  is  made  up  of  many  other 
operations  of  mind,  as  well  as  of  concep- 
tions, or  ideas. 

* By  *0100  only,  and  that  improperly. — H. 

t The  l-atm  with  its  modification*  In 

the  vulgar  Unguages,  was  employed  both  in  ancient 
and  modern  time*  to  express  what  the  Greeks  «ieno- 
m mated  Phantasy,  of  which  I’hansu  or 

Fancy  is  a corruption,  and  now  employed  in  a m no 
limited  sense,  was  a common  name  fnt  Imagination 
with  thcolit  English  writers.— H. 
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Memory,  judgment,  reasoning  passions, 
affections,  and  purposes — in  a word,  every 
operation  of  the  mind,  excepting  those  of  j 
sense — is  exerted  occasionally  in  this  train 
of  thought,  and  has  its  share  as  an  ingre- 
dient : so  that  we  mu>t  take  the  word  idea 
in  a very  extensive  sense,  if  we  make  the 
train  of  our  thoughts  to  be  only  a train  of 
ideas.  1407) 

To  pass  from  the  name,  and  consider  the 
thing,  we  may  observe,  that  the  trains  of 
thought  in  the  mind  are  of  two  kinds  : they 
are  either  such  as  flow  spontaneously,  like 
water  from  a fountain,  without  any  exer- 
tion of  a governing  principle  to  arrange 
them  ; or  they  are  regulated  and  directed 
by  an  active  effort  of  the  mind,  with  some 
view  and  intention. 

Before  wc  consider  these  in  their  order, 
it  is  proper  to  premise  that  these  two  kinds, 
however  distinct  in  their  nature,  are  for 
the  most  part  mixed,  in  persons  awake  and 
come  to  years  of  understanding. 

On  the  one  hand,  we  are  rarely  so  vacant 
of  all  project  and  design  as  to  let  our 
thoughts  take  their  own  course,  without 
the  least  check  or  direction.  Or  if,  at  nny 
time,  we  should  be  in  this  state,  some  object 
will  present  itself,  which  is  too  interesting 
not  to  engage  the  attention  and  rouse  the 
active  or  contemplative  powers  that  were 
at  rest. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  a man  is  giving 
the  most  intense  application  to  any  simula- 
tion, or  to  any  scheme  of  conduct,  when  ho 
wills  to  exclude  every  thought  tliat  is  fo- 
reign to  his  present  purpose,  such  thoughts 
will  often  impertinently  intrude  upon  him, 
in  spite  of  his  endeavours  to  the  contrary, 
and  occupy,  by  a kind  of  violence,  some 
part  of  the  time  destined  to  another  pur- 
pose. One  man  may  have  the  command 
of  his  thoughts  more  than  auothcr  man, 
and  the  same  man  more  at  one  time  than 
at  another.  But,  I apprehend,  in  the  best 
trained  mind,  the  thoughts  will  sometimes 
be  restive,  sometimes  capricious  and  self- 
willed,  when  we  wish  to  liave  them  most 
under  command.  [408] 

It  has  been  observed  very  justly,  that 
wc  must  not  ascribe  to  the  mind  the  power 
of  calling  up  any  thought  at  pleasure,  be- 
cause such  a call  or  volition  supposes  that 
thought  to  be  already  in  the  mind ; for, 
otherwise,  how  should  it  be  the  object  of 
volition  ? As  this  must  be  granted  on  the 
one  hand,  so  it  is  no  loss  certain,  on  the 
other,  that  a man  has  a considerable  power 
in  rcgulating&nd  disposing  his  own  thoughts. 
Of  this  every  man  is  conscious,  and  1 can 
no  more  doubt  of  it  tluui  I cau  doubt  whether 
I think  at  all. 

We  seein  to  treat  the  thoughts  that  pre- 
sent themselves  to  the  fancy  in  crowds,  as 
a great  man  treats  those  that  attend  his 


levee.  They  are  all  ambitious  of  his  at- 
tention : he  goes  round  the  circle,  bestow- 
ing a bow  upon  one,  a smile  upon  another  ; 
asks  a short  question  of  a third ; while  a 
fourth  is  honoured  with  a particular  con- 
ference ; and  the  greater  part  have  no  par- 
ticular mark  of  attention,  but  go  as  they 
came.  It  is  true,  he  can  give  no  mark  of 
his  attention  to  those  who  were  uot  there 
but  he  lias  a sufficient  number  for  making 
a choice  and  distinction. 

In  like  manner,  a number  of  thought* 
present  themselves  to  the  fancy  spontane- 
ously ; but,  if  we  pay  no  attention  to  them, 
nor  hold  any  conference  with  them,  they 
pass  with  the  crowd,  and  are  immediately 
forgot,  as  if  they  had  never  appeared.  But 
those  to  which  we  think  proper  to  jiay  at- 
tention, may  bo  stopped,  examined,  and 
arranged,  for  any  particular  purpose  we 
liave  in  view. 

It  may  likewise  be  observed,  that  a train 
of  thought,  which  was  at  first  composed  by 
application  and  judgment,  when  it  lias 
been  often  repeated,  and  becomes  familiar, 
will  present  itself  spontaneously.  Thus, 
when  a man  has  composed  an  air  in  music, 
so  os  to  please  his  own  ear,  after  he  has 
played  or  sung  it  ofteu,  the  notes  will 
arrange  themselves  in  just  order,  and  it 
requires  no  effort  to  regulate  their  succes- 
sion. [409] 

Thus  we  sec  that  the  fancy  is  made  up 
of  trains  of  thinking — some  of  which  are 
spontaneous,  others  studied  and  regulated, 
and  the  greater  part  are  mixed  of  both 
kinds,  and  take  their  denomination  from  that 
which  is  most  prevalent ; and  that  a train 
of  thought  which  at  first  was  studied  and 
composed,  may,  by  habit,  present  itself 
spontaneously.  Having  premised  these 
tilings,  let  us  return  to  those  trains  of 
thought  which  are  si»ontancous,  which  must 
be  first  in  the  order  of  nature. 

When  the  work  of  the  day  is  over,  and  a 
man  lies  down  to  relax  his  body  and  mind, 
he  cannot  cease  from  thinking,  though  he 
desires  it-  Something  occurs  to  his  fancy  ; 
that  is  followed  by  another  thing ; and  so  his 
thoughts  are  carried  on  from  one  object  to 
: another,  until  sleep  clo  es  the  scene. 

In  this  operation*  of  the  mind,  it  is  not 
one  faculty  only  tliat  is  employed  ; there  are 
many  that  join  together  in  its  production. 
Sometimes  the  transactions  of  the  day  are 
brought  upon  the  stage,  and  acted  over 
again,  as  it  were,  upon  this  theatre  of  the 
imagination.  In  this  case,  memory  surely 
acts  the  most  considerable  part,  since  the 
scenes  exhibited  are  not  fictions,  but  realities, 
which  we  remember  ; yet,  in  this  case,  the 

• The  word  prvcfu  might  be  here  preferable. 
Oftrratnm  woukl  (Irnoir  that  the  muni  u active  m 
AMociating  the  train  ol  th*  light.—  II. 
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memory  does  not  net  alone,  other  powers  are 
employed,  and  attend  upon  their  proper 
objects.  The  transactions  remembered  will 
be  more  or  less  interesting  ; and  we  cannot 
then  review  our  own  conduct,  nor  that  of 
others,  without  passing  some  judgment  upon 
it.  This  we  approve,  that  we  disapprove. 
This  elevates,  that  humbles  and  depresses 
us.  Persons  thnt  are  not  absolutely  indif- 
ferent to  us,  can  hardly  appear,  even  to  the 
imagination,  without  some  friendly  or  un- 
friendly emotion.  We  judge  and  reason 
about  things  as  well  as  persons  in  such 
reveries.  We  remember  what  a man  said 
and  did ; from  this  w’e  pass  to  his  designs 
and  to  his  general  character,  and  frame 
some  hypothesis  to  make  the  whole  con- 
sistent. Such  trains  of  thought  wo  may 
call  historical.  [410] 

There  are  others  which  we  may  call  ro- 
mantic, in  which  the  plot  is  formed  by  the 
creative  power  of  fancy,  without  any  regard 
to  what  did  or  will  happen.  In  these  also, 
the  powers  of  judgment,  taste,  moral  senti- 
ment, ns  well  as  the  passions  and  affections, 
come  in  and  take  a share  in  the  execu- 
tion. 

In  these  scenes,  the  man  himself  com- 
monly acts  a very  distinguished  part,  and 
seldom  does  anything  which  he  cannot  ap- 
prove. Here  the  miser  will  be  generous, 
the  coward  brave,  and  the  knave  honest. 
Mr  Addison,  in  the  *•  Spectator,”  calls  this 
play  of  the  fancy,  castle-building. 

The  young  politician,  who  has  turned  his 
thoughts  to  the  affairs  of  government,  be- 
comes, in  his  imagination,  a minister  of 
state.  lie  examines  every  spring  and  wheel 
of  tho  machine  of  government  with  the 
nicest  eye  and  the  most  exact  judgment. 
He  finds  a proper  remedy  for  every  disorder 
of  the  commonwealth,  quickens  trade  and 
manufactures  by  salutary  laws,  encourages 
arts  and  sciences,  and  makes  the  nation 
happy  at  home  and  respected  abroad.  He 
feels  the  reward  of  his  good  administration, 
in  that  self-approbation  which  attends  it, 
and  is  happy  in  acquiring,  by  his  wise  and 
patriotic  conduct,  the  blessings  of  the  present 
age,  and  the  praises  of  those  that  are  to 
come. 

It  is  prolmble  that,  upon  the  stage  of 
imagination,  more  great  exploits  have  been 
performed  in  every  age  than  have  been 
upon  the  stage  of  life  from  the  beginning  of 
the  world.  An  innate  desire  of  self-appro- 
bation  is  undoubtedly  a part  of  the  human 
constitution.  It  is  a powerful  spar  to 
worthy  conduct,  and  is  intended  as  such  by 
the  Author  of  our  being.  A man  cannot 
be  easy  or  happy,  unless  this  desire  be  in 
some  measure  gratified.  While  he  con- 
ceives himself  worthless  and  base,  he  can 
relish  no  enjoyment.  The  humiliating, 
mortifying  sentiment  must  be  removed,  and 
[410-412] 


♦his  natural  desire  of  self- approbation  will 
either  produce  a noble  effort  to  acquire  real 
worth,  which  ib  its  proper  direction,  or  it 
will  lead  into  some  of  those  arts  of  self- 
deceit,  which  create  a false  opinion  of 
worth.  [411] 

A castle-builder,  in  the  fictitious  scenes 
of  his  fancy,  will  figure,  not  according  to  his 
real  character,  but  according  to  the  highest 
opinion  he  has  been  able  to  form  of  himself, 
and  perhaps  far  beyond  that  opinion.  For, 
in  those  imaginary  conflicts,  the  passions 
easily  yield  to  reason,  and  a man  exerts  the 
noblest  efforts  of  virtue  and  magnanimity, 
with  the  same  ease  as,  in  his  dreams,  he 
flies  through  the  air  or  plunges  to  the  bot- 
tom of  the  ocean. 

The  romantic  scenes  of  fancy  are  most 
commonly  the  occupation  of  young  minds, 
not  yet  so  deeply  engaged  in  life  as  to  have 
their  thoughts  taken  up  by  its  real  cares 
and  business. 

Those  active  powers  of  the  mind,  wlj.  h 
are  most  luxuriant  by  constitution,  or  have 
been  most  cherished  by  education,  im- 
patient to  exert  themselves,  hurry  the 
thought  into  scenes  that  give  them  play  ; 
and  the  boy  commences  in  imagination, 
according  to  the  bent  of  his  mind,  a general 
or  a statesman,  a poet  or  an  orator. 

When  the  fair  ones  become  castle-build- 
ers, they  use  different  materials ; and,  while 
the  y oung  soldier  is  carried  into  the  field  of 
Mars,  where  he  pierces  the  thickest  squad- 
rons of  the  enemy,  despising  death  in  all 
its  forms,  the  gay  and  lovely  nymph,  whose 
heart  has  never  felt  the  tender  passion,  is 
transported  into  a brilliant  assembly,  where 
she  draws  the  attention  of  every  eye,  and 
makes  an  impremion  on  the  noblest  heart. 

But  no  sooner  has  Cupid’s  arrow  found 
its  way  into  her  own  heart,  than  the  whole 
scenery  of  her  imagination  is  changed. 
Ralls  and  assemblies  have  now'  no  charms. 
W’oods  and  groves,  the  flowery  bank  and 
the  crystal  fountain,  are  the  scenes  she 
frequents  in  imagination.  She  becomes  an 
Arcadian  shepherdess,  feeding  her  flock 
beside  that  of  her  Strephon,  and  wants  no 
more  to  complete  her  happiness.  [412] 

In  a few  years  the  love-rick  maid  is 
transformed  into  the  solicitous  mother.  Her 
smiling  offspring  play  around  her.  She 
views  them  with  a parent's  eye.  Her  ima- 
gination immediately  raises  them  to  man- 
hood, and  brings  them  forth  upon  the  stage 
of  life.  One  son  makes  a figure  in  the 
army,  another  shines  at  the  bar ; her 
daughters  arc  happily  disposed  of  in  mar- 
riage, and  bring  new  alliances  to  the  family. 
Her  children’s  children  rise  up  before  her, 
and  venerate  her  grey  hairs. 

Thus  the  spontaneous  sallies  of  fancy  aie 
as  various  as  the  cares  and  fears,  the  de- 
sires and  hopes,  of  man. 
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Those  fill  up  the  scenes  of  fancy,  as  (veil 
an  the  page  of  the  satirist.  Whatever 
possesses  the  heart  makes  occasional  ex- 
cursions into  the  imagination,  and  acts  such 
scenes  upon  that  theatre  as  are  agreeable 
to  the  prevailing  passion.  The  man  of 
traffic,  who  has  committed  a rich  cargo  to 
the  inconstant  ocean,  follows  it  in  his 
thought,  and,  according  as  his  hopes  or  his 
fears  prevail,  he  is  haunted  with  storms, 
and  rocks,  and  shipwreck  ; or  he  makes  a 
happy  and  a lucrative  voyage,  and,  before 
his  vessel  hns  lost  sight  of  land,  he  has  dis- 
posed of  the  profit  which  she  is  to  bring  at 
her  return. 

The  poet  is  carried  into  the  Klysian  fields, 
where  he  converses  with  the  ghosts  of 
11  omer  and  Orpheus.  The  philosopher  makes 
a tour  through  the  planetary  system,  or 
goes  down  to  the  centre  of  the  earth,  and 
examines  its  various  strata.  In  the  devout 
man  likewise,  the  great  objects  that  possess 
his  heart  often  play  in  his  imagination  : 
sometimes  he  is  transported  to  the  regions 
of  the  blessed,  from  whence  he  looks  down 
with  pity  upon  the  folly  and  the  pageantry 
of  human  life;  or  he  prostrates  himself 
before  the  throne  of  the  Most  High  with 
devout  veneration  ; or  he  converses  with 
celestial  spirits  about  the  natural  and  moral 
kingdom  of  Hod,  which  he  now  sees  only 
by  a faint  light,  but  hopes  hereafter  to  view 
with  a steadier  and  brighter  my.  (4 13] 

In  persons  come  to  maturity,  there  is, 
even  in  these  spontaneous  sallies  of  fancy, 
some  arrangement  of  thought ; and  I con- 
ceive that  it  will  be  readily  allowed,  that  in 
those  who  have  the  greatest  stock  of  know', 
ledge,  and  the  best  natural  parts,  even  the 
spontaneous  movements  of  fancy  will  be 
the  most  regular  and  connected.  They 
have  an  order,  connection,  and  unity,  by 
w hich  they  are  no  less  distinguished  from 
the  dreams  of  one  asleep,  or  the  ravings  of 
one  delirious  on  the  one  hand,  than  from 
the  finished  productions  of  art  on  the  other. 

How  is  this  regular  arrangement  brought 
about  ? It  lias  all  the  marks  of  judgment 
and  reason,  yet  it  seems  to  go  before  judg- 
ment, and  to  spring  forth  spontaneously. 

Shall  we  believe  with  Leibnitz,  that  the 
mind  was  originally  formed  like  a watch 
wound  up ; and  that  all  its  thoughts,  pur- 
looses,  passions,  and  actions,  are  effected 
by  the  gradual  evolution  of  the  original 
spring  of  the  machine,  and  succeed  each 
other  in  order,  as  necessarily  as  the  motions 
and  pulsations  of  a watch  ? 

If  a child  of  three  or  four  years  wen*  put 
to  account  for  the  phamomena  of  a watch, 
lie  w ould  conceive  that  there  is  a little  man 
within  the  watch, or  some  other  little  animal, 
that  heat*  continually,  and  produce*  the 


motion.  Whether  the  hypothesis  of  this 
young  philosopher,  in  turning  the  watch- 
spring  into  a man,  or  that  of  the  Gerjnnn 
philosopher,  in  turning  a man  into  a watch- 
spring,  be  the  most  rational,  seems  hard  to 
determine.* 

To  account  for  the  regularity  of  our  first 
thoughts,  from  motions  of  animal  spirits, 
vibrations  of  nerves,  attractions  of  ideas,  or 
from  any  other  unthinking  cause,  whether 
mechanical  or  contingent,  seems  equally 
irrational.  ( 4 1 4 J 

If  we  he  not  able  to  distinguish  the 
strongest  marks  of  thought  and  design  from 
the  effects  of  mechanism  or  contingency,  the 
consequence  will  he  very  melancholy ; for 
it  must  necessarily  follow,  that  we  have  no 
evidence  of  thought  in  any  of  our  fellow 
men — nay,  that  we  have  no  evidence  of 
thought  or  design  in  the  structure  and  go- 
vernment of  the  universe.  If  a good  period 
or  sentence  was  ever  produced  without 
having  had  any  judgment  previously  em- 
ployed about  it,  why  not  an  Iliad  or  ^Ineid  ? 
They  differ  only  in  leas  and  more ; and  we 
should  do  injustice  to  the  philosopher  of 
Laputa,  in  laughing  at  his  project  of  making 
poems  by  the  turning  of  a wheel,  if  a con- 
currence of  unthinking  onuses  may  produce 
a rational  train  of  thought. 

It  is,  therefore,  in  i I self  highly  probable 
to  say  uo  more,  that  whatsoever  is  regular 
and  rational  in  a train  of  thought,  which 
present*  itself  s|>ontaneously  to  a man's 
fancy,  without  any  study,  is  a copy  of  what 
had  been  before  composed  by  his  own  ra- 
tional powers,  or  those  of  some  other  person. 

We  certainly  judge  so  in  similar  cases. 

I Thus,  in  a book  I find  a train  of  thinking, 
which  has  the  marks  of  knowledge  and 
judgment.  I ask  how  it  was  produced  ? It 
is  printed  in  a book-  This  does  not  satisfy 
me,  because  the  book  has  no  know  ledge  nor 
reason.  I am  told  that  a printer  printed 
it,  and  a compositor  set  the  types.  Neither 
does  this  satisfy  me.  These  causes,  per- 
haps, knew  very  little  of  the  subject.  There 
must  be  a prior  cause  of  the  composition. 
It  was  printed  from  a manuscript.  True. 
But  the  manuscript  is  as  ignorant  as  the 
printed  book-  The  manuscript  was  written 
or  dictated  by  a man  of  knowledge  and 
j judgment.  This,  and  this  only,  will  satisfy 
a man  of  common  understanding ; and  it 
appears  to  him  extremely  ridiculous  to  be- 
! lieve  that  such  a train  of  thinking  could 
originally  be  produced  by  any  cause  that 
neither  reasons  nor  thinks.  1 4 15] 

Whether  such  a train  of  tliiuking  lw* 
printed  in  a book,  or  printed,  so  to  speak, 
in  his  miud,  and  issue  spontaneously  from 
his  fancy,  it  must  have  been  composed  with 
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judgment  by  himself,  or  by  some  other 
rational  being. 

This,  l think,  will  be  confirmed  by  tracing 
the  progress  of  the  human  fancy  as  far 
back  as  we  are  able. 

We  have  not  the  means  of  knowing  how 
the  fancy  is  employed  in  infants.  Their 
time  is  divided  between  the  employment  of 
their  senses  and  sound  sleep  : so  that  there 
is  little  time  left  for  imagination,  and  the 
materials  it  has  to  work  upon  arc  probably 
very  scanty.  A few  days  after  they  are 
born,  sometimes  a few  hours,  we  see  them 
smile  in  their  sleep.  But  wliat  they  smile 
at  is  not  easy  to  guess  ; for  they  do  not 
smile  at  anything  they  see,  when  awake, 
for  some  months  after  they  are  born.  It 
is  likewise  common  to  see  them  move  their 
lips  in  sleep,  as  if  they  were  sucking. 

These  things  seem  to  discover  some 
working  of  the  imagination ; but  there  is 
no  reason  to  think  that  there  is  any  regular 
train  of  thought  in  the  mind  of  iufants. 

By  a regular  train  of  thought,  I mean 
that  which  has  a beginning,  a middle,  and 
an  end,  an  arrangement  of  its  parts,  ac- 
cording to  some  rule,  or  with  some  inten- 
tion. Thus,  the  conception  of  a design, 
and  of  the  means  of  executing  it ; the  con- 
ception of  a whole,  and  the  number  ami 
order  of  the  parts.  These  are  instauces  of 
the  most  simple  trains  of  thought  that  can 
be  called  regular. 

Man  has  undoubtedly  a power  (whether 
we  call  it  taste  or  judgment  is  not  of  any 
consequence  in  the  present  argument) 
whereby  ho  distinguishes  between  a com- 
position and  a heap  of  materials  ; between 
a house,  for  instance,  and  a heap  of  stones ; 
between  a sentence  and  a heap  of  word^ ; 
between  a picture  and  a heap  of  colours. 
[416  j It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  chil- 
dren have  any  regular  trains  of  thought 
until  this  power  begins  to  operate.  Those 
who  are  born  such  idiots  as  never  to  shew 
any  signs  of  this  power,  shew  as  little  any 
signs  of  regularity  of  thought.  It  seems, 
therefore,  that  this  power  is  connected  with 
all  regular  trains  of  thought,  and  may  be 
the  cause  of  them. 

Such  trains  of  thought  discover  them- 
selves in  children  about  two  years  of  age. 
They  can  then  give  attention  to  the  opera- 
tions of  older  children  in  making  their 
little  houses,  and  ships,  and  other  such 
things,  in  imitation  of  the  works  of  men. 
They  are  then  capable  of  understanding  a 
little  of  language,  which  shews  both  a 
regular  train  of  thinking,  and  some  degree 
of  abstraction.  I think  we  may  perceive  a 
distinction  between  the  faculties  of  children 
of  two  or  three  years  of  age,  and  those  of 
the  most  sagacious  brutes.  They  can  then 
perceive  design  and  regularity  in  the  works 
of  others,  especially  of  older  children  ; their 
f4i6,  417] 
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little  minds  are  fired  with  the  discovery  j 
they  are  eager  to  imitate  it,  and  never  at 
rest  till  they  can  exhibit  something  of  the 
same  kind. 

When  a child  first  learns  by  imitation 
to  do  something  that  requires  design,  how 
does  he  exult ! Pythagoras  was  not  more 
happy  in  the  discovery  of  his  famous  theo- 
rem. He  seems  then  first  to  reflect  upon 
himself,  and  to  swell  with  selt'-estccm.  ills 
eyes  sparkle.  He  is  impatient  to  shew  his 
performance  to  all  about  him,  and  thinks 
himself  entitled  to  their  applause.  He  is 
applauded  by  all,  and  feels  the  same  emo- 
tion from  this  applause,  as  a Roman  Con- 
sul did  from  a triumph.  He  has  now  a 
consciousness  of  some  worth  in  himself.  Ho 
assumes  a superiority  over  those  who  are 
not  so  wise,  and  pays  respect  to  those  who 
are  wiser  than  himself.  He  attempts 
something  else,  and  is  every  day  reaping 
new  laurels. 

As  children  grow  up,  they  are  delighted 
with  tales,  with  childish  games,  with  designs 
and  stratagems.  Everything  of  this  kind 
stores  the  fancy  with  a new  regular  train  of 
thought,  which  becomes  familiar  by  repeti- 
tion, so  that  oue  part  draws  the  whole  after 
it  in  the  imagination.  [41/] 

The  imagination  of  a child,  like  the  hand 
of  a painter,  is  long  employed  in  copying 
the  works  of  others,  before  it  attempts  any 
invention  of  its  own. 

The  power  of  invention  is  not  yet  brought 
forth  ; but  it  is  coining  forward,  and,  like 
the  bud  of  a tree,  is  ready  to  burst  its 
integuments,  when  some  accident  aids  its 
eruption. 

There  is  no  power  of  the  understanding 
that  gives  so  much  pleasure  to  the  owner, 
as  that  of  invention,  whether  it  be  employed 
in  mechanics,  in  science,  in  the  conduct  of 
life,  in  poetry,  in  wit,  or  in  the  fine  arts. 
Ono  who  is  conscious  of  it,  acquires  thereby 
a worth  aud  importance  in  his  own  eye 
which  he  had  not  before.  He  looks  upon 
himself  oh  one  who  formerly  lived  upou  the 
bounty  and  gratuity  of  others,  but  who  has 
now  acquired  some*  property  of  his  own. 
When  this  power  begins  to  be  felt  in  the 
young  mind,  it  has  the  grace  of  novelty 
added  to  its  other  charms,  and,  like  the 
youngest  child  of  the  family,  is  caressed 
beyond  all  the  rest. 

W e may  be  sure,  therefore,  that,  os  soon 
as  children  are  conscious  of  this  power, 
they  will  exercise  it  in  such  ways  as  aro 
suited  to  their  age,  and  to  the  objects  they 
are  employed  about.  This  gives  rise  to 
innumerable  new  associations,  and  regular 
trains  of  thought,  which  make  the  deeper 
impression  upon  the  mind,  as  they  are  its 
exclusive  property. 

I am  aware  that  the  power  of  invention 
is  distributed  among  men  more  unequally 
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than  almost  any  other.  When  it  is  able  to 
produce  Anything  that  is  interesting  to  man- 
kind we  call  it  genius;  a talent  which  is  the 
lot  of  very  few.  But  there  is,  perhaps,  a 
lower  kind  or  lower  degree  of  invention  that 
is  more  common*  However  this  may  be,  it 
must  be  allowtxl  that  the  power  of  invention 
in  those  who  have  it,  will  produce  many 
new  regular  trains  of  thought ; and  these 
being  expressed  in  works  of  art,  in  writing, 
or  in  discourse,  will  be  copied  by  others. 
1118] 

Thus,  I conceive  the  minds  of  children, 
as  soon  as  they  have  judgment  to  distin- 
guish what  is  regular,  orderly,  and  connected, 
from  a mere  medley  of  thought,  are  fur- 
nished with  regular  trains  of  thinking  by 
these  means. 

First  ami  chiefly,  by  copying  what  they 
1 see  in  the  works  and  in  the  discourse  of 
others.  Man  is  the  most  imitative  of  all 
animals ; he  not  only  imitates  with  inten- 
tion, and  purposely,  what  he  thinks  has  any 
grace  or  beauty,  but  even  without  intention, 
he  is  led,  by  a kind  of  instinct,  which  it  is 
difficult  to  resist,  into  the  modes  of  speaking, 
thinking,  and  acting,  which  he  has  been  ac- 
customed to  see  in  his  early  years.  The 
more  children  see  of  what  is  regular  and 
beautiful  in  what  is  presented  to  them,  the 
more  they  are  led  to  observe  and  to  imitate 
it. 

This  is  the  chief  part  of  their  stock,  and 
descends  to  them  by  a kind  of  tradition 
from  those  who  came  before  them ; and  we 
shall  find  that  tho  fancy  of  most  men  is 
furnished  from  those  they  have  conversed 
with,  as  well  as  their  religion,  lauguage, 
and  manners. 

St  con  Jh /,  By  the  additions  or  innovations 
that  are  properly  their  own,  these  will  he 
greater  or  less,  in  proportion  to  their  study 
and  invention  ; but  in  the  bulk  of  maukind 
are  not  very  considerable. 

Every  profession  and  every  rank  in  life, 
has  a manner  of  thinking,  and  turn  of  fancy 
that  is  proper  to  it ; by  which  it  is  character- 
ised in  comedies  and  works  of  humour. 
The  hulk  of  men  of  the  same  nation,  of  the 
same  rank,  and  of  the  same  occupation,  are 
cast,  as  it  were,  iu  tho  same  mould.  This 
mould  itself  changes  gradually,  hut  slowly, 
by  new  inventions,  by  intercourse  with 
strangers,  or  by  other  accidents.*  [419] 

The  condition  of  man  requires  a longer 
infancy  and  youth  than  that  of  other  ani- 
mals ; for  this  reason,  among  others,  that 
almost  every  station  in  civil  society  requires 
a multitude  of  regular  trains  of  thought,  to 


" * Nnn  ad  ratinnem  wed  *d  nimilitudlnem  enmpo. 
nmiuf,”  tajrs  S«  ueca;  and  Schiller— 

•*  Man— he  i»  aye  an  Imitative  creature. 

And  lie  who  it  the  foremoa'  lead*  the  flia-k.” 
There  would  be  no  end  of  quotation*  to  the  *ame 
*£Ht.— H. 
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I be  not  ouly  acquired,  hut  to  be  made  sc 
familiar  by  frequent  repetition,  as  to  pre- 
sent themselves  spontaneously  when  there 
is  occasion  for  them. 

The  imagination  even  of  men  of  good 
parts  never  serves  them  readily  but  iu 
things  wherein  it  lias  been  much  exercised. 
A minister  of  state  holds  a conference  with 
a foreign  ambassador  with  no  greater  emo- 
tion than  a professor  in  a college  prelects  to 
his  audience.  The  imagination  of  each 
presents  to  him  what  the  occasion  requires 
to  he  said,  and  how.  Let  them  clmnge 
places,  and  both  would  fiud  themselves  at  a 
loss. 

The  habits  which  the  human  mind  is 
capable  of  acquiring  by  exercise  are  won- 
derful iu  many  instances;  in  none  m.»re 
wonderful  than  in  that  versatility  of  imagin- 
ation which  a well-bred  man  acquires  by 
being  much  exercised  iu  the  various  scenes 
of  life.  In  the  morning  he  visits  a friend 
in  affliction.  Here  his  imagination  brings 
forth  from  its  store  every  topic  of  consola- 
tion ; everything  that  is  agreeable  to  the 
laws  of  friendship  and  sympathy,  and  no- 
thing that  is  not  so.  From  thence  he  drives 
to  the  minister's  levee,  where  imagination 
readily  suggests  what  is  proper  to  be  said 
or  replied  to  every  man,  and  in  what  man- 
ner, according  to  the  degree  of  acquaint- 
ance or  familiarity,  of  rank  or  dependence, 
of  opfiosition  or  concurrence  of  interests,  of 
confidence  or  distrust,  that  is  between  them. 
Nor  does  all  this  employment  hinder  him 
from  carrying  on  some  design  with  much 
artifice,  and  endeavouring  to  penetrate  into 
the  views  of  others  through  the  closest  dis- 
guises. From  the  levee  he  goes  to  the 
liouB*»  of  Commons,  and  speaks  upon  tho 
affairs  of  the  nation  ; from  thence  to  a hall 
or  assembly,  and  entertains  the  ladies.  His 
imagination  puts  on  the  friend,  the  courtier, 
the  patriot,  the  fine  gentleman,  with  more 
ease  than  we  put  off  one  suit  and  put  on 
another.  [420] 

This  is  the  effect  of  training  and  exer- 
cise. For  a man  of  equal  parts  and  know- 
ledge, hut  unaccustomed  to  those  scenes  of 
public  life,  is  quite  disconcerted  when  first 
brought  into  them.  His  thoughts  arc  put 
to  flight,  and  he  cannot  rally  them. 

There  are  feats  of  imagination  to  be 
learned  by  application  and  practice,  as  won- 
derful as  the  feats  of  balancers  and  rope- 
dancers,  and  often  as  useless. 

When  a man  can  make  a hundred  verses 
standing  on  one  foot,  or  play  three  or  four 
games  at  chess  at  the  same  time  without 
seeing  the  board,  it  is  probable  he  hath 
spent  his  life  in  acquiring  such  a feat  How- 
ever, such  unusual  pluenomena  shew  what 
habits  of  imagination  may  be  acquired. 

When  such  habits  are  acquired  and  per- 
fected, they  are  exercised  without  any  laho- 
[418-420] 
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nous  effort ; like  the  habit  of  playing  upon 
an  instrument  of  music.  There  are  innu- 
merable motions  of  the  fingers  upon  the 
stops  or  keys,  which  must  be  directed  in 
one  particular  train  or  succession.  There 
is  only  one  arrangement  of  those  motions 
that  is  right,  while  there  are  ten  thousand 
that  are  wrong,  and  would  spoil  the  music. 
The  musician  thinks  not  in  the  least  of  the 
arrangement  of  those  motions ; he  has  a dis- 
tinct idea  of  the  tune,  and  wills  to  play  it. 
The  motions  of  the  fingers  arrange  them- 
selves so  as  to  answer  his  intention. 

In  like  maimer,  when  a man  speaks  upon  a 
subject  with  which  he  is  acquainted,  there  is 
a certain  arrangement  of  his  thoughts  ami 
words  necessary  to  make  his  discourse  sen- 
sible, jiertinent,  and  grammatical.  I n every 
sentence  there  are  more  rules  of  grammar, 
logic,  and  rhetoric  that  may  be  transgressed, 
than  there  are  words  and  letters.  He 
speaks  without  thinking  of  any  of  those 
rules,  and  yet  observes  them  all,  ns  if  they 
were  all  in  his  eye.  [421  ] 

This  is  a habit  so  similar  to  that  of  a 
player  on  an  instrument,  that  I think  both 
must  be  got  in  the  same  way — that  is,  by 
much  practice,  and  the  power  of  habit. 

When  a man  speaks  well  and  methodi- 
cally upon  a subject  without  study  and  with 
perfect  ease,  I believe  we  may  take  it  for 
granted  that  his  thoughts  run  in  a beaten 
track.  There  is  a mould  in  his  mind — 
which  has  been  formed  by  much  practice,  or 
by  study— for  this  very  subject,  or  for  some 
other  so  similar  and  analogous  that  his 
discourse  falls  into  this  mould  with  ease, 
and  takes  its  form  from  it. 

Hitherto  we  have  considered  the  opera- 
tions of  fancy  that  are  either  spontaneous, 
or,  at  least,  require  no  laborious  effort  to 
guide  and  direct  them,  and  have  endeav- 
oured to  account  for  that  degree  of  regu- 
larity and  arrangement  which  is  found  even 
in  them.  The  natural  powers  of  judgment 
and  invention,  the  pleasure  that  always 
attends  the  exercise  of  those  powers,  the 
means  we  have  of  improving  them  by  imi- 
tation of  others,  and  the  effect  of  practice 
and  habits,  seem  to  me  sufficiently  to 
account  for  this  phenomenon,  without  sup- 
posing any  unaccountable  attractions  of  ideas 
by  which  they  arrange  themselves. 

But  wc  are  able  to  direct  our  thoughts  in 
a certain  course,  so  os  to  perform  a destined 
task. 

Every  work  of  art  has  its  model  framed 
in  the  imagination.  Here  the  “ Iliad”  of 
Homer,  the  M Republic”  of  Plato,  the 
“ Principia”  of  Newton,  were  fabricated. 
Shall  we  believe  that  those  works  took  the 
form  in  which  they  now  appear  of  them- 
selves ? — that  the  sentiments,  the  manners, 
and  the  passions  arranged  themselves  at 
once  in  the  inind  of  Homer,  so  as  to  form 

421-423] 


the  u Iliad  ?”  Was  there  no  more  effort 
in  the  composition  than  there  is  in  telling  a 
well-known  tale,  or  singing  a favourite 
song  ? This  cannot  be  believed.  [422] 

(Granting  that  some  happy  thought  first 
suggested  the  design  of  singing  the  wrath  of 
Achilles,  yet,  surely,  it  was  a matter  of 
judgment  and  choice  where  the  narra  ion 
should  begin  and  where  it  should  end. 

Granting  that  the  fertility  of  the  poet’s 
imagination  suggested  a variety  of  rich  ma- 
terials, was  not  judgment  necessary  to  select 
what  was  proper,  to  reject  what  was  im- 
proper, to  arrange  the  materials  into  a just 
composition,  and  to  adapt  them  to  each 
other,  and  to  the  design  of  the  whole  ? 

No  man  can  believe  that  Homer’s  ideas, 
merely  by  certain  sympathies  nnd  antipa- 
thies, by  certain  attractions  and  repulsions' 
inherent  in  their  natures,  arranged  them- 
selves according  to  the  most  perfect  rules  of 
epic  poetry;  and  Newton’s,  according  to 
the  rules  of  mathematical  composition. 

I should  sooner  believe  that  the  poet, 
nfter  he  invoked  his  muse,  did  nothing  at 
all  but  listen  to  the  song  of  the  goddess. 
Poets,  indeed,  and  other  nrtists,  must  make 
their  works  appear  natural ; but  nature  is 
the  perfection  of  art,  and  there  can  he  no 
just  imitation  of  nature  without  art.  When 
the  building  is  finished,  the  rubbish,  the 
scaffolds,  the  tools  and  engines  are  carried 
o .t  of  sight ; but  we  know  it  could  not  have 
been  reared  without  them. 

Thetrainof  thinking,  therefore,  is  capable 
of  being  guided  and  directed,  much  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  horse  we  ride.  The 
horse  has  his  strength,  his  agility,  and  his 
mettle  in  himself ; he  has  been  taught  cer- 
tain movements,  and  many  useful  habits, 
that  make  him  more  subservient  to  our 
purposes  and  obedient  to  our  will ; but  to 
accomplish  a journey,  he  must  be  directed 
by  the  rider. 

In  like  manner,  fancy  has  its  original 
powers,  which  are  very  different  in  different 
persons ; it  has  likewise  more  regular  mo- 
tions, to  which  it  has  been  trained  by  along 
course  of  discipline  and  exercise,  and  by 
which  it  may,  extemporry  and  without  much 
effort,  produce  things  that  have  a consid- 
erable degree  of  beauty,  regularity,  and 
design.  [423] 

But  the  most  perfect  works  of  design  are 
never  extemporary.  Our  first  thoughts  are 
reviewed  ; we  place  them  at  a proper  dis- 
tance; examine  eveiy  part,  and  take  a 
complex  view  of  the  whole.  By  our  criti- 
cal faculties,  we  perceive  this  part  to  be 
redundant,  that  deficient  ; here  is  a want 
of  nerves,  there  a want  of  delicacy  ; this  is 
obscure,  that  too  diffuse.  Things  are  mar- 
shalled anew,  according  to  a second  and 
more  deliberate  judgment ; what  was  defi- 
cient, is  supplied  ; what  was  dislocated,  i» 
2 o 
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put  in  joint ; redundances  are  lopped  off, 
and  the  whole  polished. 

Though  poets,  of  all  artists,  make  the 
highest  claim  to  inspiration ; yet,  if  we  be- 
lieve Horace,  a competent  judge,  no  pro- 
duction in  that  art  can  have  merit  which 
has  not  cost  such  labour  as  this  in  the 
birth. 

V<*  O! 

Potnpiluu  sanguis,  carmen  reprehendite  quod  non 

Mul'a  die*,  et  mulls  liturs  cnorcuit,  atque 

Perfection  decics  rfon  csttigsvit  ad  ungueia." 

The  conclusion  I would  draw  from  all 
that  lias  been  said  upon  this  subject  is, 
That  everything  that  is  regular  in  that 
train  of  thought  which  we  call  fancy  or 
imagination,  from  the  little  designs  and 
reveries  of  children  to  the  grandest  pro- 
ductions of  human  genius,  was  originally 
the  offspring  of  judgment  or  taste,  applied 
with  some  effort  greater  or  less.  What 
one  person  composed  with  art  and  judg- 
ment, is  imitated  by  another  with  great 
ease.  What  a man  himself  at  first  com- 
posed with  pains,  becomes  by  habit  so 
familiar  as  to  offer  itself  spontaneously  to 
his  fancy  afterwards.  But  nothing  that  is 
regular  was  ever  at  first  conceived  without 
design,  attention,  and  care.  [424] 

I shall  now  make  a few  reflections  upon  a 
theory  which  has  been  applied  to  account 
for  this  successive  train. ol  thought  in  the 
mind.  It  was  hinted  by  Mr  Hobbes,  hut 
lias  drawn  more  attention  since  it  was  dis- 
tinctly explained  by  Mr  Hume. 

That  author*  thinks  that  the  train  of 
thought  iu  the  mind  is  owing  to  a kind  of 
attraction  which  ideas  have  for  other  ideas 
that  bear  certain  relations  to  them.  He 
thinks  the  complex  ideas— which  are  the 
common  subjects  of  our  thoughts  and  rea- 
soning — are  owing  to  the  same  cause.  The 
relations  which  produce  this  attraction  of 
ideas,  he  thinks,  are  these  three  only— to 
wit,  causation,  contiguity  in  time  or  place, 
and  similitude.  He  asserts  that  these  are 
the  ouly  general  principles  that  unite  ideas. 
And  having,  in  another  place,  occasion  to 
take  notice  of  contrariety  as  a principle  of 
connection  among  ideas,  in  order  to  recon- 
cile this  to  his  system,  he  tells  us  gravely, 
that  contrariety  may  perhaps  be  considered 
as  a mixture  of  caus&tiou  and  resemblance. 
That  ideas  which  have  any  of  these  three 
relations  do  mutually  attract  each  other,  so 
that  one  of  them  being  presented  to  the 
fancy,  the  other  is  drawn  along  with  it — 
this  he  seems  to  think  an  original  property 
of  the  mind,  or  rather  of  the  ideas,  and 
therefore  inexplicable,  -f* 


v He  *hauUI  have  laid  this  author,  for  Hume  U 
referred  to. — H. 

I 8.  e above,  p.  b,  noie  f.  The  history  of  the 
doctrine  of  A.MX-iatiori  haa  never  yet  been  at  all 
adequately  developed.  Some  of  the  mo»t  remirk. 


Fir  it  y I observe,  with  regard  to  this 
theory,  that,  although  it  is  true  that  the 
thought  of  any  object  is  apt  to  load  us  to 
the  thought  of  its  cause  or  effect,  of  things 
contiguous  to  it  in  time  or  place,  or  of 
things  resembling  it,  yet  this  enumeration 
of  the  relations  of  things  which  are  apt  to 
lead  us  from  one  object  to  another,  is  very 
inaccurate. 

The  enumeration  is  too  large  upon  his 
own  principles  ; but  it  is  by  far  too  scanty  in 
reality.  Causation,  according  to  bis  philo- 
sophy, implies  nothing  more  than  a con- 
stant conjunction  observed  between  the 
cause  and  the  effect,  and,  therefore,  conti- 
guity must  include  causation,  and  his  three 
principles  of  attraction  are  reduced  to  two. 
1426] 

But  when  we  take  all  the  three,  the  enu- 
meration is,  in  reality,  very  incomplete. 
Every  relation  of  things  has  a tendency, 
more  or  less,  to  lead  the  thought,  in  a 
thinking  mind,  from  one  to  the  other ; and 
not  ouly  every  relation,  but  every  kind  of 
contrariety  and  opposition.  What  Mr 
Hume  says— that  contrariety  may  perhaps 
be  considered  as  a mixture  “ of  causation 
and  resemblance” — 1 can  as  little  compre- 
hend as  if  he  had  said  that  figure  may  per- 
haps l>e  considered  as  a mixture  of  colour 
and  sound. 

Our  thoughts  pass  easily  from  the  end 
to  the  means ; from  any  truth  to  the  evi- 
dence on  uhich  it  is  founded,  the  conse- 
quences that  may  be  drawn  from  it,  or  the 
use  that  may  be  made  of  it.  From  a part 
we  are  easily  led  to  think  of  the  whole,  from 
a subject  to  its  qualities,  or  from  things 
related  to  the  relation.  Such  transitions  in 
thiuking  must  have  been  made  thousands 
of  times  by  every  man  who  thinks  und 
reasons,  and  thereby  become,  os  it  were, 
beaten  tracks  for  the  imagination. 

Not  only  the  relations  of  objects  to  each 
other  influence  our  train  of  thinking,  but 
the  relation  they  bear  to  the  present  tem- 
per and  disposition  of  the  mind  ; their  re- 
lation to  the  habits  we  have  acquired, 
whether  moral  or  intellectual ; to  the  com- 
pany we  have  kept,  and  to  the  business  in 
which  we  have  been  chiefly  employed.  The 
same  event  will  suggest  very  different  re- 
flections to  different  persons,  and  to  the 
same  persou  at  different  times,  according 
as  he  is  in  good  or  bad  humour,  as  he  is 
lively  or  dull,  angry  or  pleased,  melancholy 
or  cheerful. 

Lord  'Karnes,  in  his  “ Elements  of  Criti- 
cism,” and  Dr  Gerard,  in  his  “ Essay  on 
Genius,”  have  given  a much  fuller  und 
juster  enumeration  of  the  causes  that  in- 
fluence our  train  of  thinking,  and  I have 


able  »prcuUtlnn*  on  I hu  matter  arc  wholly  unknown. 
Of  three  I c*n,  «(  present,  »ay  nothing. — H.  See 
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nothing  to  add  to  what  they  have  said  on 
tlim  subject. 

Secondly,  Let  us  consider  how  far  this 
attraction  of  ideas  must  be  resolved  into 
original  qualities  of  human  nature.  [42(i] 

1 believe  the  original  principles  of  the 
mind,  of  which  we  can  give  no  account  but 
that  such  is  our  constitution,  are  more  in 
number  than  is  commonly  thought.  But 
we  ought  not  to  multiply  them  without 
necessity. 

That  trains  of  thinking,  which,  by  fre- 
quent repetition,  have  become  familiar, 
should  spontaneously  offer  themselves  to 
our  faucy,  seems  to  require  no  other  origi- 
nal quality  but  the  power  of  habit.* 

In  all  rational  thinking,  and  in  all  rational 
discourse,  whether  serious  or  facetious,  the 
thought  must  liave  some  relation  to  what 
went  before.  Every  man,  therefore,  from 
the  dawn  of  reason,  must  have  been  accus- 
tomed to  a train  of  related  objects.  These 
please  the  understanding,  and,  by  custom, 
become  like  beaten  tracks  which  invite  the 
traveller. 

As  far  as  it  is  in  our  power  to  give  a 
direction  to  our  thoughts,  which  it  is  un- 
doubtedly in  a great  degree,  they  will  be 
directed  by  the  active  principles  common 
to  men — by  our  appetites,  our  passions,  our 
affections,  our  reason,  and  conscience.  And 
that  the  trains  of  thinking  in  our  mimls  are 
chiefly  governed  by  these,  according  os  one 
or  another  prevails  at  the  time,  every  man 
will  find  in  his  experience. 

If  the  mind  is  at  any  time  vacant  from 
every  passion  and  desire,  there  are  still 
some  objects  that  are  more  acceptable  to 
us  than  others.  The  facetious  man  is 
pleased  with  surprising  similitudes  or  con- 
trasts ; the  philosopher  with  the  relations 
of  things  that  are  subservient  to  reasoning ; 
the  merchant  with  what  tends  to  profit; 
and  the  politician  with  what  may  mend  the 
state. 

A good  writer  of  comedy  or  romauce  can 
feign  a train  of  thinking  for  any  of  the  per- 
sons of  his  fable,  which  appears  very  natu- 
ral, and  is  approved  by  the  best  judges. 
Now,  what  is  it  that  entitles  such  a fiction 
to  approbation  ? Is  it  that  the  author  has 
given  a nice  attention  to  the  relations  of 
causation,  contiguity,  and  similitude  in  the 
ideas?  [427]  This  surely  is  the  least 
part  of  its  merit.  But  the  chief  part  con- 
sists in  this,  that  it  corresponds  perfectly 
with  the  general  character,  the  rank,  the 
habits,  the  present  situation  and  passions  of 
the  person.  If  this  be  a just  way  of  judging 
in  criticism,  it  follows  necessarily,  that  the 
circumstances  last  mentioned  have  the  chief  I 
influence  in  suggesting  our  trains  of  thought. 


* We  can  a*  well  explain  Habit  by  Association, 
**  Amidltlon  by  Hat  it.— H. 

f 42©  ] 


It  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  state  of  the 
body  has  an  influence  upon  our  imagination, 
according  as  a man  Is  sober  or  drunk,  a* 
be  is  fatigued  or  refreshed.  Crudities  and 
indigestion  are  said  to  give  uneasy  dreams, 
and  have  probably  a like  effect  upon  the 
waking  thoughts.  Opium  gives  to  some 
persons  pleasing  dreams  and  pleasing  im- 
aginations when  awake,  and  to  others  such 
as  are  horrible  and  distressing. 

These  influences  of  the  body  upon  the 
mind  can  only  be  know'n  by  experience,  and 
I believe  we  can  giro  no  account  of  them. 

Nor  can  we,  pcrliaps,  give  any  reason  whj 
wo  must  think  without  ceasing  while  we  are 
awake.  I believe  we  are  likewise  origi- 
nally disposed,  in  imagination,  to  pass  from 
any  one  object  of  thought  to  others  that  are 
contiguous  to  it  in  time  or  place.  This,  I 
think,  may  be  observed  in  brutes  and  in 
idiots,  as  well  ns  in  children,  before  any 
habit  can  be  acquired  that  might  account 
for  it.  The  sight  of  an  object  is  apt  to 
suggest  to  the  imagination  what  has  been 
seen  or  felt  in  conjunction  with  it,  even 
when  the  memory  of  that  conjunction  is 
gone. 

Such  conjunctions  of  things  influence  not 
only  the  imagination,  but  the  belief  and  the 
passions,  especially  in  children  and  in 
brutes  ; and  perhaps  all  that  we  call  memory 
in  brutes  is  something  of  this  kind. 

They  expect  events  in  the  same  order  and 
succession  in  which  they  happened  before  ; 
and  by  this  expectation,  their  actions  and 
passions,  as  well  as  their  thoughts,  are  re- 
gulated. [42fl]  A horse  takes  fright  at 
the  place  where  some  object  frighted  him 
before.  We  arc  apt  to  conclude  from  this 
that  he  remembers  the  former  accident. 
But  perhaps  there  is  only  an  association 
formed  in  his  mind  between  the  place  and 
the  passion  of  fear,  without  any  distinct 
remembrance. 

Mr  Locke  has  given  us  a very  good 
chapter  upon  the  association  of  ideas  ; and 
by  the  examples  he  has  given  to  illustrate 
this  doctrine,  I think  it  appears  that  very 
strong  associations  may  be  formed  at  once — 
not  of  ideas  to  ideas  only,  but  of  ideas  to 
passions  and  emotious  ; and  tliat  strong  as- 
sociations are  never  formed  at  once,  but 
when  accompanied  by  some  strong  passion 
or  emotion.  I believe  this  must  be  resolved 
into  the  constitution  of  our  nature. 

Mr  Hume’s  opinion — that  the  complex 
ideas,  which  are  the  common  objects  of 
discoureeaud  reasoning,  are  formed  by  those 
original  attractions  of  ideas  to  which  he 
ascribes  the  train  of  thoughts  in  the  mind — 
will  come  under  consideration  in  another 
place. 

To  put  an  end  to  our  remarks  upon  this 
theory  of  Mr  Huinc,  I think  he  has  real 
merit  in  bringing  this  curious  subject  under 
2 0 2 
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th*  view  of  philosophers,  and  carrying  it  a 
certain  length.  But  I ace  nothing  in  thin 
the  >ry  that  ahould  hinder  us  to  conclude, 
that  everything  in  the  trains  of  our  thought, 
which  bears  the  marks  of  judgment  and 
reason,  has  been  the  product  of  judgment 
and  reason  previously  exercised,  either  by 
the  person  himself,  at  that  or  some  former 
time,  or  by  some  other  person.  The  at- 
traction of  ideas  will  be  the  same  in  a man’s 
second  thoughts  upon  any  subject  as  in  his 
first.  Ur,  if  some  change  in  his  circum- 
stances, or  in  the  objects  about  him,  should 
make  any  change  in  the  attractions  of  his 
ideas,  it  is  an  equal  chance  whether  the 
second  bo  better  than  the  first,  or  whether 
they  be  worse.  But  it  is  certain  th  t 
every  man  of  judgment  and  taste  will,  upon 
a review',  correct  that  train  of  thought  which 
first  presented  itself  If  the  attractions  of 
ideas  are  the  sole  causes  of  the  regular 
arrangement  of  thought  in  the  fancy,  there 
is  no  use  for  judgment  or  taste  in  any  com- 
position, nor  indeed  any  room  for  their 
operation.  1 420  J 

There  are  other  reflections,  of  a more 
practical  nature  and  of  higher  importance, 
to  which  this  subject  leads. 

I believe  it  will  be  allowed  by  every  man, 
that  our  happiness  or  misery  in  life,  that 
our  improvement  in  any  art  or  sciencewhich 
we  profess,  and  that  our  improvement  in 
real  virtue  and  goodness,  depend  in  a very 
great  degree  on  the  train  of  thinking  that 
occupies  the  mind  both  in  our  vacant  and 
in  our  more  furious  hours.  As  far,  there- 
fore, as  the  direction  of  our  thoughts  is  in 
our  power,  (and  that  it  is  so  in  a great 
measure,  cannot  be  doubted)  it  is  of  the  last 
importance  to  give  them  that  direction  which 
is  most  subservient  to  those  valuable  pur- 
poses. 

What  employment  can  hi  have  worthy 
of  a man,  whose  imagination  is  occupied 
only  about  things  low  and  base,  and  grovels 
in  a narrow' field  of  mean,  unanimating,  and 
uninteresting  objects,  insensible  to  those 
finer  and  more  delicate  sentiments,  and 
blind  to  those  more  enlarged  and  nobler 
views  which  elevate  the  soul,  and  make  it 
conscious  of  its  dignity. 

How  different  from  him  whose  imagina- 
tion, like  an  eagle  in  her  flight,  takes  a wide 
prospect,  and  observes  whatever  it  presents, 
that  is  new  or  beautiful,  grand  or  important ; 
whose  rapid  wing  varies  the  scene  every 
moment,  carrying  him  sometimes  through 
the  fairy  regions  of  wit  and  fancy,  some- 


[ ESSAY  ir. 

times  through  the  more  regular  and  sober 
walks  of  science  and  philosophy  1 

The  various  objects  which  he  surveys, 
according  to  their  different  degrees  of  beauty 
and  dignity,  raise  in  him  the  lively  and 
agreeable  emotions  of  taste.  Illustrious 
human  characters,  as  they  pass  in  review, 
clothed  with  their  moral  qualities,  touch  his 
heart  still  more  deeply.  They  not  only 
awaken  the  sense  of  beauty,  but  excite  the 
sentiment  of  approbation,  and  kindle  the 
glow  of  virtue. 

While  he  views  what  is  truly  great  and 
glorious  in  human  conduct,  his  soul  catches 
the  divine  flame,  and  burns  with  desire  to 
emulate  what  it  admires.  [430] 

The  human  imagination  is  an  ample 
theatre,  upon  which  everything  in  human 
life,  good  or  laid,  great  or  mean,  laudable 
or  base,  is  acted. 

In  children,  and  in  some  frivolous  minds, 
it  is  a mere  toy -shop.  And  in  some,  who 
exercise  their  memory  without  their  judg- 
ment, its  furniture  is  made  up  of  old  scrajw 
of  knowledge,  that  are  thread-bare  and 
worn  out. 

In  some,  this  theatre  is  often  occupied  by 
ghastly  superstition,  with  all  her  train  of 
(iorgons^  and  Hydras , and  C him  err  as  dire. 
Sometimes  it  is  haunted  with  all  the  infernal 
demons,  and  made  the  forge  of  plots,  and 
rapine,  and  murder.  Here  everything  that 
is  black  and  detestable  is  first  contrived,  and 
a thousand  wicked  designs  conceived  that 
are  never  executed.  Here,  too,  the  furies 
act  their  j»art,  taking  a severe  though  secret 
vengeance  upon  theself-condemncd  criminal. 

How  happy  is  that  mind  in  which  the  light 
of  real  knowledge  dispels  the  phantoms  of 
superstition  ; in  which  the  belief  and  rever- 
ence of  a perfect  all-governing  mind  casts 
out  all  fear  but  the  fear  of  acting  wrong ; 
in  which  serenity  and  cheerfulness,  inno- 
cence, humanity,  and  candour,  guard  the  im- 
agination against  the  entrance  of  every  un- 
hallowed intruder,  and  invite  more-amiable 
and-  worthier  guests  to  dwell  ! 

There  shall  the  Muses,  the  Graces,  and 
the  Virtues  fix  their  abode  ; for  everything 
that  is  great  and  worthy  in  human  conduct 
must  have  been  conceived  in  the  imagina- 
tion before  it  was  brought  into  act  And 
many  great  and  good  designs  have  been 
formed  there,  which,  for  want  of  power  and 
opportunity,  have  proved  abortive. 

The  man  whose  imagination  is  occupied 
by  these  guests,  must  be  wise ; he  must  be 
good  ; and  he  must  be  happy.  [431  ] 

f 4*0- 431] 


Digitized  by  Google 


CHAP.  l.J 


OF  GENERAL  WORDS. 


389 


ESSAY  V. 

OF  ABSTRACTION. 


CHAPTER  I. 

OP  GBNBRAL  WORD**. 

Tub  words  we  use  in  language  are  either 
general  words  or  proper  names.  Proper 
names  are  intended  to  signify  one  individual 
only.  Such  are  the  names  of  men,  king- 
doms, provinces,  cities,  rivers,  and  of  every 
other  creature  of  God,  or  work  of  man, 
which  we  choose  to  distinguish  from  all 
others  of  the  kind,  by  a name  appropriated 
to  it.  All  the  other  words  of  language  are 
general  words,  not  appropriated  to  signify 
any  one  individual  tiling,  but  equally  related 
to  many. 

Under  general  words,  therefore,  I com- 
prehend not  only  those  which  logicians  call 
general  terms— that  is,  such  general  words 
os  may  make  the  subject  or  the  predicate 
of  a proposition,  but  likewise  their  auxiliaries 
or  accessories,  as  the  learned  Mr  Harris 
calls  them  ; such  as  prepositions,  conjunc- 
tions, articles,  which  are* all  general  words, 
though  they  cannot  properly  be  called  gene- 
ral terms. 

In  every  language,  rude  or  polished, 
general  words  make  the  greatest  part,  and 
proper  names  the  least.  Grammarians 
have  reduced  all  words  to  eight  or  nine 
classes,  which  are  called  parts  of  speech. 
Of  these  there  is  only  one — to  wit,  that  of 
nouns — wherein  proper  names  are  found. 
[432]  All  pronoun s,  verbs , participles , ad- 
verbs, articles,  prepositions,  conjunctions,  and 
interjection*,  are  general  words.  Of  nouns, 
all  arljecUvcs  are  general  words,  and  the 
greater  part  of  substantives.  Every  sub- 
stantive that  has  a plural  number,  is  a gene- 
ral word  ; for  no  proper  name  can  have  a 
plural  number,  because  it  signifies  only  one 
individual.  In  all  the  fifteen  books  of 
Euclid’s  Elements,  there  is  not  one  word 
that  is  not  general ; and  the  same  may  be 
said  of  many  Urge  volumes. 

At  the  same  time,  it  most  be  acknowledged, 
that  all  the  objects  we  perceive  are  individ- 
uals. Every  object  of  sense,  of  memory, 
or  of  consciousness,  is  an  individual  object. 
All  the  good  things  we  enjoy  or  desire,  aud 
all  the  evils  we  feel  or  fear,  must  come  from 
individuals ; and  I think  we  may  venture  to 
say,  tliat  every  creature  which  God  has  made, 
in  the  heavens  above,  or  in  the  earth  be-  , 
f_  132,  133] 


neath,  or  in  the  waters  under  the  earth,  is 
an  individual." 

How  comes  it  to  pass,  then,  that,  in  all 
languages,  general  words  make  the  greatest 
part  of  the  language,  and  proper  names  but 
a very  small  and  inconsiderable  part  of  it. 

This  seemingly  strange  phomomeuon  may, 
I think,  be  easily  accounted  for  by  the  fol- 
lowing observations  : — 

First , Though  there  be  a few  individuals 
that  are  obvious  to  the  notice  of  all  men, 
and,  therefore,  have  proper  names  in  all 
languages — such  as  the  sun  and  moon,  the 
earth  and  Bea — yet  the  greatest  part  of  tho 
tilings  to  which  we  think  fit  to  give  proper 
names,  are  .local;  known  perhaps  to  a vil- 
lage or  to  a neighbourhood,  but  unknown  to 
the  greater  part  of  those  who  Bpeak  the 
Home  language,  and  to  all  the  rest  of  man- 
kind. The  names  of  such  things  being  con- 
fined to  a corner,  and  having  no  names 
answering  to  them  in  other  languages,  are 
not  accounted  a part  of  the  language,  any 
more  than  the  customs  of  a particular  ham- 
let are  accounted  part  of  the  law  of  the 
nation.  [433] 

For  this  reason,  there  are  but  few  proper 
names  that  belong  to  a language.  It  is 
next  to  be  cousidcred  why  there  must  be 
many  general  words  in  every  language. 

Secondly.  It  may  bo  observed,  that  every 
individual  object  that  falls  within  our  view 
lias  various  attributes ; and  it  is  by  them 
tliat  it  becomes  useful  or  hurtful  to  us. 
We  know  not  the  essence  of  any  individual 
object ; all  the  knowledge  we  can  attain  of 
it,  is  the  knowledge  of  its  attributes— its 
quantity,  its  various  qualities,  its  various 
relations  to  other  tilings,  its  place,  its 
situation,  and  motions.  It  is  by  such  attri- 
butes of  things  only  that  we  can  communi- 
cate our  knowledge  of  them  to  others.  By 
their  attributes,  our  hopes  Or  fears  for  them 
are  regulated ; and  it  is  only  by  attention 
to  their  attributes  that  we  can  make  them 
subservient  to  our  ends  ; and  therefore  we 
give  names  to  such  attributes. 

Now,  all  attributes  must,  from  their 
nature,  be  expressed  by  general  words,  and 
arc  so  expressed  in  all  languages.  In  the 
ancient  philosophy,  attributes  in  general 
were  called  by  two  names  which  express 
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their  nature.  Tliev  were  called  universal s, 
because  they  might  belong  equally  to  many 
individuals,  and  are  not  confined  to  one. 
They  were  also  called  predicaUes , because 
whatever  is  predicated,  that  is,  affirmed  or 
denied  of  one  subject,  may  be  of  more,  and 
therefore  is  an  universal,  and  expressed  by 
a general  word.  A predicable  therefore 
signifies  the  same  thing  as  on  attribute,  with 
this  difference  only,  that  the  first  is  Latin, 
the  last  English."  The  attributes  we  find 
either  in  the  creatures  of  God  or  in  the 
works  of  men,  are  common  to  many  indi- 
duals. We  either  find  it  to  be  so,  or  pre- 
sume it  may  be  so,  and  give  them  the  same 
name  in  every  subject  to  which  they  belong. 

There  are  not  only  attributes  belonging 
to  individual  subjects,  but  there  are  likewise 
attributes  of  attributes,  which  may  be  called 
secondary  attributes.  Most  attributes  are 
capable  of  different  degrees  and  different 
modifications,  which  must  be  expressed  by 
general  words.  [434] 

Thus  it  is  an  attribute  of  many  bodies  to 
oe  moved  ; but  motion  may  be  in  an  endless 
variety  of  directions.  It  rany  be  quick  or 
slow,  rectilineal  or  curvilineal ; it  may  be 
equable,  or  accelerated,  or  retarded. 

As  all  attributes,  therefore,  whether  pri- 
mary or  secondary,  are  expressed  by  general 
words,  it  lollows  that,  in  every  proposition 
we  express  in  language,  what  is  affirmed  or 
denied  of  the  subject  of  the  proposition  must 
be  expressed  by  general  words : and  that 
the  subject  of  the  proposition  may  often  be 
a general  word,  will  appear  from  the  next 
observation. 

Thirdly , The  same  faculties  by  which  we 
distinguish  the  different  attributes  belong- 
ing to  the  same  subject,  and  give  names 
to  them,  enable  us  likewise  to  observe, 
that  many  subjects  agree  in  certain  attri- 
butes while  they  differ  in  others.  By  this 
means  we  are  enabled  to  reduce  individuals 
wdiich  are  infinite,  to  a limited  number  of 
classes,  which  are  called  kinds  and  sorts ; 
and,  in  the  scholastic  language,  genera  and 
species. 

Observing  many  individuals  to  agree  in 
certain  attributes,  we  refer  them  all  to  one 
class,  and  give  a name  to  the  class.  This 
name  comprehends  in  its  signification  not 
one  attribute  only,  but  all  the  attributes 
which  distinguish  that  class;  and  by  affirm- 
ing this  name  of  any  individual,  wo  affirm 
it  to  have  all  the  attributes  which  charac- 
terise the  class  : thus  men,  dogs,  horses , 
elephants,  are  so  many  different  classes  of 
animals.  In  like  manner  we  marshal  other 
substances,  vegetable  and  inanimate,  into 
classes. 


♦ They  are  ho.h  Latin,  or  both  English.  The  only 
difference  is,  that  the  one  U of  technical,  the  other 
nf  popular  application,  amt  that  the  former  expresae* 
a*  potential  what  the  fatter  does  as  actual.— H. 


Nor  is  it  only  substances  that  we  thus 
form  into  classes.  We  do  the  same  with 
regard  to  qualities,  relations,  actions,  affec- 
tions, passions,  and  all  other  things. 

When  a class  is  very  large,  it  is  divided 
into  subordinate  classes  in  the  same  man- 
ner. [435]  The  higher  class  is  called  a 
genus  or  kind : the  lower  a species  or  sort 
of  the  higher.  Sometimes  a species  is  still 
subdivided  into  subordinate  species ; and 
this  subdivision  is  carried  on  os  far  as  is 
found  convenient  for  the  purpose  of  language, 
or  for  the  improvement  of  knowledge. 

In  this  distribution  of  things  into  genera 
and  species , it  is  evident  that  the  name  of 
the  species  comprehends  more  attributes 
than  the  name  of  the  genus.  The  species 
comprehends  all  that  is  in  the  genus,  and 
those  attributes  likewise  which  distinguish 
that  species  from  others  belonging  to  the 
same  genus  ; and  the  more  subdivisions  we 
make,  the  names  of  the  lower  become  still 
the  more  comprehensive  in  their  significa- 
tion, but  the  less  extensive  in  their  appli- 
cation to  individuals: 

Hence  it  is  an  axiom  in  logic — that  the 
more  extensive  any  general  term  is,  it  is  the 
i ns  comprehensive  ,•  and,  on  the  contrary, 
the  more  comprehensive , the  less  extensive. 
Thus,  in  the  following  series  of  subordinate 
general  terms — Animal  — Man  — French- 
man— Parisian,  every  subsequent  term  com- 
prehends in  its  signification  all  that  is  in 
the  preceding,  and  something  more ; and 
every  antecedent  term  extends  to  more 
individuals  than  the  subsequent. 

Such  divisions  and  subdivisions  of  things 
into  genera  and  species  with  general  names, 
are  not  confined  to  the  learned  and  polished 
languages  ; they  are  found  in  those  of  the 
rudest  tribes  of  mankind.  From  which  we 
learn,  that  the  invention  and  the  use  of 
general  words,  both  to  siguify  the  attributes 
of  things,  and  to  signify  the  genera  and 
species  of  things,  is  not  a subtile  invention 
of  philosophers,  but  an  operation  which  all 
men  perform  by  the  light  of  common  sense. 
Philosophers  may  speculate  about  this  ope- 
ration, and  reduce  it  to  canons  and  aphor- 
isms ; but  men  of  common  understanding, 
without  knowing  anything  of  the  philosophy 
of  it,  can  put  it  in  practice,  in  like  manner 
as  they  can  sec  objects,  and  make  good  use 
of  their  eyes,  although  they  know  nothing 
of  the  structure  of  the  eye,  or  of  the  theory 
of  vision.  (430  j 

Every  genus,  aud  every  species  of  things, 
may  be  either  the  subject  or  the  predicate 
of  a proposition — nay,  of  innumerable  pro- 
positions ; for  every  attribute  common  to 
the  genus  or  species  may  be  affirmed  of  it ; 
aud  the  genus  may  be  affirmed  of  every 
species,  and  both  genus  and  species  of  every 
individual  to  which  it  extends. 

Thus,  of  man  it  maybe  affirmed,  that  he 
[434-436] 
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is  an  animal  made  up  of  body  and  mind ; 
that  he  ia  of  few  days,  and  full  of  trouble ; 
that  he  is  capable  of  various  improvements 
in  arts,  in  knowledge,  and  in  virtue.  In  a 
word,  everything  common  to  the  species 
may  be  affirmed  of  man ; and  of  all  such 
propositions,  which  are  innumerable,  man 
is  the  subject. 

Again,  of  every  nation  and  tribe,  and  of 
every  individual  of  the  human  race  that  is, 
or  was,  or  shall  be,  it  may  be  affirmed  that 
they  are  men.  In  all  such  propositions, 
which  are  innumerable,  man  is  the  predi- 
cate of  the  proposition. 

We  observed  above  an  extension  and  a 
comprehension  in  general  terms ; and  that, 
in  any  subdivision  of  things,  the  name  of 
the  lowest  species  is  most  comprehensive, 
and  that  of  the  highest  genus  most  exten- 
sive. I would  now  observe,  that,  by  means 
of  such  general  terms,  there  is  also  an  ex- 
tension and  comprehension  of  propositions, 
which  is  one  of  the  noblest  powers  of  lan- 
guage, and  fits  it  for  expressing,  with  great 
ease  and  expedition,  the  highest  attainments 
in  knowledge,  of  which  tho  human  under- 
standing is  capable. 

When  the  predicate  is  a genua  or  a specif » , 
the  proposition  iB  more  or  less  comprehen- 
sive, according  as  the  predicate  is.  Thus, 
when  I say  that  this  seal  is  gold,  by  this 
single  proposition  I affirm  of  it  all  the  pro- 
perties which  that  metal  is  known  to  have. 
When  I say  of  any  man  that  he  is  a 
mathematician,  this  appellation  compre- 
hends all  the  attributes  that  belong  to 
him  as  an  animal,  as  a man,  and  ns  one 
who  has  studied  mathematics.  When  I 
say  that  the  orbit  of  the  planet  Mercury 
is  an  ellipsis,  I thereby  affirm  of  that 
orbit  all  the  properties  which  Apollonius 
and  other  geometricians  have  discovered, 
or  may  discover,  of  that  species  of  figure. 
[437] 

Again,  when  the  subject  of  a projTOsition 
is  a genus  or  a species,  the  proposition  is 
more  or  less  extensive,  according  as  the 
subject  is.  Thus,  when  I am  taught  that 
the  three  angles  of  a plane  triangle  are 
equal  to  two  right  angles,  this  properly  ex- 
tends to  every  species  of  plane  triangle,  and 
to  every  individual  plane  triangle  that  did, 
or  does,  or  can  exist. 

It  is  by  means  of  such  extensive  and 
comprehensive  propositions,  that  human 
knowledge  is  condensed,  as  it  were,  into  a 
size  adapted  to  the  capacity  of  the  human 
mind,  with  great  addition  to  its  beauty, 
and  without  any  diminution  of  its  distinct- 
ness and  perspicuity. 

General  propositions  in  science  may  be 
compared  to  the  seed  of  a plant,  which, 
according  to  some  philosophers,  has  not 
only  the  whole  future  plant  inclosed  within 
it,  but  the  seeds  of  that  plant,  and  the  plants 
[437-439] 


that  shall  spring  from  them  through  all 
future  generations. 

But  the  similitude  falls  short  in  this  re- 
spect) that  time  and  accidents,  not  in  our 
power,  must  concur  to  disclose  the  contents 
of  the  seedy  and  bring  them  into  our  view  ; 
whereas  the  contents  of  a general  proposi- 
tion may  be  brought  forth,  ripened,  and 
exposed  to  view  at  our  pleasure,  and  in  an 
instant. 

Thus  the  wisdom  of  ages,  and  the  most 
sublime  theorems  of  science,  may  be  laid 
up,  like  an  Iliad  in  a nut-shell,  and  trans- 
mitted to  future  generations.  And  this 
noble  purpose  of  language  can  only  l>e  ac- 
complished by  means  of  general  words 
annexed  to  the  divisions  and  subdivisions  of 
things.  ( 4341] 

What  lias  been  said  in  this  chapter,  I 
think,  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  there  can  be 
no  language,  not  so  much  as  n single  pro- 
position, without  general  words  ; that  they 
must  make  the  greatest  part  of  every  lan- 
guage ; and  that  it  is  by  them  only  that 
language  is  fitted  to  express,  with  wonder- 
ful ease  and  expedition,  all  the  treasures 
of  human  wisdom  and  knowledge. 


CHAPTER  II. 

OP  GENERAL  CONCEPTIONS- 

As  general  words  are  so  necessary  in 
language,  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that  there 
must  be  general  conceptions,  of  w Inch  they 
are  the  signs. 

Words  are  empty  sounds  when  they  do 
not  signify  the  thoughts  of  the  speaker ; 
and  it  is  only  from  their  signification  that 
they  are  denominated  general.  Every  word 
that  is  spoken,  considered  merely  as  a sound, 
is  an  individual  sound.  And  it  can  only  be 
called  a general  word,  because  that  which  it 
signifies  is  general.  Now,  that  which  U 
signifies,  is  conceived  by  the  mind  both  of 
the  speaker  and  hearer,  if  the  word  have  a 
distinct  meaning,  and  be  distinctly  under- 
stood. It  is,  therefore,  impossible  that 
words  can  have  a general  signification,  un- 
less there  be  conceptions  in  the  mind  of 
the  speaker  and  of  the  hearer,  of  things 
that  are  general.  It  is  to  such  that  I give 
the  name  of  general  conceptions ; and  it 
ought  to  be  observed,  that  they  take  this 
denomination,  not  from  the  act  of  the  mind 
in  conceiving,  which  is  an  individual  act, 
but  from  the  object  or  thing  conceived, 
which  is  general. 

We  are,  therefore,  hero  to  consider 
whether  we  have  such  geueral  conceptions, 
and  how  they  are  formed.  [439] 

To  begin  with  the  conceptions  expressed 
by  general  terms—  that  is,  by  such  general 
words  as  may  be  the  subject  or  the  predi- 
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cate  of  a imposition.  They  are  either 
attributes  of  things,  or  they  ure  geiura  or 
species  of  things. 

It  is  evident,  with  respect  to  all  the  indi- 
viduals we  are  acquainted  with  that  we  have 
a more  clear  and  distinct  conception  of  their 
attributes  than  of  the  subject  to  which  those 
attributes  belong. 

Take,  for  instance,  any  individual  body 
we  have  access  to  know — what  conception  do 
we  form  of  it  ? Every  man  may  know  this 
from  his  consciousness.  He  will  find  that 
he  conceives  it  as  a thing  that  has  length, 
breadth,  and  thickness,  such  a figure  and 
such  a colour ; that  it  is  hard,  or  soft,  or 
fluid  ; that  it  lias  such  qualities,  and  is  fit 
for  such  purposes.  If  it  is  a vegetable,  he 
may  know  where  it  grew,  what  is  the  form 
of  its  leaves,  and  flower,  and  seed.  If  an 
animal,  what  are  its  natural  instincts,  its 
mhuncr  of  life,  and  of  rearing  its  youn^. 
Of  these  attributes,  belonging  to  this  indi- 
vidual and  numberless  others,  he  may 
surely  have  a distinct  conception ; and  ho 
will  find  words  in  language  by  which  he  can 
clearly  and  distinctly  express  each  of  them. 

If  we  consider,  in  like  manner,  the  con- 
ception we  form  of  any  individual  person  of 
our  acquaintance,  we  shall  find  it  to  be  made 
up  of  various  attributes,  which  we  ascribe  to 
him ; such  as,  that  he  is  the  son  of  such  a 
man,  the  brother  of  such  another  ; that  lie 
has  such  an  employment  or  office ; has  such 
a fortune ; that  he  is  tall  or  short,  well  or 
ill  made,  comely  or  ill  favoured,  young  or 
old,  married  or  unmarried  ; to  this  we  may 
add  his  temper,  his  character,  his  abilities, 
and  perhaps  some  anecdotes  of  his  history. 

Such  is  the  conception  we  form  of  indi- 
vidual persons  of  our  acquaintance.  By 
such  attributes  we  describe  them  to  those 
w ho  know  them  not ; and  by  such  attri- 
butes historians  give  us  a conception  of  the 
personages  of  former  times.  Nor  is  it  pos- 
sible to  do  it  in  any  other  way.  (440] 

All  the  distinct  knowledge  we  have  or 
cun  attain  of  any  individual  is  the  know- 
ledge  of  its  attributes;  for  we  know  not 
the  essence  of  any  individual.  This  seems 
to  be  beyoud  the  reach  of  the  human  facul- 
ties. 

Now,  every  attribute  is  what  the  ancients 
called  an  universal.  It  is,  or  may  be,  com- 
mon to  various  individuals.  There  is  no 
attribute  belonging  to  any  creature  of  God 
which  may  not  belong  to  others ; and,  on 
this  account,  attributes,  in  all  languages,  are 
expressed  by  general  words. 

It  appears,  likewise,  from  every  man's 
experience,  that  he  may  have  as  clear  aud 
distinct  a conception  of  such  attributes  as 
we  liave  named,  aud  of  innumerable  others, 
as  he  can  have  of  any  individual  to  which 
they  belong. 

Indeed,  the  attributes  of  individuals  is  all  | 


that  we  distinctly  conceive  about  them.  It 
ib  true,  we  conceive  a subject  to  which  tlie 
attributes  belong;  but  of  this  subject,  when 
its  attributes  are  set  aside,  we  have  but  an 
obscure  and  relative*  conception,  whether  it 
be  body  or  mind. 

This  was  before  observed  with  regard  to 
bodies.  Essay  II.  chap.  19,  [p»  <522]  to 
which  we  refer ; and  it  is  no  less  evident 
with  regard  to  minds.  What  is  it  we  call  a 
mind  ? It  is  a thinking,  intelligent,  active 
being.  Granting  that  thinking,  intelli- 
gence, and  activity,  are  attributes  of  mind, 
I want  to  know  what  the  tiling  or  being  is 
to  which  these  attributes  belong  ? To  this 
question  1 can  And  no  satisfying  answer. 
The  attributes  of  mind,  and  particularly  its 
oj>erations,  we  know  clearly  ; but  of  the 
thing  itself  we  have  only  an  obscure  no- 
tion. [441] 

Nature  teaches  us  that  thinking  and 
reasoning  are  attributes,  which  cannot  exist 
without  a subject ; but  of  that  subject  I be- 
lieve the  best  notion  we  can  form  implies 
little  more  tluui  that  it  is  the  subject  of  such 
attributes. 

Whether  other  created  beings  may  have 
the  knowledge  of  the  real  essence  of  created 
things,  so  as  to  be  able  to  deduce  their  at- 
tributes from  their  essence  and  constitution, 
or  whether  this  be  the  prerogative  of  him 
w ho  made  them,  we  cannot  tell ; but  it  is 
a knowledge  which  seems  to  be  quite  be- 
yond the  reach  of  the  human  faculties. 

We  know  the  essence  of  a triangle,  and 
from  that  essence  can  deduce  its  properties. 
It  is  an  universal,  and  might  liave  been 
conceived  by  the  human  mind  though  no 
individual  triangle  had  ever  existed.  It  has 
only  what  Mr  Locke  calls  a nominal  essence, 
which  is  expressed  in  its  definition.  But 
everything  that  exists  has  a real  essence, 
which  is  above  our  comprehension  ; and, 
therefore,  we  cannot  deduce  its  properties 
or  attributes  from  its  nature,  ns  we  do  in 
the  triangle.  We  must  take  a contrary 
road  in  the  knowledge  of  God’s  works,  and 
satisfy  ourselves  with  their  attributes  as 
facts,  and  with  the  general  conviction  that 
there  is  a subject  to  which  those  attributes 
belong. 

Enough,  I think,  has  been  said,  to  shew, 
not  only  that  we  may  have  clear  and  dis- 
tinct conceptions  of  attributes,  but  that 
they  are  the  only  things,  with  regard  to 
individuals,  of  which  we  have  a clear  and 
distinct  conception. 

The  other  class  of  general  terms  are  those 
that  signify  the  grnera  and  species  into 
which  wc  divide  and  subdivide  things.  And, 
if  wc  be  able  to  form  distinct  conceptions  of 
attributes,  it  cannot  surely  be  denied  that 
we  may  have  distinct  conceptions  of  genera 
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and  spc,  lea  ; because  they  are  only  collec- 
tions of  attributes  which  we  conceive  to 
exist  in  a subject,  and  to  which  we  give  a 
general  name.  [442]  If  the  attributes 
comprehended  under  that  general  name  be 
distinctly  conceived,  the  thing  meant  by  the 
name  must  be  distinctly  conceived.  And 
the  name  may  justly  be  attributed  to  every 
individual  which  has  those  attributes. 

Thus,  I conceive  distinctly  what  it  is  to 
have  wings,  to  be  covered  with  feathers,  to 
lay  eggs.  Suppose  then  that  we  give  the 
name  of  bird  to  every  animal  that  has  these 
three  attributes.  Here  undoubtedly  my 
conception  of  a bird  is  as  distinct  as  my 
notion  of  the  attributes  which  are  common 
to  this  species  : and,  if  this  be  admitted  to 
be  the  definition  of  a bird,  there  is  nothing 
I conceive  more  distinctly.  If  I had  never 
seen  a bird,  and  can  but  be  made  to  under- 
stand the  definition,  I can  easily  apply  it  to 
every  individual  of  the  species,  without 
danger  of  mistake. 

When  things  are  divided  and  subdivided 
by  men  of  science,  and  names  given  to  the 
genera  and  tpeoiesy  those  names  are  defined. 
Thus,  the  genera  and  species  of  plants,  and 
of  other  natural  bodies,  are  accurately  de- 
fined by  the  writers  in  the  various  branches 
of  natural  history ; bo  that,  to  all  future 
generations,  the  definition  will  convey  a dis- 
tinct notiou  of  the  genus  or  species  defined. 

There  are,  without  doubt,  many  words 
signifying  genera  and  species  of  things, 
which  have  a meaning  somewhat  vague  and 
indistinct ; so  that  those  who  speak  the 
same  language  do  not  always  use  them  in 
the  same  sense.  But,  if  we  attend  to  the 
cause  of  this  indistinctness,  we  shall  find 
that  it  is  not  owing  to  their  being  general 
terms,  but  to  this,  that  there  is  no  defini- 
tion of  them  that  has  authority.  Their 
meauing,  therefore,  has  not  been  learned 
by  a definition,  but  by  a kind  of  induction, 
by  observing  to  what  individuals  they  are 
applied  by  those  who  understand  the  lan- 
guage. We  learn  by  habit  to  use  them  as 
we  see  others  do,  even  when  wo  have  not  a 
precise  meaning  annexed  to  them.  A man 
may  know  that  to  certain  individuals  they 
may  be  applied  with  propriety  ; but  whether 
they  can  be  applied  to  certain  other  indivi- 
duals, he  may  be  uncertain,  either  from 
want  of  good  authorities,  or  from  having 
contrary  authorities,  which  leave  him  in 
doubt.  [443} 

Thus,  a man  may  know  that,  when  he 
applies  the  name  of  beast  to  a lion  or  a 
tiger,  and  the  name  of  bird  to  an  eagle  or 
a turkey,  he  speaks  properly.  But  whether 
a bat  be  a bird  or  a beast,  he  may  be  uncer- 
tain. If  there  was  any  accurate  definition 
of  a beast  and  of  a bird,  that  was  of  suffi- 
cient authority,  he  could  bo  at  oo  loss. 

It  is  said  to  have  been  sometimes  a mat- 
[442-444] 


ter  of  dispute,  with  regard  to  a monstrous 
birth  of  a woman,  whether  it  was  a man  or 
not.  Although  this  be,  in  reality,  a ques- 
tion about  the  meaning  of  a word,  it  may 
be  of  importance,  on  account  of  the  privi- 
leges which  laws  have  annexed  to  the  human 
character.  To  make  such  laws  perfectly 
precise,  the  definition  of  a man  would  he 
necessary,  which  I believe  legislators  have 
seldom  or  never  thought  fit  to  give.  It  is, 
indeed,  very  difficult  to  fix  a definition  of 
so  common  a word ; and  the  cases  wherein 
it  would  be  of  any  use  so  rarely  occur,  that 
perhaps  it  may  be  better,  when  they  do 
occur,  to  leave  them  to  the  determination 
of  a judge  or  of  a jury,  than  to  give  a defi- 
nition, which  might  be  attended  with  un- 
foreseen consequences. 

A genus  or  species,  being  a collection  of 
attributes  conceived  to  exist  in  one  subject, 
a definition  is  the  only  way  to  prevent  any 
addition  or  diminution  of  its  ingredients  in 
the  conception  of  different  persons  ; and 
when  there  is  no  definition  tliat  can  he 
appealed  to  as  u standard,  the  name  will 
hardly  retain  the  most  perfect  precision  in 
its  signification. 

From  what  has  been  said,  I conceive  it 
is  evident  that  the  words  wltich  signify 
genera  and  species  of  things  have  often  as 
precise  and  defiuite  a signification  as  any 
words  whatsoever ; and  that,  when  it  is 
otherwise,  their  want  of  precision  is  not 
owing  to  their  being  general  words,  but  to 
other  causes.  [444] 

Having  shewn  that  we  may  have  a per- 
fectly clear  and  distinct  conception  of  the 
meaning  of  general  terms,  wc  may,  I think, 
take  it  for  granted,  that  the  same  may  l>s 
said  of  other  general  words,  such  os  prepo- 
sitions, conjunctions,  articles.  My  design 
at  present  being  only  to  shew  that  we  have 
general  conceptions  no  less  clear  and  dis- 
tinct than  those  of  individuals,  it  is  sufficient 
for  this  purpose,  if  this  appears  w ith  regard 
to  the  conceptions  expressed  by  general 
terms.  To  conceive  the  meaning  of  a 
general  word,  and  to  conceive  that  which  it 
signifies,  is  the  same  thing.  We  conceive 
distinctly  the  meaning  of  general  terms, 
therefore  we  conceive  distinctly  that  which 
they  signify.  But  such  terms  do  not  sig- 
nify any  individual,  but  what  is  common  to 
many  individuals ; therefore,  we  have  a 
distinct  conception  of  things  common  to 
many  individuals_that  is,  wc  have  distinct 
general  conceptions. 

We  must  here  beware  of  the  ambiguity 
of  the  word  conception , which  sometimes 
signifies  the  act  of  the  mind  in  conceiving, 
sometimes  the  thing  conceived,  which  is  the 
object  of  that  act.*  If  the  word  be  taken 
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in  the  first  sense,  I acknowledge  that  every 
act  of  the  mind  is  an  individual  act ; the 
uni  rersality,  therefore,  is  not  in  the  act  of 
the  mind,  but  in  the  object  or  thing  con- 
ceived. The  thing  conceived  is  an  attri- 
bute common  to  many  subjects,  or  it  is  a 
genus  or  species  common  to  ninny  indivi- 
duals. 

Suppose  I conceive  a triangle — that  is,  a 
plain  figure,  terminated  by  three  right 
lines.  He  tliat  understands  this  definition 
distinctly,  has  a distinct  conception  of  a 
triangle.  But  a triangle  is  not  an  indivi- 
dual ; it  is  a species.  The  act  of  my  under- 
standing in  conceiving  it  is  an  individual 
act,  and  has  a real  existence  ; but  the  thing 
conceived  is  general,  and  cannot  exist  with- 
out other  attributes,  which  are  not  included 
in  the  definition.  [445] 

Every  triangle  that  really  exists  must 
have  a certain  length  of  sides  and  measure 
of  angles ; it  must  have  place  and  time. 
But  the  definition  of  a triangle  includes 
neither  existence  nor  any  of  those  attri- 
butes ; and,  therefore,  they  are  not  included 
in  the  conception  of  a triangle,  which  can- 
not be  accurate  if  it  comprehend  more  than 
the  definition. 

Thus,  I think,  it  appears  to  be  evident, 
that  we  have  general  conceptions  tliat  are 
clear  and  distinct,  both  of  attributes  of 
things,  and  of  geucra  and  species  of  things. 


CHAPTER  III. 

or  OKNEAAL  CONCEPTIONS  FOAMED  BY 
ANALYSING  OBJECT*. 

We  are  next  to  consider  the  operations 
of  the  understanding,  by  which  wc  are 
enabled  to  form  general  conceptions. 

These  appear  to  me  to  be  three  -.—First, 
The  resolving  or  analysing  a subject  into 
its  known  attributes,  and  giving  a name  to 
each  attribute,  which  name  shall  signify 
that  attribute,  and  nothing  more. 

Secondly,  The  observing  one  or  more 
such  attributes  to  be  common  to  many  sub- 
jects- The  first  is  by  philosophers  called 
abstraction  ; the  second  may  be  called 
ymcralixing  ; but  both  are  commonly  in- 
cluded under  the  name  of  abstraction. 

It  is  difficult  to  say  which  of  them  goes 
first,  or  whether  they  arc  not  so  closely 
connected  that  neither  can  claim  the  prece- 
dence. For,  on  the  one  hand,  to  jierccive  an 
agreement  between  two  or  more  objects  in 
the  same  attribute,  seems  to  require  no- 
thing more  than  to  compare  them  together. 
1446]  A savage,  upon  seeing  snow  and 
chalk,  would  find  no  difficulty  in  perceiv- 
ing that  they  have  the  same  colour.  Yet, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  seems  impossible  that 
he  should  observe  this  agreement  without 


abstraction — that  is,  distinguishing  in  his 
conception  the  colour,  wherein  those  two 
objects  agree,  from  the  other  Qualities 
wherein  they  disagrees 

It  seems,  therefore,  tliat  we  cannot 
generalise  without  some  degree  of  abstrac- 
tion ; but  I apprehend  we  may  abstract 
without  generalising.  For  wlutt  hinders 
me  from  attending  to  the  whiteness  of  the 
paper  before  me,  without  applying  that 
colour  to  any  other  object.  The  w hiteness 
of  this  individual  object  is  an  abstract  con- 
ception, but  not  a general  one,  while  applied 
to  one  individual  only.  These  two  opera- 
tions, however,  are  subservient  to  each 
other ; for  the  more  attributes  we  observe 
and  distinguish  in  any  one  individual,  the 
more  agreements  we  shall  discover  between 
it  and  other  individuals. 

A third  operation  of  the  understanding, 
by  which  we  form  abstract  conceptions,  is 
the  combining  into  one  whole  a certain 
number  of  those  attributes  of  which  we 
have  formed  abstract  notions,  and  giving  a 
name  to  that  combination.  It  is  thus  wc 
form  abstract  notions  of  the  genera  and 
species  of  things.  These  three  operations 
we  shall  consider  in  order. 

With  regard  to  abstraction,  strictly  so 
called,  I cau  perceive  nothing  in  it  that  is 
difficult  either  to  be  understood  or  practised. 
What  can  be  more  easy  than  to  distinguish 
the  different  attributes  which  we  know  to 
belong  to  a subject  ? In  a man,  for  in- 
stance, to  distinguish  hi*  size,  his  com- 
plexion, his  age.  his  fortune,  his  birth,  his 
profession,  and  twenty  other  thiugs  that 
belong  to  him.  To  think  and  speak  of 
these  things  with  understanding,  is  surely 
within  the  reach  of  every  man  endowed 
with  the  human  faculties.  [447] 

There  may  be  distinctions  that  require 
nice  discernment,  or  an  acquaintance  with 
the  subject  that  is  not  common.  Thun,  a 
critic  in  painting  may  discern  the  style  of 
Raphael  or  Titian,  when  another  man 
could  not.  A lawyer  may  be  acquainted 
with  many  distinctions  in  crimes,  and  con- 
tracts, and  actions,  which  never  occurred 
to  a man  who  has  not  studied  law.  One 
man  may  excel  another  in  the  talent  of  dis- 
tinguishing, as  he  may  in  memory  or  in 
reasoning ; but  there  is  a certain  degree  of 
thiB  talent,  without  which  n man  would 
have  no  titlo  to  be  considered  as  a reason- 
able creature. 

It  ought  likewise  to  be  observed,  that 
attributes  may,  with  perfect  ease,  be  dis- 
tinguished and  disjoined  in  our  conception, 
which  cannot  lie  actually  separated  in  the 
subject.  Thus,  in  a body,  I can  distinguish 
its  solidity  from  its  extension,  and  its  weight 
from  both.  In  extension  I can  distinguish 
length,  breadth,  and  thickness;  yet  none  of 
these  can  bo  separated  from  the  body,  or 
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from  one  another.  There  may  be  attri- 
butes belonging  to  a subject,  and  inseparable 
from  it,  of  which  we  fiave  no  knowledge, 
and  consequently  no  conception  ; but  this 
does  not  hinder  our  conceiving  distinctly 
those  of  its  attributes  which  we  know. 

Thus,  all  the  properties  of  a circle  are 
inseparable  from  the  nature  of  a circle, 
and  may  be  demonstrated  from  its  defini- 
tion ; yet  a man  may  have  a perfectly 
distinct  notion  of  a circle,  who  knows  very 
few  of  those  properties  of  it  which  mathe- 
maticians have  demonstrated  ; and  a circle 
probably  lias  many  properties  which  no 
mathematician  ever  dreamed  of. 

It  is  therefore  certain  that  attributes, 
which  in  their  nature  are  absolutely  inse- 
parable from  their  subject  and  from  one 
another,  may  be  disjoined  in  our  conception  ; 
one  cannot  exist  without  the  other,  but  one 
can  be  conceived  without  the  other. 

Having  considered  abstraction,  strictly 
so  called,  let  us  next  consider  the  operation 
of  generalising,  which  is  nothing  but  the 
observing  one  or  more  attributes  to  be 
common  to  many  subjects.  [448] 

If  any  man  can  doubt  whether  there  be 
attributes  that  are  really  common  to  many 
individuals,  let  him  consider  whether  there 
be  not  many  men  that  are  above  six  feet 
high,  and  many  below  it ; whether  there 
be  not  many  men  that  are  rich,  and  many 
more  that  are  poor ; whether  there  be  not 
many  that  were  bom  in  Britain,  and  many 
that  were  bom  in  France.  To  multiply 
instances  of  this  kind,  would  be  to  affront  the 
reader’s  understanding.  It  is  certain,  there- 
fore, that  there  are  innumerable  attributes 
that  are  really  common  to  many  individuals ; 
and  if  this  be  what  the  schoolmen  called 
universale  a parte  rei , we  may  affirm  with 
certainty  that  there  are  such  universal*. 

There  are  some  attributes  expressed  by 
general  words,  of  which  this  may  seem  more 
doubtful.  Such  are  the  qualities  which  are 
inherent  in  their  several  subjects.  It  may 
be  said  that  every  subject  hath  its  own 
qualities,  and  that  which  is  the  quality  of 
one  subject  cannot  be  the  quality  of  another 
subject.  Thus  the  whiteness  of  the  sheet 
of  paper  upon  which  I write,  cannot  be  the 
whiteness  of  another  sheet,  though  both  are 
called  white.  The  weight  of  one  guinea  is 
not  the  weight  of  another  guinea,  though 
both  are  said  to  have  the  same  weight. 

To  this  I answer,  that  the  whiteness  of 
this  sheet  is  one  thing,  whiteness  is  another ; 
the  conceptions  signified  by  these  two  forms 
of  speech  are  as  different  as  the  expressions. 
The  first  signifies  an  individual  quality 
really  existing,  and  is  not  a general  con- 
ception, though  it  be  an  abstract  one  : the 
second  signifies  a general  conception,  which 
implies  no  existence,  but  may  be  predicated 
of  everything  that  is  white,  and  in  the 
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same  sense.  On  this  account,  if  one  should 
say  that  the  whiteness  of  this  sheet  is  the 
whiteness  of  another  sheet,  every  man  per- 
ceives this  to  be  absurd  ; but  when  he  says 
both  sheets  are  white,  this  is  true  and  per- 
fectly understood.  The  conception  of  white- 
ness implies  no  existence  ; it  would  remain 
the  same  though  everything  in  the  universe 
that  is  white  were  annihilated.  [449] 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  general 
names  of  qualities,  as  well  as  of  other  at- 
tributes, are  applicable  to  many  individuals 
in  the  same  sense,  which  cannot  be  if  there 
be  not  general  conceptions  signified  by  such 
names. 

If  it  should  be  asked,  how  early,  or  at 
what  period  of  life  men  begin  to  form  general 
conceptions  ? I answer,  As  soon  as  a child 
can  say,  with  understanding,  that  he  has 
two  brothers  or  two  sisters — as  soon  as  he 
can  use  the  plural  number — he  must  have 
general  conceptions ; for  no  individual  can 
have  a plural  number. 

As  there  are  not  two  individuals  in  nature 
that  agree  in  everything,  so  there  are  very 
few  that  do  not  agree  in  some  things.  We 
take  pleasure  from  very  early  years  in  ob- 
serving such  agreements.  One  great  branch 
of  w hat  we  call  tr */,  which,  when  innocent, 
gives  pleasure  to  every  good-natured  man, 
consists  in  discovering  unexpected  agree- 
ments in  things.  The  author  of  Hudibras 
could  discern  a property  common  to  the 
morning  and  a boiled  lobster — that  both 
turn  from  black  to  red.  Swift  could  see 
something  common  to  wit  and  an  old  cheese. 
Such  unexpected  agreements  may  shew  wit ; 
but  there  arc  innumerable  agreements  of 
things  which  cannot  escape  the  notice  of 
the  lowest  understanding ; such  as  agree- 
ments in  colour,  magnitude,  figure,  features, 
time,  place,  age,  and  so  forth.  These  agree- 
ments are  the  foundation  of  so  many  com- 
mon attributes,  which  are  found  in  the 
rudest  languages. 

The  ancient  philosophers  called  these 
universal*,  or  predicables,  and  endeavoured 
to  reduce  them  to  five  classes — to  wit, 
Genus,  Species,  Specific  Difference,  Pro- 
perties, and  Accidents.  Perhaps  there  may 
be  more  classes  of  universals  or  attributes — 
for  enumerations,  so  very  general,  are  sel- 
dom complete  : but  every  attribute,  common 
to  several  individuals,  may  be  expressed  by 
a general  term,  which  is  the  sign  of  a 
general  conception.  [450] 

How  prone  men  are  to  form  general  con- 
ceptions we  may  see  from  the  use  of  meta- 
phor, and  of  the  other  figures  of  speech 
grounded  on  similitude.  Similitude  is  no- 
thing else  than  an  agreement  of  the  objects 
compared  in  one  or  more  attributes  , and 
if  there  be  no  attribute  common  to  both, 
there  can  be  no  similitude. 

The  similitudes  and  analogies  between 
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the  Tarsus  objects  that  nature  presents  to 
us,  are  infinite  and  inexhaustible.  They 
not  only  please,  when  displayed  by  the  poet 
or  wit  in  wori*a  of  taste,  but  they  are  highly 
u-eful  in  the  ordinary  communication  of  our 
thoughts  and  sentiments  by  language.  In 
the  rude  languages  of  barbarous  nations, 
similit udes  and  analogies  supply  the  want  of 
proper  words  to  express  men’s  sentiments, 
so  much  that  in  such  languages  there  is 
hardly  a sentence  without  a metaphor ; and, 
if  we  examiue  the  most  copious  and  polished 
languages,  we  shall*  find  that  a great  pro- 
portion of  the  words  and  phrases  which  are 
accounted  the  most  proper,  may  be  said  to 
be  the  progeny  of  metaphor. 

As  foreigners,  who  settle  in  a nation  as 
their  home,  come  at  last  to  l>e  incorporated 
and  lose  the  denomination  of  foreigners,  so 
words  and  phrases,  at  first  borrowed  and 
figurative,  by  long  use  become  denizens  in 
the  language,  and  lose  the  denomination  of 
figures  of  8|>eech.  When  we  8f>eak  of  the 
extent  of  knowledge,  the  steadiness  of  virtue, 
the  tenderness  of  affection,  the  perspicuity 
of  expression,  no  man  conceives  these  to  be 
metaphorical  expressions ; they  are  as  pro- 
per as  any  in  the  language  : yet  it  appears 
upon  the  very  face  of  them,  that  they 
must  have  been  metaphorical  in  those  who 
used  them  first ; and  that  it  is  by  use  and 
prescription  that  they  have  lost  the  deno- 
mination of  figurative,  and  acquired  a right 
to  be  considered  as  proper  words.  This 
observation  will  be  found  to  extend  to  a 
great  part,  |>erhaps  the  greatest  part  of  the 
words  of  the  most  perfect  languages.  Some- 
times the  name  of  an  individual  is  given  to 
a general  conception,  and  thereby  the  in- 
dividual in  a manner  generalised  ; as  when 
the  Jew  Shy  lock,  in  Shakespeare,  says — 
“ A Daniel  come  to  judgment ; yea,  a 
Daniel !”  In  this  speech,  “ a Daniel”  is 
an  attribute,  or  an  universal.  The  character 
of  Daniel,  as  a man  of  singular  wisdom, 
is  abstracted  from  his  person,  and  considered 
as  capable  of  being  attributed  to  other  per- 
sons. [4A1 J 

Upon  the  whole,  these  two  operations  of 
abstracting  and  generalising  appear  com- 
mon to  all  men  that  have  understanding. 
The  practice  of  them  is,  and  must  be,  fami- 
liar to  every  man  that  uses  language ; but 
it  is  one  thing  to  practise  them,  and  another 
to  explain  how  they  are  performed  ; os  it  is 
one  thing  to  see,  another  to  explain  how  we 
see.  The  first  is  the  province  of  all  men, 
and  is  the  natural  and  easy  operation  of  the 
faculties  which  God  hath  given  us.  The 
second  is  the  province  of  philosophers,  and, 
though  a matter  of  no  great  difficulty  in  it- 
self, lias  l»een  much  perplexed  by  the  ambi- 
guity of  words,  and  still  more  by  the 
hypotheses  of  philosophers. 

Thus,  when  I consider  a billiard  ball, 


its  colour  is  one  attribute,  which  I signify 
by  calling  it  white ; its  figure  is  another 
which  is  signified  by  calling  it  spherical 
the  firm  cohesion  of  its  parts  is  signified  by 
calling  it  hard  ; its  recoiling,  when  it  strikes 
a hard  body,  is  signified  by  its  being  called 
elastic ; its  origin,  as  being  part  of  the  tooth 
of  an  elephant,  is  signified  by  calling  it 
ivory  ; and  its  use  by  calling  it  a billiard  ball. 

The  words  by  which  each  of  those  attri- 
butes is  signified,  have  one  distinct  meaning, 
and  in  this  meaning  are  applicable  to  many 
individuals.  They  signify  not  any  indivi- 
dual thing,  but  attributes  common  to  many 
individuals  ; nor  is  it  beyond  the  capacity 
of  a child  to  understand  them  perfectly,  and 
to  apply  them  properly  to  every  individual 
in  which  they  are  found. 

As  it  is  by  analysing  a complex  object 
into  its  several  attributes  that  we  acquire 
our  simplest  abstract  conceptions,  it  may  be 
proper  to  compare  this  analysis  with  that 
which  a chemist  makes  of  a compounded 
body  into  the  ingredients  which  enter  into 
its  composition  ; for,  although  there  be  such 
an  analogy  between  these  two  operations, 
that  we  give  to  both  the  name  of  analysis 
or  resolution,  there  is,  at  the  same  time,  so 
great  a dissimilitude  in  some  respects,  that 
we  may  be  led  into  error,  by  applying  to  one 
what  belongs  to  the  other.  1 452 1 

It  is  obvious  that  the  chemical  analysis 
is  an  operation  of  the  band  upon  matter, 
by  various  material  instruments.  The  an- 
alysis we  are  now  explaining,  is  purely  an 
operation  of  the  understanding,  which  re- 
quires no  material  instrument,  nor  produces 
any  change  U|>on  any  external  thing ; we 
shall,  therefore,  call  it  the  intellectual  or 
meutal  analysis. 

In  the  chemical  analysis,  the  compound 
body  itself  is  the  subject  analysed.  A sub- 
ject so  imperfectly  known  that  it  may  l>e 
compounded  of  various  ingredients,  when 
to  our  senses  it  appears  perfectly  simple  ;* 
and  even  when  we  are  able  to  analyse  it 
into  the  different  ingredients  of  which  it  is 
composed,  we  know  not  how  or  why  the 
combination  of  those  ingredients  produces 
such  a body. 

Thus,  pure  sea-salt  is  a body,  to  ap|>ear- 
ancc  as  simple  ns  any  in  nature.  Every  the 
least  particle  of  it,  discernible  by  our  senses, 
is  perfectly  similar  to  every  other  particle  in 
all  its  qualities.  The  nicest  taste,  the  quick- 
est eye,  can  discern  no  mark  of  its  being 
made  up  of  different  ingredients;  yet,  by 
the  chemical  art,  it  can  be  analysed  into  an 
acid  and  an  alkali,  And  can  be  again  pro- 
duced by  the  combination  of  those  two  in- 
gredients. But  how  this  combination  pro- 
duces sea-salt,  no  man  has  been  able  to  dis- 
cover. The  ingredients  are  both  as  unlike 
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the  compound  as  any  bodies  wc  know.  No 
man  could  have  guessed,  before  the  thing 
wan  known,  that  sea-salt  is  compounded  of 
those  two  ingredients  ; no  man  could  have 
guessed  that  the  union  of  those  two  ingre- 
dients should  produce  such  a compound  as 
sea-salt.  Such,  in  many  cases,  are  the 
phenomena  of  the  chemical  analysis  of  a 
compound  body.  [453] 

If  we  consider  the  intellectual  analysis  of 
an  object,  it  is  evident  that  nothing  of  this 
kind  can  happen ; because  the  thiug  ana- 
lysed is  not  an  external  object  imperfectly 
known ; it  is  a conception  of  the  mind  it- 
self. And,  to  suppose  that  there  can  be 
anything  in  a conception  that  is  not  con- 
ceived, is  a contradiction. 

The  reason  of  observing  this  difference 
between  those  two  kinds  of  analysis  is,  that 
some  philosophers,  in  order  to  support  their 
systems,  have  maintained  that  a complex 
idea  may  have  the  appearance  of  the  most 
perfect  simplicity,  and  retain  no  similitude  j 
of  any  of  the  simple  ideas  of  which  it  is  i 
compounded  ; just  as  a white  colour  may  j 
appear  perfectly  simple,  and  retain  no 
similitude  to  any  of  the  seven  primary 
colours  of  which  it  is  compounded  ; or  as  a 
chemical  composition  may  appear  perfectly 
simple,  and  retain  no  similitude  to  any  of 
the  ingredients. 

From  which  those  philosophers  have  drawn 
this  important  conclusion,  that  a cluster  of 
the  ideas  of  sense,  properly  combined,  may 
make  the  idea  of  a mind  ; and  that  all  the 
ideas  which  Mr  Locke  calls  ideas  of  re- 
flection, aro  only  compositions  of  the  ideas 
which  we  have  by  our  five  senses.  From 
this  the  transition  is  easy,  that,  if  a proper 
composition  of  the  ideas  of  matter  may 
make  the  idea  of  a mind,  then  a proper 
composition  of  matter  itself  may  make  a 
mind,  and  that  man  is  only  a piece  of 
matter  curiously  formed. 

In  this  curious  system,  the  whole  fabric 
rests  upon  this  foundation,  that  a complex 
idea,  which  is  made  up  of  various  simple 
ideas,  may  appear  to  be  perfectly  simple, 
and  to  have  no  marks  of  composition,  be- 
cause a compound  body  may  appear  to  our 
senses  to  be  perfectly  simple. 

Upon  this  fundamental  proposition  of 
this  system  I beg  leave  to  make  two  re- 
marks. [454] 

1.  Supposing  it  to  be  true,  it  affirms  only 
what  may  be.  We  are,  indeed,  in  most 
cases  very  imperfect  judges  of  what  may 
be.  But  this  we  know,  that,  were  we  ever 
so  certain  that  a thing  may  be,  this  is  no 
good  reason  for  believing  that  it  really  is. 
A may -be  is  a mere  hypothesis,  which  may 
furnish  matter  of  investigation,  but  is  not 
entitled  to  the  least  degree  of  belief.  Tho 
transition  from  what  may  he  to  what  really 
is,  is  familiar  and  easy  to  those  who  have  a 
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predilection  for  a hypothesis  ; but  to  a man 
who  seeks  truth  without  prejudice  or  pre- 
possession, it  is  a very  wide  and  difficult 
step,  and  he  will  never  pass  from  the  nno 
to  the  other,  without  evidence  not  only  that 
the  thing  may  be,  but  that  it  really  is. 

2.  As  far  as  I am  able  to  judge,  this, 
which  it  is  said  may  lx*,  cannot  be.  That 
a complex  idea  should  be  made  up  of  simple 
ideas  ; so  that  to  a ripe  understanding  re- 
flecting upon  that  idea,  there  should  be  no 
appearance  of  composition,  nothing  similar 
to  the  simple  ideas  of  which  it  is  com- 
pounded, seems  to  me  to  iuvolvc  a contra- 
diction. The  idea  is  a conception  of  the 
mind.  If  anything  more  than  this  is  meant 
by  the  idea,  I know  not  what  it  is ; and  I 
wish  both  to  know  what  it  is,  and  to  have 
proof  of  its  existence.  Now,  thnt  there 
should  be  anything  in  the  conception  of  an 
object  which  is  not  conceived,  appears  to 
me  as  manifest  a contradiction  as  that 
there  should  be  an  existence  which  does 
not  exist,  or  that  a thing  should  bo  con- 
ceived and  not  conceived  at  the  same  time. 

But,  say  these  philosophers,  a white 
colour  is  produced  by  tho  composition  of 
the  primary  colours,  and  yet  lias  no  resem- 
blance to  any  of  them.  I grant  it.  But 
what  can  he  inferred  from  this  with  regard 
to  the  composition  of  ideas  ? To  bring  this 
argument  home  to  the  point,  they  must 
say,  that  because  a white  colour  is  com- 
pounded of  the  primary  colours,  therefore 
the  idea  of  a white  colour  is  compounded  of 
the  ideas  of  the  primary  colours.  This 
reasoning,  if  it  was  admitted,  would  lead 
to  innumerable  absurdities.  An  opaque 
fluid  may  be  compounded  of  two  or  more 
pellucid  fluids.  Hence,  wo  might  infer, 
with  eqnal  force,  that  the  idea  of  an  opaque 
fluid  may  be  compounded  of  the  idea  of  two 
or  more  pellucid  fluids.  [455] 

Nature's  way  of  compounding  bodies, 
and  our  way  of  compounding  ideas,  are  so 
different  in  many  respects,  that  we  cannot 
reason  from  the  one  to  the  other,  unless  it 
can  be  found  that  ideas  are  combined  by 
fermentations  and  elective  attractions,  and 
may  be  analysed  in  a furnace  by  the  force 
of  fire  and  of  menstruuma.  Until  this  dis- 
covery be  made,  we  must  hold  those  to  be 
simple  ideas,  which,  upon  the  most  atten- 
tive reflection,  have  no  appearance  of  com- 
position ; and  those  only  to  be  the  ingre- 
dients of  complex  ideas,  which,  by  attentive 
reflection,  can  be  perceived  to  be  contained 
in  them. 

If  the  idea  of  mind  and  its  operations, 
may  be  compounded  of  the  ideas  of  matter 
and  its  qualities,  why  may  not  the  idea  of 
matter  be  compounded  of  the  ideas  of 
mind  ? There  is  the  same  evidence  for  the 
last  mny-be  as  for  the  first.  And  why  may 
not  the  idea  of  sound  be  compounded  ol  the 
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ideas  of  colour  ; or  the  idea  of  colour  of 
those  of  sound  ? Why  may  not  the  idea  of 
wisdom  be  compounded  of  ideas  of  folly  ; 
or  the  idea  of  truth  of  ideas  of  absurdity  ? 
But  we  leave  these  mysterious  may-bes  to 
them  that  have  faith  to  receive  them. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

CP  QKNKRAL  CONCEPTIONS  FORMED  BY  COM* 
BI  NATION. 

As,  by  an  intellectual  analysis  of  objects, 
wo  form  general  conceptions  of  single  attri- 
butes, (which,  of  all  conceptions  that  enter 
into  the  human  mind,  are  the  most  simple,) 
so,  by  combining  several  of  these  into  one 
parcel,  and  giving  a name  to  that  combina- 
tion, we  form  general  conceptions  that  may 
be  very  complex,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
very  distinct  [456] 

Thus,  one  who,  by  analysing  extended 
objects,  has  got  the  simple  notions  of  a 
point,  a line,  straight  or  curve,  an  angle,  a 
surface,  a solid,  can  easily  conceive  a plain 
surface,  terminated  by  four  equal  straight 
lines,  meeting  in  four  points  at  right  angles. 
To  this  species  of  figure  he  gives  the  name 
of  a square.  In  like  manner,  he  can  con- 
ceive a solid  terminated  by  six  equal  square*, 
and  give  it  the  name  of  a cube.  A square, 
a cube,  and  every  name  of  mathematical 
figure,  is  a general  term,  expressing  a com- 
plex general  conception,  made  by  a certain 
combination  of  the  simple  elements  into 
which  we  analyse  extended  bodies. 

Every  mathematical  figure  is  accurately 
defined,  by  enumerating  the  simple  ele- 
ments of  which  it  is  formed,  and  the  man- 
ner of  their  combination.  The  definition 
contains  the  whole  essence  of  it.  And 
every  property  that  belongs  to  it  may  be 
deduced  by  demonstrative  reasoning  from 
its  definition.  It  is  not  a thing  that 
exists,  for  then  it  would  be  an  individual ; 
but  it  is  a thing  that  is  conceived  without 
regard  to  existence. 

A farm,  a manor,  a parish,  a county,  a 
kingdom,  arc  complex  general  conceptions, 
formed  by  various  combinations  and  modi- 
fications of  inhabited  territory,  under  cer- 
tain forms  of  government. 

Different  combinations  of  military  men 
form  the  notions  of  a company,  a regiment, 
an  army. 

The  several  crimes  which  are  the  objects 
of  criminal  law,  such  as  theft,  murder, 
robbery,  piracy,  what  are  they  but  certain 
combinations  of  human  actions  and  inten- 
tions, which  are  accurately  defined  in 
criminal  law,  and  which  it  is  found  con- 
venient to  comprehend  under  one  name, 
and  consider  as  one  thing  ? 

When  we  observe  that  nature,  in  her 


animal,  vegetable,  and  inanimate  produc- 
tions, has  formed  many  individuals  that 
agree  in  many  of  their  qualities  and  attri- 
butes, we  are  led  by  natural  instinct  to 
expect  their  agreement  in  other  qualities, 
which  we  have  not  had  occasion  to  perceive- 
[457]  Thus,  a child  who  has  once  burnt 
his  finger,  by  putting  it  in  the  flame  of  one 
candle,  expects  the  same  event  if  be  puts  it 
in  the  fiame  of  another  candle,  or  in  any 
flame,  and  is  thereby  led  to  think  that  the 
quality  of  burning  belongs  to  all  flame. 
This  instinctive  induction  is  not  justified 
by  the  rules  of  logic,  and  it  sometimes  leads 
men  into  harmless  mistakes,  which  expe- 
rience may  afterwards  correct ; but  it  pre- 
serves us  from  destruction  in  innumerable 
dangers  to  which  we  are  exposed. 

The  reason  of  taking  notice  of  this  prin- 
ciple in  human  nature  in  this  place  is,  that 
the  distribution  of  the  productions  of  na- 
ture into  genera  ami  species  becomes,  on 
account  of  this  principle,  more  generally 
useful. 

The  physician  expects  that  the  rhubarb 
which  has  never  yet  been  tried  will  have 
like  medical  virtues  with  that  which  he  has 


prescribed  on  former  occasions.  Two  par- 
cels of  rhubarb  agree  in  certain  sensible 
qualities,  from  which  agreement  they  are 
l>oth  called  by  the  same  general  name 
rhubarb.  Therefore  it  is  expected  that 
they  will  agree  in  their  medical  virtues. 
And,  as  experience  has  discovered  certain 
virtues  in  one  parcel,  or  in  many  parcels, 
we  presume,  without  experience,  that  the 
same  virtues  belong  to  all  parcels  of  rhubarb 
that  shall  be  used. 

If  a traveller  meets  a horse,  an  ox,  or  a 
sheep,  which  he  never  saw  before,  ho  is 
under  no  apprehension,  believing  these  ani- 
mals to  be  of  a species  that  is  tame  and  in- 
offensive. But  be  dreads  a lion  or  a tiger, 
because  they  arc  of  a fierce  and  ravenous 
species. 

We  are  capable  of  receiving  innumerable 
advantages,  and  are  exposed  to  innumer- 
able dangers,  from  the  various  productions 
of  nature,  animal,  vegetable,  and  inanimate. 
The  life  of  man,  if  an  hundred  times  longer 
than  it  is,  would  be  insufficient  to  learn 
from  experience  the  useful  and  hurtful  qua- 
lities of  every  individual  production  of  na- 
ture taken  singly.  [458] 

The  Author  of  Nature  hath  made  pro- 
vision for  our  attaining  that  knowledge  of 
his  works  which  is  necessary  for  our  subsist* 
ence  and  preservation,  partly  by  the  consti- 
tution of  the  product  ions  of  nature,  and  partly 
by  the  constitution  of  the  human  mind. 

Far, In  the  productions  of  nature, 
great  numbers  of  individuals  are  made  so 
like  to  one  another,  both  in  their  obvious 
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to  reduce  them  into  classes,  and  to  give  a 
general  name  to  a class ; a name  which  is 
common  to  every  individual  of  the  class, 
because  it  comprehends  in  its  signification 
those  qualities  or  attributes  only  that  are 
common  to  all  the  individuals  of  that  class. 

Secondly,  The  human  mind  is  so  framed, 
that,  from  the  agreement  of  individuals  in 
the  more  obvious  qualities  by  which  we 
reduce  them  into  one  class,  we  arc  naturally 
led  to  expect  that  they  will  be  found  to 
agree  in  their  more  latent  qualities — and  in 
this  we  are  seldom  disappointed. 

We  have,  therefore,  astrougand  rational 
inducement,  both  to  distribute  natural  sub- 
stances into  classes,  genera  and  sjtecies , 
under  general  names,  and  to  do  this  with  all 
the  accuracy  and  distinctness  we  are  able. 
For  the  more  accurate  our  divisions  are 
made,  and  the  more  distinctly  the  several 
species  are  defined,  the  more  securely  we 
may  rely  that  the  qualities  we  find  in  one  or 
in  a few  individuals  will  be  found  in  all  of 
the  same  species. 

Every  species  of  natural  s bstances  which 
has  a name  in  language,  is  an  attribute  of 
many  individuals,  and  is  itself  a combination 
of  more  simple  attributes,  which  we  observe 
to  be  common  to  those  individuals.  [459] 

We  shall  find  a great  part  of  the  words 
of  every  language— nay,  1 apprehend,  the 
far  greater  part — to  signify  combinations  of 
more  simple  general  conceptions,  which 
men  have  found  proper  to  be  bound  up,  as 
it  were,  in  one  parcel,  by  being  designed  by 
one  name. 

Some  general  conceptions  there  are,  which 
may  more  properly  be  called  compositions 
or  works  than  mere  combinations.  Thus, 
one  may  conceive  a machine  which  never 
existed,  lie  may  conceive  an  air  in  music, 
a poem,  a plan  of  architecture,  a plan  of 
government,  a plan  of  conduct  in  public  or 
m private  life,  a sentence,  a discourse,  a 
treatise.  Such  compositions  are  things 
conceived  in  the  mind  of  the  author,  not 
individuals  that  really  exist ; and  the  same 
general  conception  which  the  author  had, 
may  be  communicated  to  others  by  language. 

Thus,  the  “ Oceana”  of  Harrington  was 
conceived  in  the  mind  of  its  author.  The 
materials  of  which  it  is  composed  are  things 
conceived,  not  things  that  existed.  His 
senate,  his  popular  assembly,  his  magis- 
trates, his  elections,  are  ail  conceptions  of 
his  mind,  and  the  whole  is  one  complex 
conception.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of 
every  work  of  the  human  understanding. 

Very  different  from  these  are  the  works 
of  God,  which  we  behold.  They  are  works 
of  creative  power,  not  of  understanding 
only.  They  have  a real  existence.  Our 
best  conceptions  of  them  are  partial  and 
imperfect.  But  of  the  works  of  the  .human 
understanding  our  conception  may  be  per- 
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feet  and  complete.  They  are  nothing  but 
what  the  author  conceived,  and  what  he  can 
express  by  language,  so  as  to  convey  his 
conception  perfectly  to  men  like  himself. 

Although  such  works  are  indeed  complex 
general  conceptions,  they  do  not  so  properly 
belong  to  our  present  subject.  They  are 
more  the  objects  of  judgment  and  of  taste, 
than  of  bare  conception  or  simple  appre- 
hension. [460] 

To  return,  therefore,  to  those  complex 
conceptions  which  are  formed  merely  by 
combining  those  that  are  more  simple. 
Nature  has  given  us  the  power  of  combin- 
ing such  simple  attributes,  and  such  a num- 
ber of  them  as  we  find  proper ; and  of 
giving  one  name  to  that  combination,  and 
considering  it  as  one  object  of  thought. 

The  simple  attributes  of  things,  which 
fall  under  our  observation,  are  not  so  nume- 
rous but  that  they  may  all  have  names  iu  a 
copious  language-  But  to  give  names  to 
all  the  combinations  that  cau  be  made  of 
two,  three,  or  more  of  them,  would  be  im- 
possible. The  most  copious  languages  have 
names  but  for  a very  small  part. 

It  may  likewise  be  observed,  that  the 
combinations  ihat  have  names  are  nearly 
though  not  perfectly,  the  same  in  the  dif- 
ferent languages  of  civilized  nations  that 
have  intercourse  with  one  another.  Hence 
it  is,  th.it  the  Lexicographer,  for  the  most 
part,  can  give  words  in  one  language  answer- 
ing perfectly,  or  very  nearly,  to  those  of 
another ; and  what  is  written  in  a simple 
style  in  one  language,  can  be  translated  al- 
most word  for  word  into  another  • 

From  these  observations  we  may  con- 
clude that  there  are  cither  certain  common 
principles  of  human  nature,  or  certain  com- 
mon occurrences  of  human  life,  which  dis- 
pose men,  out  of  an  infinite  number  that 
might  be  formed,  to  form  certain  combina- 
tions rnthcr  than  others. 

Mr  Hume,  in  order  to  account  for  this 
phenomenon,  has  recourse  to  what  he  calls 
the  associating  qualities  of  ideas ; to  wit, 
causation , contiguity  in  time  and  place , awl 
similitude.  He  conceives  — “ That  one  of 
the  most  remarkable  effects  of  those  associa- 
ting qualities,  is  the  complex  ideas  which 
are  the  common  subjects  of  our  thoughts. 
That  this  also  is  the  cause  why  languages 
so  nearly  correspond  to  one  auother;  Nature 
in  a manner  pointing  out  to  every  one  those 
ideas  which  are  most  proper  to  be  united 
into  a complex  one.”  [4G 1 ] 

I agree  with  this  ingenious  author,  that 
Nature  in  a manner  po  ntsout  those  simplo 
ideas  which  are  most  proper  to  be  united 
into  a complex  one  : but  Nature  does  this, 
not  solely  or  chiefly  by  the  relations  between 
the  simple  ideas  of  contiguity,  causation, 

* Thu  m on'y  ttricflf  true  of  the  words  relative 
object*  of  *cn»e.—  H. 
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causation,  and  resemblance  ; but  rather  by 
the  fitness  of  the  combinations  we  make,  to 
aid  our  own  conceptions,  and  to  convey 
them  to  others  by  language  easily  and 
agreeably. 

The  end  and  use  of  language,  without 
regard  to  the  associating  qualities  of  ideas, 
will  lead  men  that  have  common  under- 
standing to  form  such  complex  notions  aa 
are  proper  for  expressing  their  wants,  their 
thoughts,  and  their  desires  : and  in  every 
language  we  shall  find  these  to  be  the  com- 
plex notions  that  have  names. 

In  the  rudest  state  of  society,  men  must 
have  occasion  to  form  the  geueral  notions  of 
man,  woman,  father,  mother,  son,  daughter, 
sister,  brother,  neighbour,  friend,  enemy, 
and  many  others,  to  express  the  common 
relations  of  one  person  to  another. 

If  they  are  employed  in  hunting,  they 
must  have  general  terms  to  express  the 
various  implements  and  operations  of  the 
chase.  Their  houses  and  clothing,  however 
simple,  will  furnish  another  set  of  general 
terms,  to  express  the  materials,  the  work- 
manship, and  the  excellencies  and  defects 
of  those  fabrics.  If  they  sail  upon  rivers 
or  upon  the  sea,  this  will  give  occasion  to  a 
great  number  of  general  terms,  which  other- 
wise would  never  have  occurred  to  their 
thoughts. 

The  same  thing  may  be  said  of  agricul- 
ture, of  pasturage,  of  every  art  they  prac- 
tise, and  of  every  branch  of  knowledge  they 
attain.  The  necessity  of  general  terms  for 
communicating  our  sentiments  is  obvious  ; 
and  the  invention  of  them,  a**  far  as  we  find 
them  necessary,  requires  no  other  talent 
but  that  degree  of  understanding  which  is 
common  to  men.  [462] 

The  notions  of  debtor  and  creditor,  of 
profit  and  loss,  of  account,  balance,  stock 
on  hand,  and  many  others,  are  owing  to 
commerce.  The  notions  of  latitude,  longi- 
tude, course,  distance,  run,  and  those  of 
ships,  and  of  their  various  parts,  furniture, 
and  operations,  are  owing  to  navigation. 
The  anatomist  must  have  names  for  the 
various  similar  and  dissimilar  parts  of  the 
human  body,  and  words  to  express  their 
figure,  position,  structure,  and  use.  The 
physician  must  have  names  for  the  various 
diseases  of  the  body,  their  causes,  symp- 
toms, and  means  of  cure. 

The  like  may  be  said  of  the  grammarian, 
the  logician,  the  critic,  the  rhetorician,  the 
moralist,  the  naturalist,  the  mechanic,  and 
every  man  that  professes  any  art  or  science. 

When  any  discovery  is  made  in  art  or  in 
nature,  which  requires  new  combinations  and 
new  words  to  express  it  properly,  the  in- 
vention of  these  is  easy  to  those  who  have 
a distinct  notion  of  the  thingto  be  expressed  ; 
and  such  words  will  readily  be  adopted,  and 
receive  the  public  sanction. 


If,  on  the  other  hand,  any  man  of  emi- 
nence, through  vanity  or  want  of  judgment, 
should  invent  new  words,  to  express  com- 
binations that  have  neither  beauty  nor 
utility,  or  which  may  as  well  be  expressed 
in  the  current  language,  his  authority  may 
give  them  currency  for  a time  with  servile 
imitators  or  blind  admirers  ; but  the  judi- 
cious will  laugh  at  them,  and  they  will  soon 
lose  their  credit.  So  true  was  the  observa- 
tion mode  by  Fomponius  Marcellus,  an 
ancient  grammarian,  to  Tiberius  Caesar  : — 
“ Y ou,  Ccesar,  have  power  to  make  a man 
a denizen  of  Rome,  hut  not  to  make  a word 
a denizen  of  the  Roman  language.”* 

Among  nations  that  are  civilized,  and 
have  intercourse  with  one  another,  the  most 
necessary  and  useful  arts  will  be  common  ; 
the  important  parts  of  human  knowledge 
will  he  common ; their  several  languages 
will  be  fitted  to  it,  and  consequently  to  one 
another.  [463] 

New  inventions  of  general  use  give  an 
easy  birth  to  new  complex  notions  and  new 
names,  which  spread  as  far  as  the  inven- 
tion does,  liow  many  new  complex  notions 
have  been  formed,  and  names  for  them 
invented  in  the  languages  of  Europe,  by  the 
modern  inventions  of  printing,  of  gun- 
powder, of  the  mariner’s  compass,  of  opti- 
cal glasses  ? The  simple  ideas  combined 
in  those  complex  notions,  and  the  associat- 
ing qualities  of  those  ideas,  are  very  au- 
cient ; but  they  never  produced  those  com- 
plex notions  until  there  was  use  for  them. 

What  is  peculiar  to  a nation  in  its  cus- 
toms, manners,  or  laws,  will  give  occasion 
to  complex  notions  and  words  peculiar  to 
the  language  of  that  nation.  Hence  it  is 
easy  to  see  why  an  impeachment,  and  an 
attainder,  in  the  English  language,  and 
ostracism  in  the  Greek  language,  have  not 
names  answering  to  them  in  other  lan- 
guages. 

I apprehend,  therefore,  that  it  is  utility, 
and  not  the  associating  qualities  of  the  ideas, 
that  has  led  men  to  form  only  certain  com- 
binations, and  to  give  names  to  them  in 
language,  while  they  neglect  an  in  nit© 
number  that  might  be  formed. 

The  common  occurrences  of  life,  in  the 
intercourse  of  men,  and  in  their  occupa- 
tions, give  occasion  to  many  complex  no- 
tions, We  see  an  individual  occurrence, 
which  draws  our  attention  more  or  less, 
and  may  be  a subject  of  conversation- 
Other  occurrences,  similar  to  this  in  many 
respects,  have  been  ol>sorved,  or  may  l*e 
expected.  It  is  convenient  that  we  should 
he  able  to  speak  of  what  is  common  to 
them  all,  leaving  out  the  unimportant  cir- 


* " Tu,  Ci*»ar,  c'viiAietn  .dare  pot***  haminibu*, 
verbi«  non  po  See  Suetonius  De  IUhjI.  Grom. 
nuiL,C.  H. 
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cumstanccs  of  time,  place,  and  persons. 
This  we  can  do  with  great  case,  by  giving 
a name  to  wliat  is  common  to  all  those 
individual  occurrences.  Such  a name  is  a 
great  aid  to  language,  because  it  coni  pre- 
bends, in  one  word,  a great  number  of 
simple  notions,  which  it  would  be  very 
tedious  to  express  in  detail.  [404] 

Thus,  men  have  formed  the  complex 
notions  of  eating,  drinking,  sleeping,  walk- 
ing, riding,  running,  buying,  selling,  plough- 
big,  sowing,  a dance,  a feast,  war,  a battle, 
victory,  triumph ; and  others,  without 
number. 

Such  things  must  frequently  be  the  sub- 
ject of  conversation  ; and,  if  we  had  not  a 
more  compendious  way  of  expressing  them 
than  by  a detail  of  all  the  simple  notions 
they  comprehend,  we  should  lose  the  benefit 
of  ap<?ech. 

The  different  talents,  dispositions,  and 
habits  of  men  in  society,  being  interesting 
to  those  who  have  to  do  with  them,  will  in 
every  language  have  general  names — such 
as  wise,  foolish,  knowing,  ignorant,  plain, 
cunning.  In  every  operative  art,  the  tools, 
instruments,  materials,  the  work  produced, 
and  the  various  excellencies  and  defects  of 
these,  must  have  general  names. 

The  various  relations  of  persons,  anil  of 
things  which  cannot  escape  the  observation 
of  men  in  society,  lead  us  to  many  complex 
general  notions ; such  ns  father,  brother, 
friend,  enemy,  master,  servant,  property, 
theft,  rebellion. 

The  terms  of  art  in  the  sciences  make 
another  class  of  general,  names  of  complex 
notions  ; as  in  mathematics,  axiom,  defini- 
tion, problem,  theorem,  demonstration. 

I do  not  attempt  a complete  enumeration 
even  of  the  classes  of  complex  general  con- 
ceptions. Those  I have  named  os  a speci- 
men, I think,  are  mostly  comprehended 
under  what  Mr  Locke  calls  mixed  modes 
and  relations;  which,  he  justly  observes, 
have  names  given  them  in  language,  in 
preference  to  innumerable  others  that  might 
l>e  formed  ; for  this  reason  only,  that  they 
are  useful  for  the  purpose  of  communicat- 
ing our  thoughts  by  language.  1 465] 

In  all  the  languages  of  mankind,  not  only 
the  writings  and  discourses  of  the  learned, 
but  the  conversation  of  the  vulgar,  is  almost 
entirely  made  up  of  general  words,  which 
are  the  signs  of  general  conceptions,  cither 
simple  or  complex.  And  in  every  language, 
we  find  the  terms  signifying  complex  no- 
tions to  be  such,  and  only  such,  as  the  use 
of  language  requires. 

There  remains  a very  large  claw?  of  com- 
plex general  terms,  on  which  I sliall  make 
Borne  observations;  I mean  those  by  which 
we  name  the  species,  genera,  and  tribes  of 
natural  substances. 

It  is  utility,  indeed,  that  lends  us  to  give 
[464—466*]  ' 


general  names  to  the  various  species  of  nn- 
tuml  substances ; but,  iu  combining  the 
attributes  which  are  included  under  the 
specific  name,  we  are  more  aided  and  di- 
rected by  nature  than  in  forming  other  com- 
binations of  mixed  modes  and  relations.  In 
the  last,  the  ingredients  are  brought  to- 
gether in  the  occurrences  of  life,  or  in  the 
actions  or  thoughts  of  men.  But,  in  the 
first,  the  ingredients  arc  united  by  nature  in 
many  individual  substances  which  Clod  has 
made.  We  form  a general  notion  of  those 
attributes  wherein  many  individuals  agree. 
We  give  a specific  name  to  this  combina- 
tion, which  name  is  common  to  all  sub- 
stances having  those  attributes,  which 
either  do  or  may  exist.  The  specific  name 
comprehends  neither  more  nor  fewer  attri- 
butes than  we  find  proper  to  put  into  its 
definition.  It  comprehends  not  time,  nor 
place,  nor  even  existence,  although  there 
can  be  no  individual  without  these. 

This  work  of  the  understanding  is  abso- 
lutely necessary  for  speaking  intelligibly  of 
the  productions  of  nature,  and  for  reaping 
the  benefits  we  receive,  and  avoiding  the 
dangers  we  are  exposed  to  from  them.  The 
individuals  are  so  many,  that  to  give  a 
proper  name  to  each  would  be  beyond  the 
power  of  language.  If  a good  or  bad  qua- 
lity was  observed  in  an  individual,  of  how 
small  use  would  this  be,  if  there  was  not  a 
species  in  which  the  same  quality  might  be 
expected ! [466] 

Without  some  general  knowledge  of  the 
qualities  of  natural  substances,  human  lile 
could  not  be  preserved.  And  there  can  be 
no  general  knowledge  of  this  kind  without 
reducing  them  to  species  under  specific 
names.  For  this  reason,  among  the  rudest 
nations,  we  find  names  for  fire,  water,  earth, 
air,  mountains,  fountains,  rivers;  for  the 
kinds  of  vegetables  they  use ; of  animals 
they  hunt  or  tame,  or  that  are  found  useful 
or  hurtful. 

Each  of  those  names  signifies  in  general 
a substance  having  a certain  combination  of 
attributes.  The  name,  therefore,  must  l e 
common  to  all  substances  in  which  those 
attributes  are  found. 

Such  general  names  of  substances  being 
found  in  all  vulgar  languages,  before  philo- 
sophers began  to  make  accurate  divisions 
and  less  obvious  distinctions,  it  is  not  to  be 
expected  that  their  meaning  should  be  more 
precise  than  is  necessary  for  the  common 
purposes  of  life. 

As  the  knowledge  of  nature  advances, 
more  species  of  uaturul  substances  are 
observed,  and  their  useful  qualities  dis- 
covered. In  order  that  this  important  part 
of  human  knowledge  may  be  communicated, 
nnd  handed  down  to  future  generations,  it 
is  not  sufficient  that  the  species  have  names. 
Such  is  the  fluctuating  stute  of  language 
S*  D 
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that  a general  name  will  not  always  retain 
the  same  precise  signification,  unless  it  have 
a definition  in  which  meu  are  disposed  tc 
acquiesce. 

There  was  undoubtedly  a great  fund  of 
natural  knowledge  among  the  Greeks  and 
Romans  in  the  time  of  Pliny.  There  is  a 
great  fund  in  his  Natural  History;  but 
much  of  it  is  lost  to  us— for  this  reason 
among  others,  that  we  know  not  what 
species  of  substance  he  means  by  suelt  a 
name. 

Nothing  could  have  prevented  this  loss 
but  an  accurate  definition  of  the  name,  by 
which  the  species  might  have  been  distin- 
guished from  all  others  as  long  as  that  name 
and  its  definition  remaim'd.  [46’7] 

To  prevent  such  loss  in  future  times, 
modern  philosophers  have  very  laudably 
attempted  to  give  names  and  accurate  defin- 
itions of  all  the  known  species  of  sub- 
stances wherewith  the  bountiful  Creator 
hath  enriched  our  globe. 

This  is  necessary,  in  order  to  form  a 
copious  and  distinct  language  concerning 
them,  aud,  consequently,  to  facilitate  our 
knowledge  of  them,  and  to  convey  it  to 
future  generations. 

Every  species  that  is  known  to  exist 
ought  to  have  a name  ; and  that  name 
ought  to  he  defined  by  such  attributes  as 
serve  best  to  distinguish  the  species  from 
all  others. 

Nature  invites  to  this  work,  by  having 
formed  things  so  as  to  make  it  both  easy 
and  important. 

For,  first,  We  perceive  numbers  of  indi- 
vidual substances  so  like  in  their  obvious 
qualities,  that  the  most  unimproved  tribes 
of  men  consider  them  as  of  one  species,  and 
give  them  one  common  name. 

Second't/ , The  more  latent  qualities  of 
substances  are  generally  the  same  in  all 
the  individuals  of  a species  ; so  that  what, 
by  observation  or  experiment,  is  found  in 
a few  individuals  of  a species,  is  presumed 
and  commonly  found  to  l>elong  to  the 
W’hole.  By  this  we  are  enabled,  from  par- 
ticular facta,  to  draw  gcueral  conclusions. 
This  kind  of  induction  is,  indeed,  the  mas- 
ter-key to  the  knowledge  of  Nature,  without 
which  we  could  form  no  general  conclu- 
sions in  that  branch  of  philosophy. 

And,  thirdly , By  the  very  constitution 
of  our  nature,  we  arc  led,  without  reason* 
ing,  to  ascril>e  to  the  whole  species  what 
we  have  found  to  belong  to  the  individuals. 
It  is  thus  we  come  to  know  that  fire  burns 
and  water  drowns ; that  liodies  gravitate 
and  bread  nourishes.  [4fi8] 

Tl»e  species  of  two  of  the  kingdoms  of 
Nature-  to  wit,  the  animal  and  the  vege- 
table— seem  to  he  fixed  by  Nature,  by  the 
jtower  they  have  of  producing  their  like. 
And,  in  these,  men,  in  all  ages  and  nations, 


have  accounted  the  parent  and  the  progeny 
of  the  same  species.  The  differences  among 
Naturalists,  with  regard  to  the  species  of 
these  two  kingdoms,  are  very  inconsider- 
able, and  may  be  occasioned  by  the  changes 
produced  by  soil,  climate,  and  culture,  and 
sometimes  hv  monstrous  productions,  which 
are  comparatively  rare. 

In  the  inanimate  kingdom  we  have  not 
the  same  means  of  dividing  tilings  into 
species,  and,  therefore,  the  limits  of  species 
seem  to  lie  more  arbitrary.  But,  from  the 
progress  already  made,  there  is  ground  to 
hope  that,  even  in  this  kingdom,  as  the 
knowledge  of  it  advances,  tho  various 
species  may  l»e  so  well  distinguished  and 
defined  as  to  answer  every  valuable  pur- 
|K)se. 

When  the  species  are  so  numerous  as  to 
burden  the  memory,  it  is  greatly  assisted 
by  distributing  them  into  genera,  the  pen  era 
into  tribes,  the  tribes  into  orders,  and  the 
orders  into  classes. 

Such  a regular  distribution  of  natural 
substances,  by  divisions  and  subdivisions, 
has  got  the  name  of  a system. 

It  is  not  a system  of  truths,  but  a system 
| of  general  terms,  with  their  definitions ; 

and  it  is  not  only  a great  help  to  memory, 
t hut  facilitates  very  much  the  definition  of 
the  terms.  For  the  definition  of  the  genus 
is  common  to  all  the  species  of  that  genus, 
and  so  is  understood  in  the  definition  of 
each  species,  without  the  trouble  of  repeti- 
tion. In  like  manner,  the  definition  of  a 
tribe  is  understood  in  the  definition  of  every 
genus,  and  every  species  of  that  tribe ; and 
the  same  may  he  said  of  every  superior 
division.  1409] 

The  effect  of  such  a systematical  distri- 
bution of  the  productions  of  Nature  is  seen 
in  our  systems  of  zoology,  botany,  and  min- 
eralogy ; in  which  a species  is  commonly 
defined  accurately  in  a line  or  two,  which, 
without  the  systematical  arrangement,  could 
hardly  be  defined  in  a page. 

With  regard  to  the  utility  of  systems  of 
this  kind,  men  have  gone  into  contrary  ex- 
tremes ; some  have  treated  them  with  con- 
tempt, as  a mere  dictionary  of  words ; 
others,  perhaps,  rest  in  such  systems  as  all 
that  is  worth  knowing  in  the  works  of 
j Nature. 

On  the  one  hand,  it  is  not  the  intention 
of  such  systems  to  communicate  all  that  is 
known  of  the  natural  productions  which 
they  describe.  The  properties  most  fit  for 
defining  and  distinguishing  the  several 
sjiecies,  are  not  always  those  that  are  most 
useful  to  ho  known.  To  discover  and  to 
communicate  the  uses  of  natural  substances 
in  life  and  in  the  arts,  is,  no  doubt,  that 
part  of  the  business  of  a naturalist  which  is 
the  most  important ; and  the  systematical 
arrangement  of  them  is  chiefly  to  lie  valued 
[4G7-4G9] 
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for  its  subserviency  to  this  end.  This  every 
judicious  naturalist  will  grant. 

hut,  on  the  other  hand,  the  labour  is  not 
to  be  despised,  by  which  the  road  to  :in  use- 
ful and  important  branch  of  knowledge  is 
made  easy  in  all  time  to  come;  especially 
when  this  labour  requires  both  extensive 
knowledge  and  great  abilities. 

The  talent  of  arranging  properly  and 
defining  accurately,  is  so  rare,  and  at  the 
same  time  so  useful,  that  it  may  very  justly 
be  considered  as  a proof  of  real  genius,  and 
as  entitled  to  a high  degree  of  praise.  There 
is  an  intrinsic  beauty  in  arrangement,  which 
captivates  the  mind,  and  gives  pleasure, 
even  abstracting  from  its  utility  ; as  in  most 
other  things,  so  in  this  particularly,  Nature 
has  joined  beauty  with  utility.  The  arrange- 
jneut  of  an  army  in  the  day  of  battle  is  a 
grand  spectacle.  The  same  men  crowded 
in  a fair,  have  no  such  effect.  It  is  not 
more  strange,  therefore,  that  some  men 
spend  their  days  in  studying  systems  of 
Nature,  than  that  other  men  employ  their 
lives  in  the  study  of  languages.  The  most 
important  end  of  those  systems,  surely,  is 
to  form  a copious  and  an  unambiguous  lan- 
guage concerning  the  productions  of  Nature, 
by  which  every  useful  discovery  concerning 
them  may  be  communicated  to  the  present, 
and  transmitted  to  all  future  generations, 
without  danger  of  mistake.  [47b] 

General  terms,  especially  such  as  are 
complex  in  their  signification,  will  never 
keep  one  precise  inclining,  without  accurate 
definition  ; and  accurate  definitions  of  such 
terms  can  in  no  way  be  formed  so  easily  and 
advantageously  as  by  reducing  the  things 
they  signify  into  a regular  system. 

Very  eminent  men  in  the  medical  profes- 
sion, in  order  to  remove  all  ambiguity  in 
the  names  of  diseases,  and  to  advance  the 
healing  art,  have,  of  late,  attempted  to  re- 
duce into  a systematical  order  the  diseases 
of  the  human  body,  and  to  give  distinct 
names  and  accurate  definitions  of  the  seve- 
ral species,  genera,  orders,  and  classes,  into 
w hich  they  distribute  them  ; and  I appre- 
hend that,  in  every  art  and  science,  where 
the  terms  of  the  art  have  any  ambiguity 
that  obstructs  its  progress,  this  method  will 
be  found  the  easiest  and  most  successful  for 
the  remedy  of  that  evil. 

It  were  even  to  be  wished  that  the  gene- 
ral terms  which  we  find  in  common  lan- 
guage, as  well  as  those  of  the  arts  and 
sciences,  could  be  reduced  to  a systematical 
arrangement,  and  defined  so  as  that  they 
might  he  free  from  ambiguity  ; but,  per- 
haps, the  obstacles  to  this  are  insurmount- 
able- 1 know  no  man  who  has  attempted  it 
but  Bishop  Wilkins  in  his  Essay  towards  a 
real  character  and  a philosophical  language.  • 


* In  this  attempt  Wilkin*  wu  preceded  by  our 
[470-472] 


The  attempt  was  grand,  and  worthy  of  a 
man  of  genius. 

The  formation  of  such  systems,  therefore, 
of  the  various  productions  of  Nature,  in- 
stead of  being  despised,  ought  to  be  ranked 
among  the  valuable  improvements  of  modern 
ages,  and  to  be  the  more  esteemed  that  its 
utility  reaches  to  the  most  distant  future 
times,  and,  like  the  invention  of  writing, 
serves  to  embalm  a most  important  branch 
of  human  knowledge,  and  to  preserve  it  from 
being  corrupted  or  lost.  [471  ] 

CHAPTER  V. 

OBSERVATIONS  CONCERNING  THE  NAMES  GIVEN 
TO  OUR  GENERAL  NOTIONS. 

Having  now  explained,  ns  well  as  I am 
able,  those  operations  of  the  mind  by  which 
we  analyse  the  objects  which  nature  pre- 
sents to  our  observation,  into  their  simple 
attributes,  giving  a general  name  to  each,  and 
by  which  we  combine  any  number  of  such 
attributes  into  one  whole,  and  give  a general 
name  to  that  combination,  I shall  offer  some 
observations  relating  to  our  general  notions, 
whether  simple  or  complex. 

I apprehend  that  the  names  given  to 
them  hy  modern  philosophers,  have  contri- 
buted to  darken  our  speculations  about  them, 
and  to  render  them  difficult  and  abstruse. 

We  call  them  general  notions,  concept 
tions,  ideas.  The  words  notion  and  con- 
ception, in  their  proper  and  most  common 
sense,  signify  the  act  or  operation  of  the 
mind  in  conceiving  an  object.  In  a figura- 
tive sense,  they  are  sometimes  put  for  the 
object  conceived.  And  1 think  they  arc 
rarely,  if  ever,  used  in  this  figurative  sense, 
except  when  we  speak  of  what  we  call 
general  notions  or  general  conceptions.  The 
word  idea,  ns  it  is  used  in  modern  times, 
has  the  same  ambiguity. 

Now,  it  is  only  in  the  last  of  these  senses, 
and  not  in  the  first,  that  wo  can  he  said  to 
have  general  notions  or  conceptions.  The 
generality  is  in  the  object  conceived,  and 
not  in  the  act  of  the  mind  by  which  it  is 
conceived.  Every  act  of  the  mind  is  an  in- 
dividual act,  which  does  or  did  exist.  [472 1 
But  wc  have  power  to  conceive  things  which 
neither  do  nor  ever  did  exist-  We  have 
power  to  conceive  attributes  without  regard 
to  their  existence.  The  conception  of  such 
an  attribute  is  a real  and  individual  act  of 
the  mind;  but  the  attribute  conceived  is 
common  to  many  individuals  that  do  or  may 
exist.  W e are  too  apt  to  confound  an  ob- 
ject of  conception  with  the  conception  of 

countryman  Dalgarno  ; and  from  Dalgarno  it  it 
highly  probable  that  Wilkins  borrowed  the  idea. 
Rut  even  Dalgarno  waa  not  the  first  who  conceived 
the  project.— H. 
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that  object.  But  the  danger  of  doing  this 
must  be  much  greater  when  the  object  of 
conception  is  called  a conception. 

The  Peripatetics  gave  to  such  objects  of 
conception  the  names  of  uuiver&als,  and  of 
prcdicnbles.  Those  names  had  no  ambi- 
guity, and  I think  were  much  more  fit  to 
express  what  was  meant  by  them  than  the 
names  we  use. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  I have  so  often 
used  the  word  attribute,  which  has  the  same 
meaning  with  predicable.  And,  for  the  same 
reason,  I have  thought  it  necessary  repeat- 
edly to  warn  the  reader,  that  when,  in  com- 
pliance with  custom,  I speak  of  general 
notions  or  general  conceptions,  I always 
! mean  things  conceived,  and  not  the  act  of 
the  mind  in  conceiving  them. 

« The  Pythagoreans  and  Platonists  gave 
the  name  of  ideas  to  such  general  objects  of 
conception,  and  to  nothing  else.  As  we 
borrowed  the  word  idea  from  them,  so  that 
it  is  now  familiar  in  all  the  languages  of 
Europe,  I think  it  would  have  been  happy 
if  we  had  also  borrowed  their  meaning,  and 
had  used  it  only  to  signify  what  they  meant 
by  it.  I apprehend  wo  want  an  unambigu- 
ous word  to  distinguish  things  barely  con- 
ceived from  things  that  exist.  If  the  word 
idea  was  used  for  this  purpose  only,  it  would 
be  restored  to  its  original  meaning,  and 
supply  that  want. 

We  may  surely  agree  with  the  Platonists 
in  the  meaning  of  the  word  idea , without 
adopting  their  theory  concerning  ideas.  We 
need  not  believe,  with  them,  that  ideas  are 
eternal  and  self-existeut,  and  that  they 
have  a more  real  existence  than  the  things 
we  see  and  feel.  [473] 

They  were  led  to  give  existence  to  ideas, 
from  the  common  prejudice  that  everything 
I which  is  an  object  of  conception  must 
really  exist ; and,  having  once  given  exist* 
ence  to  ideas,  the  rest  of  their  mysterious 
system  about  ideas  followed  of  course  ; for 
things  merely  conceived  have  neither  be- 
ginning nor  end,  time  nor  place  ; they  are 
subject  to  no  change  ; they  are  the  patterns 
and  exemplars  according  to  which  the 
Deity  made  everything  that  he  made ; for 
the  work  must  be  conceived  by  the  artificer 
before  it  is  made. 

These  are  undeniable  attributes  of  the 
ideas  of  Plato  ; and,  if  wo  add  to  them  that 
of  real  existence,  we  have  the  whole  myste- 
rious system  of  Platonic  ideas.  Take  away 
the  attribute  of  existence,  and  suppose 
them  not  to  bo  things  that  exist,  but 
things  that  are  barely  conceived,  and  all 
the  mystery  is  removed ; all  that  remains 
is  level  to  the  human  understanding. 

The  word  essence  came  to  be  much  used 
among  the  schoolmen,  and  what  the  Pla- 
tonists called  the  idea  of  a species,  they 
called  its  essence.  The  word  essentia  is 


said  to  have  been  made  by  Cicero  ; blit 
even  his  authority  could  not  give  it  cur- 
rency, until  long  after  his  time.  It  came 
at  last  to  be  used,  and  the  schoolmen  fell 
into  much  the  same  opinions  concerning 
essences,  as  the  Platonists  held  concerning 
ideas.  The  essences  of  things  were  held  to 
be  uncreated,  eternal,  and  ihunutablc. 

Mr  Locke  distinguishes  two  kinds  of 
essence,  the  real  and  the  nominal.  By  the 
real  essence,  he  means  the  constitution  of 
an  individual,  which  makes  it  to  be  what  it 
is.  This  essence  must  begin  and  end  with 
the  individual  to  which  it  belongs.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  a Platonic  idea.  But  what 
Mr  Locke  calls  the  nominal  essence,  is  the 
constitution  of  a species,  or  that  which 
makes  an  individual  to  be  of  such  a species ; 
and  this  is  nothing  but  that  combination  of 
attributes  which  is  signified  by  the  name  of 
the  species,  and  which  we  conceive  without 
regard  to  existence.  [474] 

The  essence  of  a species,  therefore,  is 
what  the  Platonists  called  the  idea  of  the 
species. 

If  the  word  Mea  be  restricted  to  the 
meaning  which  it  bore  among  the  Plato- 
nists and  Pythagoreans,  many  things  which 
Mr  Locke  has  said  with  regard  to  ideas 
will  be  just  and  true,  and  others  will  not. 

It  will  be  true  that  most  words  (in- 
deed all  general  words)  are  the  signs  of 
ideas ; but  proper  names  are  not : they 
signify  individual  things,  and  not  ideas.  It 
will  be  true  not  only  that  there  are  general 
and  abstract  ideas,  but  that  all  ideas  are 
general  and  abstract.  It  will  be  so  far 
from  the  truth,  that  all  our  simple  ideas 
arc  got  immediately,  either  from  sensation 
or  from  consciousness,  that  no  simple 
idea  is  got  by  either,  without  the  co-opera- 
tion of  other  powers.  The  objects  of  sense, 
of  memory,  and  of  consciousness,  are  not 
ideas  but  individuals  ; they  must  be  anal- 
ysed by  the  understanding  into  their  simple 
ingredients,  before  we  can  have  simple 
ideas  ; and  those  simple  ideas  must  be 
again  combined  by  the  understanding,  in 
distinct  parcels,  with  names  annexed,  in 
order  to  give  us  complex  ideas.  It  will  be 
probable  not  only  tliat  brutes  have  no  ab- 
stract ideas,  but  that  they  have  no  ideas  at  all- 

I shall  only  add  that  the  learned  author 
of  the  origin  aud  progress  of  language,  and, 
perhaps,  his  learned  friend,  Mr  Harris,  are 
the  only  modern  authors  I have  met  with 
who  restrict  the  word  idea  to  this  meaning. 
Their  acquaintance  with  ancient  philosophy 
led  them  to  this.  What  pity  is  it  that  a 
word  which,  in  ancient  philosophy,  had  a 
distinct  meaning,  and  which,  if  kept  to 
that  meaning,  would  have  been  a real  ac- 
quisition to  our  language,  should  be  used 
by  the  moderns  in  so  vague  and  ambiguous 
a manner,  that  it  is  more  apt  to  perplex 
[473,  474] 
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and  darken  our  speculations,  than  to  convey 
useful  knowledge  ! 

From  all  that  has  been  said  about  ab- 
stract and  general  conceptions,  I think  we 
may  draw  the  following  conclusions  con- 
cerning them.  1 475] 

First,  That  it  is  by  abstraction  that  the 
mind  is  furnished  with  all  its  most  simple 
and  most  distinct  notions.  The  simplest 
objects  of  sense  appear  both  complex  and 
indistinct,  until  by  abstraction  they  are 
analysed  into  their  more  simple  elements; 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  objects  of 
memory  and  of  consciousness. 

Secondly , Our  most  distinct  complex 
notions  are  thn*e  that  are  formed  by  com- 
pounding the  simple  notions  got  by  abstrac- 
tion. 

Thirdly , Without  the  powers  of  abstract- 
ing and  generalising,  it  would  be  impossible 
. to  reduce  things  into  any  order  and  method, 
by  dividing  them  into  genera  and  species. 

Fourthly , Without  those  powers  there 
could  he  no  definition  ; for  definition  can 
only  be  applied  to  universale,  and  no  indi- 
vidual can  he  defined. 

Fifthly , Without  abstract  and  general 
notions  there  cau  neither  be  reasoning  nor 
language. 

Sixthly , As  brute  anitnnis  shew  no  signs 
of  being  able  to  distinguish  the  various 
attributes  of  the  same  subject ; of  being 
able  to  class  things  into  genera  and  species ; 
to  define,  to  reason,  or  to  communicate 
their  thoughts  by  artificial  signs,  as  men 
do — I must  think,  with  Mr  Locke,  that  they 
have  not  the  powers  of  abstracting  and 
generalising,  and  that,  in  this  particular, 
nature  has  made  a specific  difference  be- 
tween them  and  the  human  species. 

CHAPTER  VI 

OPINIONS  OP  PHILOSOPHERS  ABOUT 
UNIVERSAL*. 

In  the  ancient  philosophy,  the  doctrine  of 
universal* — that  is,  of  tilings  which  we  ex- 
press by  general  terms — makes  a great  figu  re. 
The  ideas  of  the  Pythagoreans  and  Pla- 
tonists,  of  which  so  much  has  been  already 
said,  were  universal*.  [476]  All  science  is 
employed  about  universal*  as  its  object.  1 1 
was  thought  that  there  can  be  no  ►cience, 
unless  its  object  be  something  real  and 
immutable ; and  therefore  those  who  paid 
homage  to  truth  and  science,  maintained 
that  ideas  or  universale  have  a real  and 
immutable  existence. 

The  sceptics,  on  the  contrary,  (for  there 
were  sceptical  philosophers  in  those  early 
| days,)  maintained  that  all  things  are  mu- 
table and  in  a jnrpetual  fluctuation ; and, 
from  this  principle,  inferred  that  there  is 
[475-477] 


no  science,  no  truth  ; that  all  is  uncertain 
opinion. 

Plato,  and  his  masters  of  the  Pythagorean 
school,  yielded  this  with  regard  to  objects 
of  sense,  and  acknowledged  that  there  could 
be  no  science  or  certain  knowledge  con- 
cerning them.  But  they  held  that  there 
are  objects  of  intellect  of  a superior  order 
and  nature,  which  are  (termanent  and  im- 
mutable. These  are  ideas,  or  universal 
natures,  of  which  the  objects  of  sense  are 
only  the  images  and  shadows. 

To  these  ideas  they  ascribed,  as  I have 
already  observed,  the  most  maguiflcent 
attributes.  Of  man,  of  a rose,  of  a circle, 
and  of  every  species  of  things,  they  believed 
that  there  is  one  idea  or  form,  which  ex- 
isted from  eternity,  before  any  individual  of 
the  species  was  formed  ; that  this  idea  is 
the  exemplar  or  pattern,  according  to  which 
the  Deity  formed  the  individuals  of  the 
species  ; that  every  individual  of  the  species 
participates  of  this  idea,  which  constitutes 
its  essence ; and  that  this  idea  is  likewise 
an  object  of  the  human  intellect,  when,  by 
due  abstraction,  we  discern  it  to  be  one  in 
all  the  individuals  of  the  species. 

Thus  the  idea  of  every  Bpccies,  though 
one  and  immutable,  might  be  considered  in 
three  different  views  or  respects : fi rstt  As 
having  an  eternal  existence  before  there 
was  any  individual  of  the  species ; secondly , 
As  existing  in  every  individual  of  that  spe- 
cies, without  division  or  multiplication,  and 
making  the  essence  of  the  species  ; and, 
thirdly , Asan  object  of  intellect  and  of  science 
in  man.  [477] 

Such  I take  to  be  the  doctrine  of  Plato, 
as  far  as  I am  able  to  comprehend  it.  His 
disciple  Aristotle  rejected  the  first  of  these 
views  of  ideas  as  visionary,  but  differed 
little  from  his  master  with  regard  to  the 
two  last,  lie  did  not  admit  the  existence 
of  universal  natures  antecedent  to  the  ex- 
istence of  individuals  : but  he  held  that 
every  individual  consists  of  matter  and 
form  ; that  the  form  (which  I take  to  be 
what  Plato  calls  the  idea)  is  common  to  all 
the  individuals  of  the  species;  and  that  the 
human  intellect  is  fitted  to  receive  the  forms 
of  things  as  objects  of  contemplation.  Such 
profound  speculations  about  the  nature  of 
universals,  we  find  even  in  the  first  ages  of 
philosophy.*  1 wish  I could  make  thorn 
more  intelligible  to  myself  and  to  the  reader. 

The  division  of  universals  into  five 
classes— to  wit,  genus,  species,  specific  ' 
difference,  properties,  and  accidents— is 
likewise  very  ancient,  and  I conceive  was 
borrowed  by  the  Peripatetics  from  the 
Pythagorean  school.  + 

* Different  philoaophera  h<»*e  maintained  that 
Aristotle  was  a Realist,  a l nnccntualut,  and  a No. 
imnaliat,  in  the  strictest  *ciw. — H. 

f This  proceed*  on  the  »ni>f><»iti«n  that  the  •up. 
I'ooititioua  Pythagorean  treatise*  are  genuine.— H. 
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Porphyry  has  given  ns  a very  distinct 
treatise  upon  these,  as  an  introduction  to 
Aristotle's  categories.  But  lie  has  omitted 
the  intricate  metaphysical  questions  that 
were  agitated  about  their  nature  : such  as, 
whether  genera  and  species  do  really  exist 
in  nature,  or  whether  they  are  only  con- 
ceptions of  the  human  mind.  If  they  exist 
in  nature,  whether  they  are  corporeal  or 
incorporeal ; and  w hether  they  are  inherent 
in  the  objects  of  sense,  or  disjoined  from 
them.  These  questions,  he  tells  us,  for 
brevity's  sake,  he  omits,  because  they  are 
very  profound,  and  require  accurate  discus- 
sion. It  is  probable  that  these  questions 
exercised  the  w its  of  the  philosophers  till 
about  the  twelfth  century.  (478) 

About  that  time,  Roscclinus  or  Rusce- 
linuH,  the  master  of  the  famous  Abelard, 
introduced  a new  doctrine— that  there  is 
nothing  universal  but  words  or  names. 
For  this,  and  other  heresies,  he  was  much 
persecuted.  However,  by  his  eloquence 
and  abilities,  and  those  of  his  disciple  Abe- 
lard, the  doctrine  spread,  and  those  who 
followed  jt  were  called  Nominalists.*  His 
antagonists,  who  held  that  there  are  things 
that  are  really  universal,  were  called  Realists. 
The  scholastic  philosophers,  from  the  be- 
ginning of  the  twelfth  century,  were  divided 
into  these  two  sects.  Some  few  took  n 
middle  road  between  the  contending  parties 
That  universality  which  the  Realists  held 
to  be  in  things  themselves.  Nominalists  in 
names  only,  they  held  to  be  neither  in  things 
nor  in  names  only,  but  in  our  conceptions. 
On  this  account  they  were  called  Concep- 
tualists  : but,  being  exposed  to  the  batteries 
of  both  the  opposite  parties,  they  made  no 
great  figure. -f 

When  the  sect  of  Nomiualists  was  like 
to  expire,  it  received  new  life  and  spirit 
from  Occam,  the  disciple  of  Scotus,  in  the 
fourteenth  century.  Then  the  dispute  about 
universal,  a parte  rci,  was  revived  with 
the  greatest  animosity  in  the  schools  of 
Britain,  France,  and  Germany,  and  carried 
oil,  not  by  arguments  only,  but  by  bitter 
reproaches,  blows,  and  bloody  affrays,  until 
the  doctrines  of  Luther  and  the  other  Re- 
formers turned  the  attention  of  the  learned 
world  to  more  important  subjects. 

After  the  revival  of  learning,  Mr  Hobbes 
adopted  the  opinion  of  the  Nominalists.^ 

* Abelard  wu  not  a Nominal!*!  like  Itoacelinu* ; 
but  held  a doctrine,  intermediate  between  ahaoluto 
Nomination  nnd  Realism,  corresponding  to  the 
opinion  *ince  called  Conceptualism.  A flood  of  light 
I'M  been  thrown  upon  Abelard'*  doctrine*,  by  M. 
Cousin's  introduction  to  his  recent  publication  of 

the  unedited  work*  of  that  illustrious  thinker. 

H. 

t The  later  Nominalist*,  of  the  •» hnol  of  Occam, 
were  really  Conceptual  ist*  in  our  sente  ol  the  term, 

t HoU«c*  is  justly  Mid  by  I.eibniU  to  have  been 
Ik'mutHalibiu  uomiiKtitor.  Thtp  were  really 
C o neept  u a II*  U.  --  H 


‘‘  Human  Nature,”  chap  8,  § 0 — “It  is 
plain,  therefore,*' says  he,  “that  there  is  no- 
thing universal  but  names."  And  in  his 
“ Leviathan,”  part  i.  chap  4,  “ There  being 
nothing  universal  but  names,  proper  name** 
bring  to  mind  one  thing  only  ; universal* 
recall  any  one  of  many.” 

Mr  Locke,  according  to  the  division  l**- 
fore  mentioned,  I think,  may  be  accounted 
a Conceptual ist,  He  does  not  maintain 
tlmt  there  are  things  that  are  universal ; 
but  that  we  have  general  or  universal  ideas 
which  we  form  by  abstraction  ; and  this 
power  of  forming  abstract  and  general  ideas, 
he  conceives  to  lie  that  which  makes  the 
chief  distinction  in  point  of  understanding, 
between  men  and  brutes.  1478] 

Mr  Locke's  doctrine  about  abstraction 
lias  been  combated  by  two  very  powerful 
antagonists,  Bishop  Berkeley  and  M r II  ume, 

! who  have  taken  up  the  opinion  of  the  Nom- 
! inalists.  The  former  thinks,  “ That  the 
| opinion  that  the  mind  hath  a power  of  form- 
: ing  abstract  ideas  or  notions  of  things,  has 
i had  a chief  part  iu  rendering  speculation 
; intricate  aud  perplexed,  and  has  occasioned 
; innumerable  errors  and  difficulties  in  almost 
! all  parts  of  knowledge.”  That  “ abstract 
ideas  are  like  a fine  aud  subtile  net,  which 
has  miserably  perplexed  and  entangled  the 
minds  of  men,  with  this  peculiar  circum- 
! stance,  that  by  how  much  the  finer  and 
more  curious  was  the  wit  of  any  man,  by 
so  much  the  deeper  was  he  like  to  be  en- 
snared, and  faster  held  therein.”  That, 

| “ among  all  the  false  principles  that  have 
obtained  in  the  world,  there  is  none  hath  a 
i more  wide  influence  over  the  thoughts  of 
speculative  men,  than  this  of  abstract  gene- 
ral ideas.” 

The  good  bishop,  therefore,  in  twenty- 
four  pages  of  the  introduction  to  his  “ Prin- 
ciples of  Human  Knowledge,”  encounters 
this  principle  with  a zeal  proportioned  to 
his  apprehension  of  its  malignant  and  ex- 
tensivo  influence. 

That  the  zoal  of  the  sceptical  philosopher 
against  abstract  ideas  was  almost  equal  to 
that  of  the  bishop,  appears  from  his  words, 
“ Treatise  of  Human  Nature,”  Book  I. 
part  i.  § 7 : — “ A very  material  question 
has  been  started  concerning  abstract  or 
general  ideas — whether  they  be  general  or 
particular,  in  the  mind's  conceptionof  them. 
A great  philosopher”  (he  means  Dr  Berke- 
ley) “has  disputed  the  received  opinion  in 
this  particular,  and  has  asserted  that  all 
general  ideas  are  nothing  but  particular  ones 
annexed  to  a certain  term,  w hich  gives  them 
a more  extensive  signification,  and  makes 
them  recall,  upon  occasion,  other  individuals 
which  are  similar  to  them.  As  I look  upon 
this  to  he  one  of  the  greatest  and  most 
valuable  discoveries  that  have  been  made 
of  late  years  in  the  republic  of  letters,  1 
f 478.  478 1 
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■hall  here  endeavour  to  confirm  it  by  some 
arguments,  which,  I hope,  will  put  it  beyond 
all  doubt  and  controversy.”  [480] 

I shall  make  an  end  of  this  subject,  with 
some  reflections  on  what  has  been  said  upou 
it  by  these  two  eminent  philosophers. 

1.  First,  I apprehend  that  we  cannot, 
with  propriety,  be  said  to  have  abstract  and 
general  ideas,  either  in  the  popular  or  in  the 
philosophical  sense  of  that  word.  In  the 
popular  sense,  an  idea  is  a thought;  it  is 
the  act  of  the  mind  in  thinking,  or  in  con- 
ceiving any  object.  This  act  of  the  mind 
is  always  an  individual  act,  and,  therefore, 
there  can  be  no  general  idea  in  this  sense. 
In  the  philosophical  sense,  an  idea  is  an 
image  in  the  mind,  or  in  the  braiu,  which, 
in  Mr  Locke's  system,  is  the  immediate  ob- 
ject of  thought ; in  the  system  of  Berkeley 
und  lltnne,  the  only  object  of  thought.  I 
believe  there  arc  no  ideas  of  this  kind,  and, 
therefore,  no  abstract  general  ideas.  In- 
deed, if  there  were  really  such  images  in 
the  mind  or  in  the  brain,  they  could  not 
be  general,  because  everything  that  really 
exists  is  an  individual.  Uuiversals  are 
neither  acts  of  the  miud,  nor  images  in  the 
mind. 

As,  therefore,  there  are  no  general  ideas 
in  either  of  the  senses  iu  which  the  word 
idea  is  used  by  the  moderns,  Berkeley  and 
llume  have,  in  this  question,  an  advantage 
over  Mr  Locke ; and  their  arguments  against 
him  are  good  art  homincm.  They  saw 
farther  than  he  did  iuto  the  just  conse- 
quences of  the  hypothesis  concerning  ideas, 
which  was  common  to  them  aud  to  him ; 
und  they  reasoned  justly  from  this  hypo- 
thesis when  they  concluded  from  it,  that 
there  is  neither  a material  world,  nor  any 
such  pow’er  in  the  human  mind  as  tliat  of 
abstraction.  [481] 

A triangle,  in  general,  or  any  other  uni- 
versal, might  be  called  an  idea  by  a Pluto- 
uist ; but,  in  the  style  of  modern  philo- 
sophy, it  is  not  an  idea,  nor  do  we  ever 
ascribe  to  ideas  the  properties  of  triangles. 
It  is  never  said  of  any  idea,  that  it  has 
three  sides  and  three  angles.  YV e do  not 
speak  of  equilateral,  isosceles,  or  scalene 
ideas,  nor  of  right-angled,  acute-angled,  or 
obtuse-angled  ideas.  Aud,  if  these  attri- 
butes do  not  belong  to  ideas,  it  follows, 
necessarily,  that  a triangle  is  not  an  idea. 
The  same  reasoning  may  be  applied  to 
every  other  universal. 

Ideas  are  said  to  have  a real  existence  in 
the  mind,  at  least  while  we  think  of  them  ; 
but  universals  have  no  real  existence. 
When  we  ascribe  existence  to  them,  it  is 
not  an  existence  in  time  or  place,  but  exist- 
ence in  soir.e  individual  subject ; and  this 
existence  means  no  more  but  that  they  are 
truly  attributes  of  such  a subject.  Their 
existence  is  nothing  but  prcdicability,  or  the 
[490—492] 


capacity  of  being  attributed  to  a subject. 
The  name  of  predicables,  which  was  given 
them  in  ancient  philosophy,  is  that  which 
most  properly  expresses  their  nature. 

2.  I think  it  must  be  granted,  in  the 
second  place,  that  universals  cannot  be  the 
objects  of  imagination,  when  we  take  that 
word  in  its  strict  and  proper  sense.  “ I 
find,”  says  Berkeley,  “ I have  a faculty  of 
imagining  or  representing  to  myself  the 
ideas  of  those  particular  things  I have  per- 
ceived, and  of  variously  compounding  and 
dividing  them.  I can  imagine  a man  with 
two  heads,  or  the  upper  parts  of  a man 
joined  to  the  body  of  a horse.  I can  imagine 
the  hand,  the  eye,  the  nose,  each  by  itself, 
abstracted  or  separated  from  the  rest  of  the 
body.  But  then,  whatever  baud  or  eye  I 
imagine,  it  must  have  some  particular  shape 
or  colour.  Likewise,  the  idea  of  a man  that 
I frame  to  myself  must  be  cither  of  a white, 
or  a black,  or  a tawny  ; a straight  or  » 
crooked  ; a tall,  or  a low,  or  a middle-sized 
man.” 

I believe  every  man  will  find  in  himself 
what  this  ingenious  author  found — that  he 
cannot  imagine  a man  without  colour,  or 
stature,  or  shape.  [482] 

Imagination,  as  wc  before  observed,  pro- 
perly signifies  a conception  of  the  appear- 
ance an  object  would  make  to  the  eye  it 
actually  seen.*  An  universal  is  not  an 
object  of  any  external  sense,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  imagined ; but  it  may  be  dis- 
tinctly conceived.  When  Mr  Pope  says, 
“ The  proper  study  of  mankind  is  man,”  I 
conceive  his  meaning  distinctly,  though  I 
neither  imagine  a black  or  a white,  a 
crooked  or  a straight  man.  The  distinction 
bet  ween  conception  and  imagination  is  real, 
though  it  be  too  often  overlooked,  and  the 
words  taken  to  be  synonimous.  I can  cou- 
ceive  a thing  that  is  impossible,-!-  but  I 
cannot  distinctly  imagine  a thing  that  is 
imi>ossible.  I can  conceive  a proposition  or 
a demonstration,  but  I cannot  imagino 
cither.  I can  conceive  understanding  and 
will,  virtue  and  vice,  and  other  attributes  of 
mind,  but  I cannot  imagine  them.  In  liko 
manner,  I can  distinctly  conceive  uni- 
versale, but  I cannot  imagine  them.£ 

As  to  the  manner  how  we  conceive  unw 
versals,  I confess  my  ignorance.  I know 
not  how  I hear,  or  see,  or  remember,  and 
os  little  do  I know-  how  I conceive  things 
that  have  no  existence.  In  all  our  original 


* See  above,  p.  3WJ,  a.  rune. — H. 
f See  above,  p.  377,  b,  note. — H. 

X Imagination  and  Conception  are  distinguished, 
but  the  latter  ought  not  to  be  used  in  the  vague  and 
extensive  sigmfk  ation  of  Held.  The  discrimination 
in  question  u best  made  in  the  German  language  of 
philosophy,  where  the  terms  Bconflc  (Conceptions) 
are  strongly  contrasted  with  Anschnnu/tf/cn  (Intui- 
tions), Widen  (Im  «ges),  Ac  See  above,  p.3fi0, a, note 
t ; i».  3t*>,  b,  note  j.  The  reader  may  comp.ire 
Stewart's*'  E ementi,"  1.  p.  IWJ.— H. 
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faculties,  the  fabric  and  manner  of  operation 
is,  I apprehend,  beyond  our  comprehension, 
and  perhaps  is  perfectly  understood  by  him 
only  who  made  them. 

But  we  ought  not  to  deny  a fact  of  which 
we  are  conscious,  though  we  know  not  how 
it  is  brought  about.  And  I think  we  may 
be  certain  that  universal  are  not  conceived 
by  means  of  images  of  them  in  our  minds, 
because  there  can  be  no  image  of  an  uni- 
versal. 

3.  It  seems  to  me,  that  on  this  question 
Mr  Locke  and  his  two  antagonists  have 
divided  the  truth  between  them.  He  saw 
very  clearly,  that  the  power  of  forming  ab- 
stract and  general  conceptions  is  one  of  the 
most  distinguishing  powers  of  the  human 
mind,  and  puts  a specific  difference  between 
man  and  the  brute  creation.  But  he  did 
not  see  that  this  power  is  perfectly  irrecon- 
eiluahle  to  his  doctrine  concerning  ideas. 
14«3J 

His  opponents  saw  this  inconsistency  ; 
hut,  instead  of  rejecting  the  hypothesis  of 
ideas,  they  explain  away  the  power  of  ab- 
straction, and  leave  no  specific  distinction 
between  the  humau  understanding  and  that 
of  brutes. 

4.  Berkeley,*  in  his  reasoning  against 
abstract  general  ideas,  seems  unwillingly 
or  unwarily  to  grant  all  that  is  necessary 
to  support  abstract  and  general  concep- 
tions. 

u A man,”  he  says,  “ may  consider  a 
figure  merely  as  triangular,  without  attend- 
ing to  the  particular  qualities  of  the  angles, 
or  relations  of  the  sides.  So  far  he  may 
abstract.  But  this  will  never  prove  that 
he  can  frame  an  abstract  general  inconsist- 
ent idea  of  a triangle.” 

If  a man  may  consider  a figure  merely 
ns  triangular,  he  must  have  some  concep- 
tion of  this  object  of  his  consideration  ; for 
no  man  can  consider  a thing  which  he  does 
not  conceive.  He  has  a conception,  there- 
fore, of  a triangular  figure,  merely  as  such. 

I know  no  more  that  is  meaut  by  an  abstract 
general  conception  of  a triangle. 

He  that  considers  a figure  merely  as  tri- 
angular,  must  understand  what  is  meant  by 
the  word  triangular.  If,  to  the  conception 
he  joins  to  this  word,  he  adds  any  particu- 
lar quality  of  angles  or  relation  of  sides,  he 
misunderstands  it,  and  does  not  consider 
the  figure  merely  as  triangular.  Whence, 
I think,  it  is  evident,  that  he  who  considers 
a figure  merely  as  triangular  must  have  the 
conception  of  a triangle,  abstracting  from 
any  quality  of  angles  or  relatiou  of  sides. 

The  Bishop,  in  like  manner,  grants, 
“ That  wo  may  consider  Fctcr  so  far  forth 
as  man,  or  so  far  forth  as  animal,  without 


framing  the  forementioned  abstract  idea,  in 
as  much  as  all  that  is  perceived  is  not 
considered.”  It  may  here  be  observed, 
that  he  who  considers  Peter  so  far  forth  as 
man,  or  so  far  forth  as  animal,  must  con- 
ceive the  meaning  of  those  abstract  genera 
words  man  and  animaly  and  he  who  con- 
ceives the  meaning  of  them  has  an  abstract 
general  conception.  [484] 

From  these  concessions,  one  would  be 
apt  to  conclude  that  the  Bishop  thinks  that 
we  can  abstract,  but  that  we  cannot  frame 
abstract  ideas  ; and  in  this  I should  agree 
with  him.  But  I cannot  reconcile  his  con- 
cessions with  the  general  principle  he  lavs 
down  before.  “ To  be  plain,”  says  he,  “ I 
deny  that  I can  abstract  one  from  another, 
or  conceive  separately  those  qualities  which 
it  is  impossible  should  exist  so  separated.” 
This  appears  to  me  inconsistent  with  the 
concessions  above  mentioned,  and  incon- 
sistent with  experience. 

If  we  can  consider  a figure  merely  as 
triangular,  without  attending  to  the  parti- 
cular quality  of  the  angles  or  relation  of  the 
sides,  this,  I think,  is  conceiving  separately 
things  which  cannot  exist  so  separated: 
for  surely  a triangle  cannot  exist  without 
a particular  quality  of  angles  and  relation 
of  sides.  And  it  is  well  known,  from  ex- 
perience, that  a man  may  have  a distinct 
conception  of  a triangle,  without  having 
any  conception  or  knowledge  of  many  of 
the  properties  without  which  a triangle 
cannot  exist. 

Let  us  next  consider  the  Bishop's  notion 
of  generalising.*  He  does  not  absolutely 
deny  that  there  are  general  ideas,  but  only 
tliat  there  are  abstract  general  ideas.  “An 
idea,”  he  says,  “ which,  considered  in  it- 
self, is  particular,  becomes  general,  by  be- 
ing made  to  represent  or  stand  for  all  other 
particular  ideas  of  the  same  sort  To  mako 
this  plain  by  an  example : Suppose  a geo- 
metrician is  demonstrating  the  method  of 
cutting  a line  in  two  equal  parts.  He 
draws,  for  instance,  a black  line,  of  an  inch 
in  length.  This,  which  is  in  itself  a parti- 
cular line,  is,  nevertheless,  with  regard  to 
its  signification,  general ; since,  as  it  is 
there  used,  it  represents  all  particular  lines 
whatsoever ; so  that  what  is  demonstrated 
of  it,  is  demonstrated  of  all  lines,  or,  in 
other  words,  of  a line  in  general.  And  as 
that  particular  line  becomes  general  by  be- 
ing made  a sign,  so  the  name  lint , which, 
taken  absolutely,  is  particular,  by  being  a 
sigu,  is  made  general.”  [485] 

Here  I observe,  tliat  when  a particular 
idea  is  made  a sign  to  represent  and  stand 
for  all  of  a sort,  this  supposes  a distinction 
of  things  into  sorts  or  species.  To  bo  of  a 
sort  implies  having  those  attributes  which 


* See  Stewart.  (EUmcnli,  U p.  IS5.)— H. 
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characterise  the  sort,  and  are  common  to 
all  the  individuals  that  belong  to  it.  There 
cannot,  therefore,  be  a sort  without  general 
attributes,  nor  can  there  be  any  conception 
of  a sort  without  a conception  of  those 
general  attributes  which  distinguish  it  The 
conception  of  a sort,  therefore,  is  an  ab- 
stract general  conception. 

The  particular  idea  cannot  surely  be  made 
a sign  of  a thing  of  which  we  have  no  con- 
ception. I do  not  say  that  you  must  have 
an  idea  of  the  sort,  but  surely  you  ought 
to  understand  or  conceive  what  it  means, 
when  you  make  a particular  idea  a repre- 
sentative of  it ; otherwise  your  particular 
idea  represents,  you  know  not  what. 

When  I demonstrate  auy  general  pro- 
perty of  a triangle,  such  as,  that  the  three 
angles  are  equal  to  two  right  angles,  I must 
understand  or  conceive  distinctly  what  is 
common  to  all  triangles.  I must  distinguish 
the  common  attributes  of  all  triangles  from 
those  wherein  particular  triangles  may  differ. 
And,  if  I conceive  distinctly  what  is  common 
to  all  triangles,  without  confounding  it  with 
what  is  not  so,  this  is  to  form  a general  con- 
ception of  a triangle.  And  without  this,  it 
is  impossible  to  know  that  the  demonstra- 
tion extends  to  all  triangles. 

The  Bishop  takes  particular  notice  of  this 
argument,  and  makes  this  answer  to  it : — 
•*  Though  the  idea  I have  in  view,  whilst 
1 make  the  demonstration,  be,  for  instance, 
that  of  an  isosceles  rectangular  triangle, 
whose  sides  are  of  a determinate  length,  I 
may  nevertheless  be  certain  that  it  extends 
to  all  other  rectilinear  triangles,  of  what 
sort  or  bigness  soever;  and  that  because 
neither  the  right  angle,  nor  the  equality  or 
determinate  length  of  the  sides,  are  at  all 
concerned  in  the  demonstration.”  [486] 

But,  if  he  do  not,  in  the  idea  he  has  in 
view,  clearly  distinguish  what  is  common 
to  all  triangles  from  what  is  not,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  discern  whether  something 
that  is  not  common  be  concerned  in  the 
demonstration  or  not.  In  order,  therefore, 
to  perceive  that  the  demonstration  extends 
to  all  triangles,  it  is  necessary  to  have  a 
distinct  conception  of  what  is  common  to 
all  triangles,  excluding  from  that  concep- 
tion all  that  is  not  common.  And  this  is 
all  I understand  by  an  abstract  general 
conception  of  a triangle. 

Berkeley  catches  an  advantage  to  his  side 
of  the  question,  from  what  Mr  Locke  ex- 
presses (too  Strongly  indeed)  of  the  difficulty 
of  framing  abstract  general  ideas,  and  the 
pains  and  skill  necessary  for  that  purpose. 
From  which  the  Bishop  infers,  that  a thing 
so  difficult  cannot  be  necessary  for  com- 
munication by  language,  which  is  so  easy 
and  familiar  to  all  sorts  of  men. 

There  may  be  some  abstract  and  general 
conceptions  that  are  difficult,  or  oven  be- 
[486-488] 


yond  the  reach  of  persons  of  weak  under- 
standing ; but  there  are  innumerable  which 
are  not  beyond  the  reach  of  children.  It 
is  impossible  to  learn  language  without 
acquiring  general  conceptions;  for  there 
cannot  be  a single  sentence  without  them, 
I believe  the  forming  these,  and  being  able 
to  articulate  the  sounds  of  language,  make 
up  the  whole  difficulty  that  children  find  in 
learning  language  at  first. 

But  this  difficulty,  we  see,  they  are  able 
to  overcome  so  early  as  not  to  remember 
the  (tains  it  cost  them.  They  have  the 
strongest  inducement  to  exert  all  their 
labour  and  skill,  in  order  to  understand 
and  to  be  understood;  and  they  no  doubt 
<*0  80.  [487] 

The  labour  of  forming  abstract  notions,  is 
the  labour  of  learning  to  speak,  and  to 
understand  what  is  spoken.  As  the  words 
of  every  language,  excepting  a few  proper 
names,  are  general  words,  the  minds  of 
children  arc  furnished  with  general  con- 
ceptions, in  proportion  as  they  learn  the 
meaning  of  general  words.  I believe  most 
men  have  hardly  any  general  notions  but 
those  which  are  expressed  by  the  general 
words  they  hear  and  use  in  conversation. 
The  meaning  of  some  of  these  is  learned 
by  a definition,  which  at  once  conveys  a 
distinct  and  accurate  general  conception. 
The  meaning  of  other  general  words  we 
collect,  by  a kind  of  induction,  from  the 
way  in  which  we  see  them  used  on  various 
occasions  by  those  who  understand  the 
language.  Of  these  our  conception  is  often 
less  distinct,  and  in  different  persons  is 
perhaps  not  perfectly  the  same. 

“ Is  it  not  a hard  thing,”  says  the  Bishop, 
“ that  a couple  of  children  cannot  prate  to- 
gether of  their  sugar-plumbs  and  rattles, 
and  the  rest  of  their  little  trinkets,  till  they 
have  first  tacked  together  numberless  in- 
consistencies, and  so  formed  in  their  minds 
abstract  general  ideas,  and  annexed  them 
to  every  common  name  they  make  use  of  ?” 

However  hard  a thing  it  may  be,  it  is  an 
evident  truth,  that  a couple  of  children, 
even  about  their  sugar- plumbs  and  their 
rattles,  cannot  prate  so  as  to  understand 
and  be  understood,  until  they  have  learned 
to  conceive  the  meaning  of  many  general 
words—  aud  this,  I think,  is  to  have  general 
conceptions. 

5.  Having  considered  the  sentiments  of 
Bishop  Berkeley  on  this  subject,  let  us 
next  attend  to  those  of  Mr  Hume,  as  they 
are  expressed  Part  I.  § 7>  44  Treatise  of 
Human  Nature.”  He  agrees  perfectly 
with  the  Bishop,  “ That  all  general  ideas 
are  nothing  but  particular  ones  annexed  to 
a certain  term,  which  gives  them  a more 
extensive  signification,  and  makes  them 
recall,  upon  occasion,  other  individuals  which 
arc  similar  to  them.  [488]  A particular 
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idea  becomeo  general,  by  being  annexed  to 
a general  term  ; that  is,  to  a term,  which, 
from  a customary  conjunction,  has  a rela- 
tion to  many  other  particular  ideas,  and 
readily  recalls  them  in  the  imagination. 
Abstract  ideas  arc  therefore  in  themselves 
individual,  however  they  may  become  general 
in  their  representation.  The  image  iu  the 
mind  is  only  that  of  a particular  object, 
though  the  application  of  it  in  our  reason- 
ing be  the  same  as  if  it  was  universal.” 

Although  Mr  Ilume  looks  upon  this  to 
he  oue  of  the  greatest  and  most  valuable 
discoveries  that  has  been  made  of  late  years 
in  the  republic  of  letters,  it  appears  to  be 
no  other  than  the  opinion  of  the  nomitial- 
ists,  about  which  so  much  disputo  was 
held  from  the  begiuning  of  the  twelfth 
century  down  to  the  Reformation,  ami 
which  was  afterwards  supported  by  Mr 
Hobbes.  1 shall  briefly  consider  the  argu- 
ments by  which  Mr  Hume  hopes  to  have 
put  it  beyond  all  doubt  and  controversy. 

First , He  endeavours  to  prove,  by  three 
arguments,  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to 
conceive  any  qunntity  or  quality,  without 
funning  a precise  notion  of  its  degrees. 

This  is  indeed  a great  undertaking ; but, 
if  he  could  prove  it,  it  is  not  sufficient  for 
his  purpose — for  two  reasons. 

Ftrsi,  Because  there  are  many  attributes 
of  things,  besides  quantity  and  quality  ; and 
it  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  prove  that  it 
is  impossible  to  cos  ceivc  any  attribute, 
without  forming  a precise  notion  of  its 
degree.  Each  of  the  ten  categories  of 
Aristotle  is  a genus,  and  may  be  an  attri- 
bute. And,  if  he  should  prove  of  two  of 
them— to  wit,  quantity  and  quality—  that 
there  cau  be  no  general  conception  of  them  ; 
there  remain  eight  behind,  of  which  this 
must  be  proved.  [489] 

The  other  reason  is,  because,  though  it 
were  impossible  to  conceive  any  quantity 
or  quality,  without  forming  a precise  notion 
of  its  degree,  it  does  uot  follow  that  it  is 
impossible  to  have  a general  conception 
even  of  quantity  and  quality.  The  con- 
ception of  a pound  troy  is  the  conception 
of  a quantity,  and  of  the  precise  degree  of 
that  quantity  ; but  it  is  an  abstract  general 
conception  notwithstanding,  because  it  may 
be  the  attribute  of  many  individual  bodies, 
and  of  many  kinds  of  bodies.  He  ought, 
therefore,  to  have  proved  that  we  cannot 
conceive  quantity  or  quality,  or  any  other 
attribute,  without  joining  it  inseparably  to 
some  individual  subject. 

This  remains  to  be  proved,  which  will  be 
found  no  easy  matter.  For  instance,  I 
conceive  what  is  meant  by  a Japanese  as 
distinctly  as  what  is  meant  by  an  English- 
man or  a Frenchman.  It  is  true,  n Japan- 
ese is  neither  quantity  nor  quality,  but  it 
is  an  attribute  common  to  even*  individual 


of  a populous  nation.  I never  saw  an  in- 
dividual of  that  nation  ; and,  if  1 can  trust 
my  consciousness,  the  general  term  does 
not  lead  me  to  imagine  one  individual  of 
the  sort  as  a representative  of  all  others. 

Though  Mr  Hume,  therefore,  undertakes 
much,  yet,  if  he  could  prove  all  he  under- 
takes to  prove,  it  would  by  no  means  bo 
sufficient  to  shew  that  we  have  no  abstract 
general  conceptions. 

Passiug  this,  let  us  attend  to  his  argu- 
ments for  proving  this  extraordinary  posi- 
tion, that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  any 
quantity  or  quality,  without  forming  a pre- 
cise notion  of  its  degree. 

The  first  argument  is,  that  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  distinguish  things  that  are  not  ac- 
tually separable.  “ The  precise  length  of 
a line  is  not  different  or  distinguishable 
from  the  line.”  [490] 

1 have  before  endeavoured  to  shew',  that 
things  inseparable  in  their  nature  may  be 
distinguished  in  our  conception.  And  we 
need  go  no  farther  to  be  convinced  of  this, 
than  the  instance  here  brought  to  prove 
the  contrary.  The  precise  length  of  a line, 
he  says,  is  not  distinguishable  from  the 
line.  When  1 say,  This  is  a tine , I say  and 
mean  one  thing.  When  I say,  It  is  a hue 
of  three  inches,  I say  and  mean  another 
thing.  If  this  be  not  to  distinguish  the 
precise  length  of  the  line  from  the  line,  I 
know  not  what  it  is  to  distinguish. 

Second  argument. — “ Every  object  of 
sense — that  is,  every  impression — is  an  in- 
dividual, having  ite  determinate  degrees  of 
quantity  and  quality.  But  whatever  is 
true  of  the  impression  is  true  of  the  idea, 
as  they  differ  in  nothing  but  their  strength 
and  vivacity.” 

The  conclusion  in  this  argument  is,  in- 
dit'd, justly  drawn  from  the  promise*.  If 
it  be  true  that  ideas  differ  in  nothing  from 
objects  of  sense,  but  in  strength  and  viva- 
city, os  it  must  be  granted  tliat  all  the  ob- 
jects of  sense  are  individuals,  it  will  cer- 
tainly follow'  that  all  ideas  are  individuals. 
Granting,  therefore,  the  justness  of  this 
conclusion,  1 beg  leave  to  draw  two  other 
conclusions  from  the  same  premises,  which 
will  follow  no  less  necessarily. 

First,  If  ideas  differ  from  the  objects  of 
sense  only  in  strength  and  vivacity,  it  will 
follow,  that  the  idea  of  a lion  is  a lion  of 
less  strength  and  vivacity.  And  hence  may 
arise  a very  important  question,  Whether 
the  idea  of  a lion  may  not  tear  in  pieces, 
and  devour  the  ideas  of  sheep,  oxen,  anil 
horst's,  aud  even  of  men,  women,  and 
children  ? 

Secondly,  If  ideas  differ  only  in  strength 
and  vivacity  from  the  objects  of  sense,  it 
will  follow-  that  objects  merely  conceived, 
are  not  ideas ; for  such  objects  differ  from 
the  objects  of  sense  in  respects  of  a very 
[489,  490 ’ 
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different  nature  from  strength  and  vivacity. 
[411 1 J E very  object  of  sense  must  have  a 
real  existence,  and  lime  and  place.  But 
things  merely  conceived  may  neither  have 
existence,  nor  time  nor  place ; and,  there- 
fore, though  there  should  be  no  abstract 
ideas,  it  does  not  follow  that  things  abstract 
and  general  may  not  be  conceived. 

The  third  argument  is  this: — “ It  is  a 
principle  generally  received  in  philosophy, 
that  everything  in  nature  is  individual ; and 
tliat  it  is  utterly  absurd  to  suppose  a tri- 
angle really  existent  which  has  no  precise 
proportion  of  sides  nnd  angles.  If  this, 
therefore,  be  absurd  in  fact  and  reality,  it 
must  be  absurd  in  idea,  since  nothing  of 
which  we  can  form  a clear  and  distinct 
idea  is  absurd  or  impossible.” 

I acknowledge  it  to  be  impossible  that  a 
triangle  should  really  exist  which  has  no 
precise  proportion  of  sules  and  angles  ; and 
impossible  that  any  being  should  exist 
which  is  not  an  individual  being ; for,  1 
think,  a being  and  an  individual  being 
mean  the  same  thing : but  that  there  can  j 
be  no  attributes  common  to  many  indivi- 
duals 1 do  not  acknowledge.  Thus,  to 
many  figures  that  really  exist  it  may  be 
common  that  they  are  triangles ; and  to 
many  bodies  that  exist  it  may  be  common 
that  they  are  fluid.  Triangle  and  fluid  are 
not  beings,  they  are  attributes  of  beings. 

As  to  the  principle  here  assumed,  that 
nothing  of  which  we  can  form  a clear  and 
distinct  idea  is  absurd  or  impossible,  I refer 
to  what  was  said  upon  it,  clmp.  3,  Essay 
1 V.  It  is  evident  that,  in  every  mathema- 
tical demonstration,  ad  abiun/utny  of  which 
kind  almost  one-half  of  mathematics  con- 
tests, we  are  required  to  suppose,  and,  con- 
sequently, to  conceive,  a thing  that  is  im- 
(Missible.  From  that  supposition  we  reason, 
until  we  come  to  a conclusion  that  is  not 
only  impossible  but  nbsurd.  From  this  we 
infer  that  the  proposition  supposed  at  first 
is  impossible,  and,  therefore,  that  its  con- 
tradictory is  true.  [4112] 

As  this  is  the  nature  of  all  demonstra- 
tions, ad  ausurdunty  it  is  evident,  (I  do  not 
ray  that  we  can  have  a clear  and  distiuct 
idea,)  but  that  we  can  clearly  and  distinctly 
conceive  things  impossible. 

The  rest  of  Mr  Hume's  discourse  upon 
this  subject  is  employed  in  explaining  how 
an  individual  idea,  annexed  to  a general 
term,  may  serve  all  the  purposes  in  reason- 
ing which  have  been  ascribed  to  abstract 
general  ideas 

“ When  we  have  found  a resemblance 
among  several  objects  tliat  often  occur  to 
us,  we  apply  the  same  name  to  all  of  them, 
whatever  differences  we  may  observe  in  the 
degrees  of  their  quantity  and  quality,  and 
whatever  other  differences  may  appear 
among  them.  After  we  have  acquired  a 
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custom  of  this  kind,  the  hearing  of  that 
name  revives  the  idea  of  one  of  these  ob- 
jects, and  makes  the  imagination  conceive 
it,  with  all  its  circumstances  and  propor- 
tions." But,  along  with  this  idea,  there  is 
a readiness  to  survey  any  other  of  the  indi- 
viduals to  which  the  name  belongs,  and  to 
observe  that  no  conclusion  be  formed  con- 
trary to  any  of  them.  If  any  such  conclu- 
sion is  formed,  those  individual  ideas  which 
contradict  it  immediately  crowd  in  upon  us, 
and  make  us  perceive  the  falsehood  of  the 
proposition.  If  the  mind  suggests  not  al- 
ways these  ideas  upon  occasion,  it  proceeds 
from  some  imperfection  in  its  faculties ; 
and  such  a one  as  is  often  the  source  of 
false  reasoning  and  sophistry. 

This  is,  in  substance,  the  way  in  which 
he  accounts  for  what  he  calls  “ the  forc- 
going  paradox,  that  some  ideas  are  parti- 
cular iu  their  nature,  but  general  in  their 
representation."  Upon  this  account  I shall 
make  some  remarks.  [4931 

1.  He  allows  that  we  find  a resemblance 
among  several  objects,  and  such  a resem- 
blance as  leads  us  to  apply  the  same  name 
to  all  of  them.  This  concession  is  suffi- 
cient to  shew  that  we  have  general  concep- 
tions. There  can  be  no  resemblance  in 
objects  tliat  have  no  common  attribute; 
and,  if  there  be  attributes  belonging  in  com- 
mon to  several  objects,  and  in  man  a fa- 
culty to  observe  and  conceive  these,  and  to 
give  names  to  them,  this  is  to  have  general 
conceptions. 

I believe,  indeed,  we  may  have  an  indis- 
tinct perception  of  resemblance  without 
knowing  wherein  it  lies.  Thus,  I may  sec 
a resemblance  between  one  face  and  au- 
otlier,  when  1 cannot  distinctly  say  in  wliat 
feature  they  resemble ; but,  by  analysing 
the  two  faces,  and  comparing  feature  with 
feature,  I may  form  a distinct  notion  of 
that  which  is  common  to  both.  A painter, 
being  accustomed  toon  analysis  of  this  kind, 
would  have  formed  a distiuct  notion  of  this 
resemblance  at  first  sight ; to  another  man 
it  may  require  some  attention. 

There  is,  therefore,  an  indistinct  notion 
of  resemblance  when  we  compare  the  objects 
only  in  gross : and  this  1 believe  brute  ani- 
mals may  have.  There  is  also  a distinct 
notion  of  resemblance  when  we  analyse  the 
objects  into  their  different  attributes,  nnd 
perceive  them  to  agree  In  some  while  they 
differ  in  others.  It  is  in  this  case  only  that 
we  give  a name  to  the  attributes  wherein 
they  agree,  which  must  be  a common  name, 
because  the  thing  signified  by  it  is  common. 
Thus,  when  I compare  cubes  of  different 
matter,  I perceive  them  to  have  this  attri- 
bute in  common,  that  they  are  compre- 
hended under  six  equal  squares,  and  this 
attribute  only  is  signified  by  applying  the 
name  of  cube  to  them  all.  When  I coni 
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pare  clean  linen  with  snow,  I perceive  them 
to  agree  in  colour ; and  when  I apply  the 
name  of  white  to  both,  this  name  signifies 
neither  snow  nor  clean  linen,  but  the  attri- 
bute  which  is  common  to  both. 

2.  The  author  says,  that  when  we  have 
found  a resemblance  among  several  objects, 
we  apply  the  same  name  to  all  of  them. 
(494] 

It  must  here  be  observed,  that  there  arc 
two  kinds  of  names  which  the  author  seems 
to  confound,  though  they  are  very  different 
in  nature,  and  in  the  power  they  have  in 
language.  There  are  proper  names,  and 
there  are  common  names  or  appellatives. 
The  first  are  the  names  of  individuals.  The 
same  proper  name  is  never  applied  to 
several  individuals  on  account  of  their  simi- 
litude, because  the  very  intention  of  a pro- 
per name  is  to  distinguish  one  individual 
from  all  others ; and  hence  it  is  a maxim 
in  grammar  that  proper  names  have  no 
plural  number.  A proper  name  signifies 
nothing  but  the  individual  whose  name  it 
is ; and,  when  we  apply  it  to  the  individual, 
we  neither  affirm  nor  deny  anything  con- 
cerning him. 

A common  name  or  appellative  is  not  the 
name  of  any  individual,  but  a general  term, 
signifying  something  that  is  or  may  be 
common  to  several  individuals.  Common 
names,  therefore,  signify  common  attri- 
butes. Thus,  when  I apply  the  name  of 
son  or  brother  to  several  persons,  this  sig- 
nifies and  affirms  that  this  attribute  is 
common  to  all  of  them. 

From  this,  it  is  evident  that  the  apply- 
ing the  same  name  to  several  individuals 
on  account  of  their  resemblance,  can,  in 
consistence  with  grammar  and  common 
sense,  mean  nothing  else  than  the  express- 
ing, by  a general  term,  something  that  is 
common  to  those  individuals,  and  which, 
therefore,  may  be  truly  affirmed  of  them  all. 

3.  The  author  says,  “ It  is  certain  that 
we  form  the  idea  of  individuals  whenever 
we  use  any  geneml  term.  The  word  raises 
up  an  individual  idea,  and  makes  the  ima- 
gination conceive  it,  with  all  its  particular 
circumstances  and  proportions.1* 

This  fact  he  takes  a great  deal  of  pains  to 
account  for,  from  the  effect  of  custom. 
[4!I5] 

But  the  fact  should  be  ascertained  before 
we  take  pains  to  account  for  it.  I can  see 
no  reason  to  believe  the  fact ; and  I think 
a fanner  can  talk  of  his  sheep  and  his  black 
cattle,  without  conceiving,  in  his  imagina- 
tion, one  individual,  with  all  its  circum- 
stances and  proportions.  If  this  be  true, 
the  whole  of  his  theory  of  general  ideas  falls 


to  the  ground.  To  me  it  ap{>ears,  that 
when  a general  tenn  is  well  understood,  it  is 
only  by  accident  if  it  suggest  some  indi- 
vidual of  the  kind ; but  this  effect  is  by  no 
means  constant. 

I understand  perfectly  what  mathemati- 
cians call  a line  of  the  fifth  order ; yet  1 
never  conceived  in  my  imagination  any  one 
of  the  kind  in  all  its  circumstances  and  pro- 
portions. Sir  Isaac  Newton  first  formed  a 
distinct  general  conception  of  lines  of  the 
third  order ; and  afterwards,  by  great  labour 
and  deep  penetration,  found  out  and  de- 
scribed the  particular  species  comprehended 
under  that  general  tenn.  According  to  Mr 
Hume's  theory,  he  must  first  have  been 
acquainted  with  the  particulars,  and  then 
have  leanied  by  custom  to  apply  one 
general  name  to  all  of  them. 

The  author  observes,  “ That  the  idea  of 
an  equilateral  triangle  of  an  inch  perpen- 
dicular, may  serve  us  in  talking  of  a figure, 
a rectilinear  figure,  a regular  figure,  a tri- 
angle, and  an  equilateral  triangle.” 

I answer,  the  man  that  uses  these  general 
terms  either  understands  their  meaning, 
or  he  does  not.  If  he  docs  not  understand 
their  meaning,  all  his  talk  about  them  will 
be  found  only  without  sense,  and  the  par- 
ticular idea  mentioned  cannot  enable  him 
to  speak  of  them  with  understanding.  If 
he  understands  the  meaning  of  the  general 
terms,  he  will  find  no  use  for  the  particular 
idea. 

4.  He  tells  us  gravely,  “ That  in  a globe 
of  white  marble  the  figure  and  the  colour 
are  uudistinguishable,  and  are  in  effect  the 
same.”  [49(1]  How  foolish  have  mankind 
been  to  give  different  names,  in  all  ages 
and  in  all  languages,  to  things  undistinguish- 
able,  and  in  effect  the  same?  Henceforth, 
in  all  books  of  science  and  of  entertainment, 
we  may  substitute  figure  for  colour,  and 
colour  for  figure.  By  this  we  shall  make 
numberless  curious  discoveries,  without 
danger  of  error.  • [497] 


* The  whole  controversy  of  Nominalism  and  Con- 
ceptualism it  founded  on  the  ambiguity  of  the  terms 
employed.  The  opposite  parti  • arc  substantially  at 
one.  Had  our  British  philosophers  been  aware  of 
the  I<ribnitxian  distinction  of  Intuitive  and  Sj/mMt. 
j r«i/  knowledge;  and  had  we,  like  the  Germans, 
different  terms,  like  a*  dAnschauutuj,  to  de- 

note different  kinds  of  thought,  there  would  hafe 
bci-n  as  little  difference  of  opinion  in  regard  to  the 
nature  of  general  u lions  in  this  country  as  in  the 
Empire.  Vi  it ti  us.  Idea,  Notion,  Concei4*on,  Ac. 
are  confounded,  or  applied  by  ditfi  rent  philosophers 
| in  different  nnwn  I must  put  the  reader  on  his 
guard  Against  Dr  Thomas  Brown's  sp.  dilations  on 
i this  subject.  His  own  doctrine  of  universal*,  in  so 
far  as  it  is  peculiar,  Issclf.c;  ntradiclory  ; and  nothing 
can  be  more  erroneous  than  his  statement  of  the  doc- 
trine held  by  others,  es|ieciall)  by  tl  e Nominalist. 
»H. 
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CHAPTER  i. 

OF  JUDGMENT  IN  GENERAL. 

Judging  is  an  operation  of  the  mind  so 
familiar  to  ever)*  man  who  hath  understand* 
ing,  and  its  name  is  so  common  and  so  well 
understood,  that  it  needs  no  definition. 

As  it  is  impossible  by  & definition  to  give 
a notion  of  colour  to  a mail  who  never  saw 
colours  ; so  it  is  impossible  by  any  defini- 
tion to  give  a distinct  notion  of  judgment  to 
a man  who  lias  not  often  judged,  and  who 
is  not  capable  of  reflecting  attentively  upon 
this  act  of  his  mind.  The  best  use  of  a de- 
finition is  to  prompt  him  to  that  reflection  ; 
and  without  it  the  best  definition  will  be  apt 
to  mislead  him. 

The  definition  commonly  given  of  judg- 
ment, by  the  more  ancient  writers  in  logic, 
was,  that  it  is  an  act  of  the  mind , where? y 
ono  thing  is  affirmed  or  denied  of  another . 

I believe  this  is  as  good  a definition  of  it  as 
can  be  given.  Why  I prefer  it  to  some 
later  definitions,  will  afterwards  appear. 
Without  pretending  to  give  any  other,  I 
shall  make  two  remarks  upon  it,  and  then 
offer  some  general  observations  on  this 
subject.  [499] 

1.  It  is  true  that  it  is  by  affirmation  or 
denial  that  we  express  our  judgments ; but 
there  may  be  judgment  which  is  not  ex- 
pressed. It  is  a solitary  act  of  the  mind, 
and  the  expression  of  it  by  affirmation  or 
denial  is  not  at  all  essential  to  it.  It  may 
be  tacit,  and  not  expressed.  Nay,  it  is 
well  known  that  men  may  judge  contrary 
to  wlmt  they  affirm  or  deny  ; the  definition 
therefore  must  be  understood  of  mental  af- 
firmation or  denial,  which  indeed  is  only 
another  name  for  judgment. 

2.  Affirmation  and  denial  is  very  often 
the  expression  of  testimony,  which  is  a dif- 
ferent act  of  the  mind,  and  ought  to  be 
distinguished  from  judgment. 

A judge  asks  of  a witness  what  he  knows 
of  such  a matter  to  which  he  was  an  eye 
or  ear-witness.  He  answers,  by  affirming 
or  denying  something  But  his  answer 
does  not  express  his  judgment ; it  is  his 
testimony.  Again,  1 ask  a man  his  opinion  I 
in  a matter  of  science  or  of  criticism.  His 
answer  is  not  testimony ; it  is  the  expres- 
sion of  his  judgment. 

Testimony  is  a social  act,  and  it  is  essen  * 
[498,  499] 


tial  to  it  to  be  expressed  by  words  or  signs. 
A tacit  testimony  is  a contradiction  : but 
there  is  no  contradiction  in  a tacit  judgmeut ; 
it  is  complete  without  being  expressed. 

In  testimony  a man  pledges  his  veracity 
for  what  he  affirms ; so  that  a false  testi- 
mony is  a lie  : but  a wrong  judgment  is  not 
a lie ; it  is  only  an  error. 

I believe,  in  all  languages,  testimony  and 
'judgment  are  expressed  by  the  same  form 
of  speech.  A proposition  affirmative  or 
negative,  with  a verb  in  wlmt  is  called  the 
indicative  mood,  expresses  both.  To  dis- 
tinguish  them  by  the  form  of  speech,  it 
w'ould  be  necessary  that  verbs  should  have 
two  indicative  moods,  one  for  testimony, 
and  another  to  express  judgment.  [490] 
1 know  not  that  this  is  found  in  any  lan- 
guage. And  the  reason  is — not  surely  that 
the  vulgar  cannot  distinguish  the  two,  for 
every  man  knows  the  difference  between  a 
lie  and  an  error  of  judgment — but  that,  from 
the  matter  and  circumstances,  we  can  easily 
see  whether  a man  intends  to  give  his  tes- 
timony, or  barely  to  express  his  judgment. 

Although  men  must  have  ludged  in  many 
cases  before  tribunals  of  justice  were 
creeled,  yet  it  is  very  probable  that  there 
were  tribunals  before  men  began  to  specu- 
late about  judgment,  and  that  the  word  may 
be  borrowed  from  the  practice  of  tribunals. 
As  a judge,  after  taking  the  proper  evidence, 
passes  sentence  in  a cause,  and  that  sent- 
ence is  called  his  judgment,  so  tho  mind, 
with  regard  to  whatever  is  true  or  false, 
passes  sentence,  or  determines  according  to 
the  evidence  tliat  appears.  Some  kinds  of 
evidence  leave  no  room  for  doubt.  Sent- 
ence is  passed  immediately,  without  seek- 
ing or  hearing  any  contrary  evidence, 
because  the  thing  is  certain  and  notorious. 
In  other  cases,  there  is  room  for  weighing 
evidence  on  both  sides,  before  sentence  is 
passed.  The  analogy  betw’een  a tribunal 
of  justice,  and  this  inward  tribunal  of  the 
mind,  is  too  obvious  to  escape  the  notice  of 
any  man  who  ever  appeared  before  a judge. 
And  it  is  probable  that  the  word  jwtgmen', 
as  well  air  many  other  words  we  use  in  speak- 
ing of  this  operation  of  mind,  are  grounded 
on  this  analogy. 

Having  premised  these  things,  that  it 
may  be  clearly  understood  what  I mean  by 
iudgment,  I proceed  to  make  some  general 
observations  concerning  it. 
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First , Judgment  is  an  art  of  the  mind, 
specifically  different  from  simple  apprehen- 
sion, or  the  bare  conception  of  a thing.* 
It  would  be  unnecessary  to  observb  this,  if 
some  philosophers  had  not  been  led  by  their 
theories  to  a contrary  opinion*  [500] 

Although  there  can  be  no  judgment  with- 
out a conception  of  the  things  about  which 
we  judge,  yet  conception  may  be  without  any 
judgment. *ta  Judgment  can  be  expressed 
by  a proposition  only,  and  a proposition  is 
a complete  sentence;  but  simple  apprehen- 
sion may  be  expressed  by  a word  or  words, 
which  make  no  complete  sentence.  When 
simple  apprehension  is  employed  about  a 
proposition,  every  man  knows  that  it  is  one 
thing  to  apprehend  a proposition— that  is, 
to  conceive  what  it  means — but  it  is  quite 
another  thing  to  judge  it  to  be  true  or  false. 

It  is  self-evident  that  every  judgment 
must  be  either  true  or  false  \ but  simple 
apprehension,  or  conception,  can  neither  be 
true  nor  false,  as  was  shewn  before. 

One  judgment  may  be  contradictory  to 
another;  and  it  is  impossible  for  a man  to 
have  two  judgments  at  the  same  time,  which 
he  perceives  to  be  contradictory.  But  con- 
tradictory propositions  may  be  conceived* 
at  the  same  time  without  any  difficulty. 
That  the  sun  is  greater  than  the  earth,  and 
that  the  sun  is  not  greater  than  the  earth, 
are  contradictory  propositions.  Ho  that 
apprehends  the  meaning  of  one,  apprehends 
the  meaning  of  both.  But  it  is  impossible 
for  him  to  judge  both  to  be  true  at  the  same 
time.  He  knows  that,  if  the  one  is  true, 
Clio  other  must  be  false.  For  these  reasons, 

1 hold  it  to  be  certain  that  judgment  and 
simple  apprehension  are  acts  of  the  mind 
specifically  different 

Secondly,  There  are  notions  or  ideas  that 
ought  to  be  referred  to  the  faculty  of  judg- 
ment as  their  source ; because,  if  we  had 
not  that  faculty,  they  could  not  enter  into 
our  minds;  and  to  those  that  have  that 
faculty,  and  are  capable  of  reflecting  upon 
its  operations,  they  are  obvious  and  familiar. 

Among  these  we  may  reckon  the  notion 
of  judgment  itself ; the  notions  of  a propos- 
ition—of  its  subject, predicate,  and  copula; 
of  affirmation  and  negation,  of  true  and 
false ; of  knowledge,  belief,  disbelief,  opi- 
nion, assent,  evidence.  From  no  source 
could  we  acquire  these  notions,  but  from 
reflecting  upon  our  judgments.  Relations 
of  things  make  one  great  class  of  our  notions 
or  ideas ; and  we  cannot  have  the  idea  of 
any  relation  without  some  exercise  of  judg- 
ment, jus  will  appear  afterwar  Is.  [501] 

Thirdly , In  persons  come  to  years  of 


* Which,  however,  implies  ■ judgment  affirming 
tB  (objective  reality— an  existential  judgment.-- H. 

* Sw  note,  and  above,  p.  v*3,a,  note  *,  and  p. 
"5,  a.  note  t— H. 

X h'ee  alxn  t,  p.  377,  b,  note.— H 
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understanding,  judgment  necessarily  accom- 
panies all  sensation,  perception  by  the 
senses,  consciousness,  and  memory,  but  not 
conception.* 

I restrict  this  to  persons  come  to  the  years 
of  understanding,  because  it  may  be  a ques- 
tion, whether  infants,  in  the  first  period  of 
life,  have  any  judgment  or  belief  at  all.* 
The  same  question  may  be  put  with  regard 
to  brutes  and  some  idiots.  This  question 
is  foreign  to  the  present  subject ; and  I say 
nothing  here  about  it,  but  speak  only  of 
persons  who  have  the  exercise  of  judg- 
ment. 

In  them  it  is  evident  that  a man  who 
feels  pain,  judges  and  believes  that  he  is 
really  pained.  The  man  who  perceives  an 
object,  believes  that  it  exists,  and  is  what 
he  distinctly  perceives  it  to  be  ; nor  is  it  in 
his  power  to  avoid  such  judgment.  And 
the  like  may  be  said  of  memory,  and  of 
consciousness.  Whether  judgment  ought 
to  be  called  a necessary  concomitant  of 
these  operations,  or  rather  a part  or  in- 
gredient of  them,  I do  not  dispute  ; but  it 
is  certain  that  all  of  them  are  accompanied 
with  a determination  that  something  is 
true  or  false,  and  a consequent  belief.  If 
this  determination  be  not  judgment,  it  is 
an  operation  that  lias  got  no  name ; for  it 
is  not  simple  apprehension,  neither  is  it 
reasoning ; it  is  u mental  affirmation  or 
negation  ; it  may  he  expressed  by  a propo- 
sition affirmative  or  negative,  and  it  is 
accompanied  with  the  firmest  belief.  These 
are  the  characteristics  of  judgment  ; and  I 
must  call  it  judgment,  till  I can  find  another 
name  to  it. 

The  judgments  wo  form  nro  either  of 
things  necessary,  or  of  things  contingent. 
That  three  times  three  is  nine,  that  the 
whole  is  greater  than  a part,  are  judg- 
ments about  things  necessary.  [50*2]  Our 
assent  to  such  necessary  propositions  is  not 
grounded  upon  any  operation  of  sense,  of 
memory,  or  of  consciousness,  nor  does  it 
require  their  concurrence  ; it  is  unaccom- 
panied by  any  other  operation  but  that  of 
conception,  which  must  accompany  all  judg- 
ment ; we  may  therefore  call  this  judgment 
of  things  necessary  pure  judgment.  Our 
judgment  of  things  contingent  must  always 
rest  upon  some  other  operation  of  the  mind, 
such  as  sense,  or  memory,  or  consciousness, 
or  credit  in  testimony,  which  is  itself 
grounded  upon  sense. 

That  I now  write  upon  a table  covered 
with  green  cloth,  is  a contingent  event, 
which  I judge  to  be  most  undoubtedly  true. 
My  judgment  is  grounded  upon  my  percep- 
tion, and  is  a necessary  concomitant  or  in- 
gredient of  my  perception.  That  I dined 


* In  i'i  far  a*  there  ran  be  Conteii  umcM.  then? 
mutt  be  Jud^mcrt.— H. 

[500  509  | 
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with  such  a company  yesterday,  I judge  to 
bo  true,  because  I remember  it ; and  my 
judgment  necessarily  goes  along  with  this 
remembrance,  or  makes  a part  of  it. 

There  are  many  forms  of  speech  in  com- 
mon language  which  shew  that  the  senses, 
memory  and  consciousness,  are  considered 
ns  judging  faculties.  We  say  that  a man 
judges  of  colours  by  his  eye,  of  sounds  by 
his  ear.  We  speak  of  the  evidence  of  sense, 
the  evidence  of  memory,  the  evidence  of 
consciousness.  Evidence  is  the  ground  of 
judgment;  and  when  we  see  evidence,  it  is 
impossible  not  to  judge. 

When  we  speak  of  seeing  or  remember- 
ing anything,  we,  indeed,  hardly  ever  add 
that  we  judge  it  to  be  true.  But  the  rea- 
son of  this  appears  to  be,  that  such  an 
addition  would  be  mere  superfluity  of 
speech,  because  every  one  knows  that 
what  I see  or  remember,  I must  judge  to 
be  true,  and  cannot  do  otherwise. 

And,  for  the  same  reason,  in  speaking  of 
anything  that  is  self  evident  or  strictly  de- 
monstrated, we  da  not  say  that  we  judge 
it  to  be  true.  This  would  be  superfluity 
of  speech,  l>ccause  every  man  knows  th  -.t  we 
must  judge  that  to  be  true  which  we  hold 
self  evident  or  demonstrated.  [503] 

When  you  say  you  saw  such  a thing,  or 
that  you  distinctly  remember  it,  or  when 
you  say  of  any  proposition  that  it  is  self- 
evident,  or  strictly  demonstrated,  it  would 
be  ridiculous  after  this  to  ask  whether  you 
judge  it  to  be  true  ; nor  would  it  be  leas 
ridiculous  in  you  to  inform  us  that  you  do. 
It  would  bo  a superfluity  of  speech  of  the 
same  kind  as  if,  not  content  with  saying 
that  you  saw  such  an  object,  you  should 
add  that  you  saw  it  with  your  eyes. 

There  is,  therefore,  good  reason  why,  in 
speaking  or  writing,  judgment  should  not 
be  expressly  mentioned,  when  all  men  know 
it  to  be  necessarily  implied  ; that  is,  when 
there  can  bo  no  doubt.  In  such  cases,  we 
barely  mention  the  evidence.  But  when 
the  evidence  mentioned  leaves  room  for 
doubt,  then,  without  any  superfluity  or  tau- 
tology,  wo  say  we  judge  the  thing  to  be  so, 
because  this  is  not  implied  in  what  was  said 
before.  A woman  with  child  never  Bays, 
that,  going  such  a journey,  she  carried  her 
child  along  with  her.  We  know  that,  while 
it  is  in  her  womb,  she  must  carry  it  along 
with  her.  There  are  some  operations  of 
mind  that  may  be  said  to  carry  judgment 
in  their  womb,  and  can  no  more  leave  it 
behind  them  than  the  pregnant  woman  can 
leave  her  child.  Therefore,  in  speaking  of 
such  operations,  it  is  not  expressed. 

Perhajw  this  manner  of  Bpcaking  may 
have  led  philosophers  into  the  opinion  that, 
in  perception  by  the  senses,  in  memory, 
and  in  consciousness,  there  is  no  judgment 
at  all.  Because  it  is  not  mentioned  in 
[503  505] 


speaking  of  these  faculties,  they  conclude 
that  it  docs  not  acconqiany  them  ; that  they 
are  only  different  modes  of  simple  appre- 
hension, or  of  acquiring  ideas ; and  that  it 
is  no  part  of  their  oflice  to  judge.  [504] 

I apprehend  the  same  cause  has  led  Mi 
Locke  into  a notion  of  judgment  which  1 
take  to  be  peculiar  to  him.  He  thinks  that 
the  mind  lias  two  faculties  conversant  about 
truth  and  falsehood.  First,  knowledge; 
and,  secondly,  judgment.  In  the  first,  the 
perception  of  the  agreement  or  disagree- 
ment of  the  ideas  is  certain.  In  tliesecohd, 
it  is  not  certain,  but  probable  only. 

According  to  this  notion  of  judgment,  it 
is  not  by  judgment  that  1 perceive  that  iwo 
and  three  make  five ; it  is  by  the  faculty  of 
knowledge.  I apprehend  there  can  be  no 
knowledge  without  judgment,  though  there 
may  be  judgment  without  that  certainty 
which  we  commonly  call  knowledge. 

Mr  Locke,  in  another  place  of  his  Essay, 
tells  us,  *‘  That  the  notice  we  have  by  our 
senses  of  the  existence  of  things  without  us, 
though  not  altogether  so  certain  as  our  in- 
tuitive knowledge,  or  the  deductions  of  our 
reason  about  abstract  ideas,  yet  is  an  as- 
surance that  deserves  the  name  of  know  - 
ledge.” I think,  by  this  account  of  it,  and 
by  his  definitions  before  given  of  knowledge 
and  judgment,  it  deserves  as  well  the  name 
of  judgment. 

That  I may  avoid  disputes  about  the 
meaning  of  words,  1 wish  the  reader  to  un- 
derstand, that  I give  the  name  of  judgment 
to  every  determination  of  the  mind  con- 
cerning what  is  true  or  what  is  false.  This, 
I think,  is  what  logicians,  from  the  days  of 
Aristotle,  have  called  judgment.  Whether 
it  be  called  one  faculty,  as  I think  it  has 
always  been,  or  whether  a philosopher 
chooses  to  split  it  into  two,  seems  not  very 
material.  And,  if  it  be  granted  that,  by  our 
senses,  our  memory,  and  consciousness,  we 
not  only  have  ideas  or  simple  apprehen- 
sions, but  form  determinations  concerning 
wliat  is  true  and  what  is  false — whether 
these  determinations  ought  to  be  called 
knowledge  or  judgment , is  of  small  moment. 

[605] 

The  judgments  grounded  upon  the  evi- 
dence of  sense,  of  memory,  and  of  conscious- 
ness, put  all  men  upon  a level.  The  phi- 
losopher, with  regard  to  these,  lias  no  pre- 
rogative above  the  illiterate,  or  even  abovt 
the  savage. 

Their  reliance  upon  the  testimony  of 
these  faculties  is  as  firm  and  as  well 
grounded  as  his.  His  superiority  is  iu 
judgments  of  another  kind — in  judgments 
about  things  abstract  and  necessary.  And 
he  is  unwilling  to  give  the  name  of  judg- 
ment to  that  wherein  the  most  ignorant 
and  unimproved  of  the  species  are  hia 
equals. 
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But  philosophers  have  never  been  able 
to  give  any  definition  of  judgment  which 
does  not  apply  to  the  determinations  of 
our  senses,  our  memory,  and  conscious- 
ness, nor  any  definition  of  simple  appre- 
hension which  can  comprehend  those  deter- 
minations. 

Our  judgments  of  this  kind  are  purely 
the  gift  of  Nature,  nor  do  they  admit  of 
improvement  by  culture.  The  memory  of 
one  man  may  be  more  tenacious  than  that 
of  another ; but  both  rely  with  equal  assur- 
ance upon  what  they  distinctly  remember. 
One  man's  sight  may  be  more  acute,  or  his 
feeling  more  delicate,  than  that  of  auothcr ; 
but  both  give  equal  credit  to  the  distinct 
testimony  of  their  sight  and  touch. 

And,  as  we  have  this  belief  by  the  con- 
stitution of  our  nature,  without  any  effort 
of  our  own,  so  no  effort  of  ours  can  over- 
turn it. 

The  sceptic  may  perhaps  persuade  him- 
self, in  general,  that  he  has  no.  ground  to 
believe  his  senses  or  his  memory  : but,  in 
particular  cases  that  are  interesting,  his 
disbelief  vanishes,  and  he  finds  himself 
under  a necessity  of  believing  both.  [506] 

These  judgments  may,  in  the  strictest 
sense,  be  called  judgments  of  nature.  Na- 
ture has  subjected  us  to  them,  whether  we 
will  or  not.  They  are  neither  got,  nor  can 
they  i»e  lost  by  any  use  or  abuse  of  our 
faculties ; and  it  is  evidently  necessary  for 
our  preservation  that  it  should  be  so.  For, 
if  belief  in  our  senses  and  in  our  memory  1 
were  to  be  learned  by  culture,  the  race  of 
men  would  perish  before  they  learned  this 
lesson.  It  is  necessary  to  all  men  for  their 
being  and  preservation,  and  therefore  is 
unconditionally  given  to  all  men  by  the 
Author  of  Nature. 

I acknowledge  that,  if  we  were  to  rest 
in  those  judgments  of  Nature  of  which  we 
now  speak,  without  building  others  upon 
them,  they  would  not  entitle  us  to  the  deno- 
mination of  reasonable  beings.  But  yet 
they  ought  not  to  be  despised,  for  they  are 
the  foundation  upon  which  the  grand  super- 
structure of  human  knowledge  must  In? 
raised.  And,  as  in  other  superstructures 
the  foundation  is  commonly  overlooked,  so 
it  has  been  in  this.  The  more  sublime 
attainments  of  the  human  mind  have  at- 
tracted the  attention  of  philosophers,  while 
they  have  bestowed  but  a careless  glance 
upon  the  humble  foundation  on  which  the 
whole  fabric  rests. 

A fourth  observation  is,  that  somo  exer- 
cise of  judgment  is  necessary  in  the  forma- 
tion of  all  abstract  and  general  conceptions, 
whether  more  simple  or  more  complex  ; in 
dividing,  in  defining,  and,  in  general,  in 
forming  all  clear  and  distinct  conceptions 
of  things,  which  are  the  only  fit  materials 
of  reasoning. 


These  operations  are  allied  to  each  other, 
and  therefore  I bring  them  under  one  ob- 
servation. They  are  more  allied  to  our 
rational  nature  than  those  mentioned  in  the 
last  observation,  and  therefore  are  consi- 
dered by  themselves. 

That  I may  not  be  mistaken,  it  may  be 
observed  that  I do  not  say  that  abstract 
notions,  or  other  accurate  notions  of  things, 
after  they  have  been  formed,  cannot  be 
barely  conceived  without  any  exercise  of 
judgment  about  them.  I doubt  not  that 
they  may  : but  what  I say  is,  that,  in  their 
formation  in  the  mind  at  first,  there  must 
be  some  exercise  of  judgment.  [507] 

It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  the  different 
attributes  belonging  to  the  same  subject, 
without  judging  that  they  are  really  different 
and  distinguishable,  and  that  they  have  that 
relation  to  the  subject  which  logicians  ex- 
press, by  saying  that  they  may  be  predicated 
of  it  We  cannot  generalise,  without  judg- 
ing that  the  same  attribute  does  or  may  lie- 
long  to  many  individuals.  It  has  boon 
shewn  that  our  simplest  general  notions 
are  formed  by  these  two  operations  of  dis- 
tinguishing and  generalising  ; judgment 
therefore  is  exercised  in  forming  the  simplest 
general  notions. 

In  those  that  are  more  complex,  and 
which  have  been  shewn  to  be  formed  by 
combining  the  more  simple,  there  is  another 
act  of  tne  judgment  required ; for  such 
combinations  are  not  made  at  random,  but 
for  an  end  ; and  judgment  is  employed  in 
fitting  them  to  that  end.  We  form  complex 
general  notions  for  conveniency  of  arrang- 
ing our  thoughts  in  discourse  and  reasoning  ; 
and,  therefore,  of  an  infinite  number  of  com- 
binations that  might  be  formed,  we  choose 
only  those  that  are  useful  and  necessary. 

That  judgment  must  be  employed  in 
dividing  ns  well  as  in  distinguishing,  ap- 
pears evident.  It  is  one  thing  to  divide  a 
subject  properly,  another  to  cut  it  in  pieces. 
Hoc- non  e»t  divider?,  j ted  fr anger e rein,  said 
Cicero,  when  he  censured  an  improper 
division  of  Epicurus.  Reason  has  discovered 
rules  of  division,  which  have  been  known 
to  logicians  more  than  two  thousand  years. 

There  arc  rules  likewise  of  definition  of 
no  less  antiquity  and  authority.  A man 
may  no  doubt  divide  or  define  properly  with- 
out attending  to  the  rules,  or  even  without 
knowing  them.  But  this  can  only  be  when 
he  lias  judgment  to  perceive  that  to  be  right 
in  a particular  case,  which  the  rule  de- 
termines to  be  right  in  all  cases. 

I add  in  general,  that,  without  some  de- 
gree of  judgment,  we  can  form  no  accurate 
aud  distinct  notions  of  things  ; so  that  one 
province  of  judgment  is,  to  aid  us  in  form- 
ing clear  and  distinct  conceptions  of  things, 
which  are  the  only  fit  materials  for  reason- 
ing. [506] 

[506  508 j 
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Tli is  wiU  probably  appear  to  be  a paradox 
to  philosophers,  who  have  always  considered 
the  formation  of  ideas  of  every  kind  as  be- 
longing to  simple  apprehension ; and  that 
the  sole  province  of  judgment  is  to  pat  them 
together  in  affirmative  or  negative  proposi- 
tions ; and  therefore  it  requires  some  con- 
firmation. 

Fir*ty  I think  it  necessarily  follows,  from 
what  has  been  already  said  in  this  observa- 
tion. For  if,  without  some  degreo  of  judg- 
ment, a man  can  neither  distinguish,  nor 
divide,  nor  define,  nor  form  any  general 
notion,  simple  or  complex,  he  surely,  with- 
out some  degree  of  judgment,  cannot  have 
in  his  mind  the  materials  necessary  to 
reasoning. 

There  cannot  be  any  proposition  in  lan- 
guage which  docs  not  involve  some  general 
conception.  The  proposition,  that  I exi*fy 
which  Des  Cartes  thought  the  first  of  all 
truths,  and  the  foundation  of  all  knowledge, 
cannot  be  conceived  without  the  conception 
of  existence,  one  of  the  most  abstract  general 
conceptions  A man  cannot  believe  his  own 
existence,  or  the  existence  of  anything  he 
sees  or  remembers,  until  he  has  so  much 
judgment  as  to  distinguish  things  that  really 
exist  from  things  which  are  only  conceived. 
He  sees  a man  six  feet  high  ; he  conceives 
a man  sixty  feet  high  : he  judges  the  first 
object  to  exist,  because  he  sees  it ; the 
second  he  does  not  judge  to  exist,  because 
he  only  conceives  it.  Now,  I would  ask, 
Whether  he  can  attribute  existence  to  the 
first  object,  and  not  to  the  second,  without 
knowing  what  existence  means  ? It  is  im- 
f>08S)ble. 

IIow  early  the  notion  of  existence  enters 
into  the  mind,  I cannot  determine ; but  it 
must  certainly  be  in  the  mind  as  soon  as 
we  can  affirm  of  anything,  with  understand- 
ing. that  it  exists.  [509] 

In  every  other  proposition,  the  predicate, 
at  least,  must  be  a general  notion — a pre- 
dicate and  an  universal  being  one  and  the 
same.  Resides  this,  every  proposition  either 
affirms  or  denies.  And  no  man  can  have 
a distinct  conception  of  a proposition,  who 
does  not  understand  distinctly  the  meaning 
of  affirming  or  denying.  Rut  these  are  very 
general  conceptions,  and,  as  was  before 
observe  1,  are  derived  from  judgment,  as 
their  source  and  origin. 

I am  sensible  that  a strong  objection  may 
be  made  to  this  reasoning,  and  that  it  may 
seem  to  lead  to  an  absurdity  or  a contra- 
diction. It  may  be  said,  that  every  judg- 
ment is  a mental  affirmation  or  negation. 
If,  therefore,  some  previous  exercise  of 
judgment  be  necessary  to  understand  what 
is  meant  by  affirmation  or  negation,  the 
exercise  of  judgment  must  go  before  ad- 
judgment which  is  absurd. 

In  like  manner,  every  judgment  may  be 
[509,510] 


expressed  by  a proposition,  and  a proposi- 
tion must  be  conceived  before  we  can  judge 
of  it.  If,  therefore,  we  cannot  conceive  tne 
meaning  of  a proposition  without  a previous 
exercise  of  judgment,  it  follows  that  judg- 
ment must  be  previous  to  the  conception  of 
any  proposition,  and  at  the  same  time  that 
the  conception  of  a proposition  must  be  pre- 
vious to  all  judgment,  which  is  a contra- 
diction. 

The  reader  may  please  to  observe,  that 
I have  limited  what  I have  said  to  distinct 
conception,  and  some  degree  of  judgment ; 
and  it  is  by  this  means  I hope  to  avoid  this 
labyrinth  of  absurdity  and  contradiction. 
The  faculties  of  conception  and  judgment 
have  an  infancy  and  a maturity  as  man  has. 
What  I have  said  is  limited  to  their  mature 
state.  1 believe  in  their  infant  state  they 
are  very  weak  and  indistinct ; and  that,  by 
imperceptible  degrees,  they  grow  to  ma- 
turity, each  giving  aid  to  the  other,  and 
receiving  aid  from  it.  Rut  which  of  them 
first  began  this  friendly  intercourse,  is  be- 
yond my  ability  to  determine.  It  is  like 
the  question  concerning  the  bird  and  the 

egg-  [510] 

In  the  present  state  of  things,  it  is  true 
that  every  bird  comes  from  an  egg,  and 
every  egg  from  a bird ; and  each  may  be 
said  to  be  previous  to  the  other.  Rut,  if 
we  go  back  to  the  origin  of  things,  there 
must  have  been  some  bird  that  did  not 
come  from  any  egg,  or  some  egg  tliat  did 
not  come  from  any  bird. 

In  like  manner,  in  the  mature  state  of 
man,  distinct  conception  of  a proposition 
supposes  some  previous  exercise  of  judg- 
ment, and  distinct  judgment  supposes  dis- 
tinct conception.  Each  may  truly  be  said 
to  come  from  the  other,  as  the  bird  from 
the  egg,  and  the  egg  from  tho  bird.  Rut, 
if  we  trace  back  this  succession  to  its  origin 
— that  is,  to  the  first  proposition  that  was 
ever  conceived  by  the  man,  and  the  first 
judgment  he  ever  formed — I determine  no- 
thing about  them,  nor  do  I know  in  what 
order,  or  how,  they  were  produced,  any 
more  than  how  the  bones  grow  in  tho 
womb  of  her  that  is  with  child. 

The  first  exercise  of  these  faculties  of 
conception  and  judgment  is  hid,  like  the 
sources  of  the  Nile,  in  an  unknown  region. 

The  necessity  of  some  degree  of  judg- 
ment to  clear  and  distinct  conceptions  of 
things,  may,  I think,  be  illustrated  by  this 
similitude. 

An  artist,  suppose  a carpenter,  cannot 
work  in  his  art  without  tools,  and  these 
tools  must  bo  made  by  art.  The  exercise 
of  the  art,  therefore,  is  necessary  to  make 
the  tools,  and  the  tools  are  necessary  to  the 
exercise  of  the  art.  There  is  the  same 
appearance  of  contradiction,  as  in  what  I 
have  advanced  concerning  the  necessity  of 
2 E 
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some  degree  of  judgment,  in  order  to  form  ! 
clear  and  distinct  conceptions  of  things. 
These  are  the  tools  we  must  use  in  judging 
and  in  reasoning,  and  without  them  must 
make  very  bungling  work;  yet  those  tools 
cannot  be  made  without  some  exercise  of 
judgment  [511] 

The  necessity  of  some  degree  of  judg- 
ment in  forming  accurate  and  distinct  no- 
tions of  things  will  farther  appear,  if  we 
consider  attentively  what  notions  we  can 
form,  without  any  aid  of  judgment,  of  the 
objects  of  sense,  of  the  operations  of  our 
own  minds,  or  of  the  relations  of  things. 

To  begin  with  the  objects  of  sense.  It 
is  acknowledged,  on  all  hands,  that  the  first 
notions  we  have  of  sensible  objects  are  got 
by  the  external  senses  only,  and  probably 
before  judgment  is  brought  forth  ; but  these 
first  notions  are  neither  simple,  nor  are 
they  accurate  and  distinct : they  are  gross 
and  indistiuct,  and,  like  the  chnoe,  a rwhs 
indigestaque  moles.  Before  we  can  have 
any  distinct  notion  of  this  mass,  it  must  be 
analysed  ; the  heterogeneous  parts  must  be 
separated  in  our  conception,  and  the  simple 
elements,  which  before  lay  hid  in  the  com- 
mon mass,  must  first  be  distinguished,  and 
then  put  together  into  one  whole. 

In  this  way  it  is  that  we  form  distinct 
notions  even  of  the  objects  of  sense  ; but 
this  process  of  analysis  and  composition,  by 
habit,  becomes  so  easy,  and  is  performed 
so  readily,  that  we  are  apt  to  overlook  it, 
and  to  impute  the  distinct  notion  we  have 
formed  of  the  object  to  the  senses  alone  ; 
and  this  we  are  the  more  prone  to  do 
Ik- cause,  when  once  we  have  distinguished 
the  sensible  qualities  of  the  object  from 
one  another,  the  sense  gives  testimony  to 
each  of  them. 

You  perceive,  for  instance,  an  object 
white,  round,  and  a foot  in  diameter.  I 
grant  that  you  perceive  all  these  attributes 
of  tho  object  by  sense ; but,  if  you  had  not 
been  able  to  distinguish  the  colour  from 
the  figure,  and  both  from  the  magnitude, 
your  senses  would  only  have  given  you  one 
complex  and  confused  notion  of  all  these 
mingled  together. 

A man  who  is  able  to  say  with  under- 
standing, or  to  determine  in  his  own  mind, 
that  this  object  is  white,  must  have  distin- 
guished whiteness  from  other  attributes. 
If  he  has  not  made  this  distinction,  he  does 
not  understand  what  he  says.  [512] 

Suppose  a cube  of  brass  to  be  presented 
at  the  same  time  to  a child  of  a year  old 
and  to  a man.  The  regularity  of  the  figure 
will  attract  the  attention  of  both.  Both 
have  the-  senses  of  sight  and  of  touch  in 
equal  perfection  ; and,  therefore,  if  any- 
thing be  discovered  in  this  object  by  the 
man,  which  cannot  be  discovered  by  the 
child,  it  must  be  owing,  not  to  the  senses, 


but  to  some  other  faculty  which  the  child 
has  not  yet  attained. 

First , then,  the  man  can  easily  distin- 
guish the  body  from  the  surface  which 
terminates  it ; this  the  child  cannot  do. 
Secondly , The  man  can  perceive  that  this 
surface  is  made  up  of  six  planes  of  the  same 
figure  and  magnitude  ; the  child  cannot 
discover  this.  Thirdly , The  man  perceives 
that  each  of  these  planes  lias  four  equal 
sides  and  four  equal  angles ; and  that  the 
opposite  sides  of  each  plane  and  the  oppo- 
site planes  are  parallel. 

It  will  surely  be  allowed,  that  a man  of 
ordinary  judgment  may  observe  all  this  in 
a cube  which  he  makes  an  object  of  con- 
templation, and  takes  time  to  consider ; 
that  he  may  give  the  name  of  a square  to 
a plane  terminated  by  four  equal  sides  and 
four  equal  angles ; and  the  name  of  a cube 
to  a solid  terminated  by  six  equal  squares  *. 
all  this  is  nothing  else  but  analysing  the 
figure  of  the  object  presented  to  his  senses 
into  its  simplest  elements,  and  again  com- 
pounding it  of  those  elements. 

By  this  analysis  and  composition  two 
effects  are  produced.  First,  From  the  one 
complex  object  which  his  senses  presented, 
though  one  of  the  most  simple  the  senses 
can  present,  he  educes  many  simple  and 
distinct  notions  of  right  lines,  angles,  plain 
surface,  solid,  equality,  parallelism  ; notions 
which  the  child  has  not  yet  faculties  to 
attain.  Secondly , When  he  considers  the 
cube  as  compounded  of  these  elements,  put 
together  in  a certain  order,  bo  has  then, 
and  not  before,  a distinct  and  scientific 
notion  of  a cube.  The  child  neither  con- 
ceives those  elements,  nor  in  what  order 
they  must  be  put  together  in  order  to  make 
a cube ; and,  therefore,  has  no  accurate 
notion  of  a cube  which  can  make  it  a sub- 
ject of  reasoning.  [513] 

Whence  I think  we  may  conclude,  that 
the  notion  which  wc  have  from  tho  senses 
alone,  even  of  the  simplest  objects  of  sense, 
is  indistinct  and  incapable  of  being  either 
described  or  reasoned  upon,  until  it  is  ana- 
lysed into  its  simple  elements,  and  con- 
sidered as  compounded  of  those  elements. 

If  we  should  apply  this  reasoning  to  more 
complex  objects  of  sense,  the  conclusion 
would  be  still  more  evident.  A dog  may  be 
taught  to  turn  a jack,  but  he  can  never  be 
taught  to  have  a distinct  notion  of  a jack. 
He  sees  every  part  as  well  as  a man  ; but 
the  relation  of  the  parts  to  one  another 
and  to  the  whole,  he  has  not  judgment  to 
comprehend. 

A distinct  notion  of  an  object,  even  of 
sense,  is  never  got  in  an  instant ; but  the 
sense  performs  its  office  in  an  instant.  Time 
is  not  required  to  see  it  better,  but  to  analyse 
it,  to  distinguish  the  different  parts,  and  their 
relation  to  one  another  and  to  the  whole. 

[511-513] 


CHAP.  I.J 


OF  JUDGMENT  IN  GENERAL.  419 


Hence  it  is  that,  when  any  vehement 
passion  or  emotion  hinders  the  cool  applica- 
tion of  judgment,  we  get  no  distinct  notion 
of  an  object,  even  though  the  sense  be  long 
directed  to  it.  A man  who  is  put  into  a 
panic,  by  thinking  he  secs  a ghost,  may 
stare  at  it  long  without  having  any  distinct 
notion  of  it ; it  is  his  understanding,  and 
not  his  sense,  tliat  is  disturbed  by  his  horror. 
If  he  can  lay  that  aside,  judgment  immedi- 
ately enters  upon  its  office,  and  examines 
the  length  and  breadth,  the  colour,  and 
figure,  and  distance  of  the  object.  Of  these, 
while  his  panic  lasted,  he  liad  no  distinct 
notion,  though  his  eyes  were  open  ail  the 
time. 

When  the  eye  of  sense  is  open,  but  that 
of  judgment  shut  by  a panic,  or  any  violent 
emotion  that  engrosses  the  mind,  we  see 
things  confusedly,  and  probably  much  in  the 
same  manner  that  brutes  and  perfect  idiots 
do,  and  infants  before  the  use  of  judgment 
1514] 

There  are,  therefore,  notions  of  the  objects 
of  sense  which  are  gross  and  indistinct,  and 
there  arc  others  that  are  distinct  and  scienti- 
fic. The  former  may  be  got  from  the  senses 
alone,  but  the  latter  cannot  be  obtained  with- 
out some  degree  of  judgment. 

The  clear  and  accurate  notions  which 
geometry  presents  to  us  of  a point,  a right 
line,  an  angle,  a square,  a circle,  of  ratios 
direct  and  inverse,  and  others  of  that  kind, 
can  find  no  admittance  into  a mind  that  has 
not  some  degree  of  judgment  They  are 
not  properly  ideas  of  the  senses,  nor  are 
they  got  by  compounding  ideas  of  the 
senses,  but  by  analysing  the  ideas  or  no- 
tions we  get  by  the  senses  into  their  simplest 
elements,  and  again  combining  these  ele- 
ments into  various  accurate  and  elegant 
forms,  which  the  senses  never  did  nor  can 
exhibit 

Had  Mr  Hume  attended  duly  to  this,  it 
ought  to  have  prevented  a very  bold  attempt, 
which  he  has  prosecuted  through  fourteen 
pages  of  his  “ Treatise  of  Human  Nature,’* 
to  prove  that  geometry  is  founded  upon  ideas 
that  are  not  exact,  and  axioms  that  are  not 
precisely  true. 

A mathematician  might  be  tempted  to 
think  that  the  man  who  seriously  under- 
takes this  has  no  great  acquaintance  with 
geometry ; but  I apprehend  it  is  to  be  im- 
puted to  another  cause,  to  a zeal  for  his  own 
system.  We  see  that  even  men  of  genius 
may  be  drawn  into  strange  paradoxes,  by 
an  attachment  to  a favourite  idol  of  the 
understanding,  when  it  demands  so  costly  a 
sacrifice. 

We  Protestants  think  that  the  devotees 
of  the  Roman  Church  pay  no  small  tribute 
to  her  authority  when  they  renounce  their 
five  senses  in  obedience  to  her  decrees.  Mr 
Hume’s  devotion  to  his  system  carries  him 
| 514-5161 


even  to  trample  upon  mathematical  demon- 
stration. [515  J 

The  fundamental  articles  of  his  system 
dre,  that  all  the  perceptions  of  the  human 
mind  are  either  impressions  or  ideas,  and 
that  ideas  are  only  faint  copies  of  impres- 
sions. The  idea  of  a right  line,  therefore,  is 
only  a faint  copy  of  some  line  that  has  been 
seen,  or  felt  by  touch ; and  the  faint  copy 
cannot  be  more  perfect  than  the  original. 
Now  of  such  right  lines,  it  is  evident  that 
the  axioms  of  geometry  are  not  precisely 
true  ; for  two  lines  that  are  straight  to  our 
sight  or  touch  may  include  a space,  or  they 
may  meet  in  more  points  than  one.  If, 
therefore,  we  cannot  form  any  notion  of  a 
straight  line  more  accurate  than  that  which 
we  have  from  the  senses  of  sight  and  touch, 
geometry  has  no  solid  foundation.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  geometrical  axioms  are 
precisely  true,  the  idea  of  a right  line  is  not 
copied  from  any  impression  of  sight  or  touch, 
but  must  have  a different  origin  and  a more 
perfect  standard. 

As  the  geometrician,  by  reflecting  only 
upon  the  extension  and  figure  of  matter, 
forms  a set  of  notions  more  accurate  and 
scientific  than  any  which  the  senses  exhi- 
bit, so  the  natural  philosopher,  reflecting 
upon  other  attributes  of  matte' r,  forms 
another  set,  such  as  those  of  density,  quan- 
tity of  matter,  velocity,  momentum,  fluidity, 
elasticity,  centres  of  gravity,  and  of  oscilla- 
tion. These  notions  are  accurate  and 
scientific ; but  they  cannot  enter  into  a 
mind  that  has  not  some  degree  of  judg- 
ment, nor  can  we  make  them  intelligible  to 
children,  until  they  have  some  ripeness  of 

, the  notions  of  latitude, 
longitude,  course,  leeway,  cannot  be  made 
intelligible  to  children  ; and  so  it  is  with 
regard  to  the  terms  of  every  science,  and 
of  every  art  about  which  we  can  reason. 
ITiey  have  had  their  five  senses  as  perfect 
as  men  for  years  before  they  are  capable 
of  distinguishing,  comparing,  and  perceiv- 
ing the  relations  of  things,  so  as  to  be  able 
to  form  such  notions.  They  acquire  the 
intellectual  powers  by  a slow  progress,  and 
by  imperceptible  degrees ; and  by  means 
of  them,  learn  to  form  distinct  and  accurate 
notions  of  things,  which  the  senses  could 
never  have  imparted.  [516] 

Having  said  so  much  of  the  notions  we 
get  from  the  senses  alone  of  the  objects  of 
sense,  let  us  next  consider  what  notions  we 
can  have  from  consciousness  alone  of  the 
operations  of  our  minds. 

Mr  Locke  very  properly  calls  conscious- 
ness an  internal  sense.  It  gives  the  like 
immediate  knowledge  of  things  in  the  mind — 
that  is,  of  our  own  thoughts  and  feelings— 
as  the  senses  give  us  of  things  external. 
There  is  this  difference,  however,  that  au 
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external  object  may  be  at  rest,  and  the 
sense  may  be  employed  about  it  for  some 
time.  But  the  objects  of  consciousness 
are  never  at  rest : the  stream  of  thought 
flows  like  a river,  without  stopping  a mo- 
ment ; the  whole  train  of  thought  passes  in 
succession  under  the  eye  of  consciousness, 
which  is  always  employed  about  the  present. 
But  is  it  consciousne.'A  that  analyses  com- 
plex operations,  distinguishes  their  different 
ingredients,  and  combines  them  in  distinct 
parcels  under  general  names  ? This  surely 
is  not  the  work  of  consciousness,  nor  can  it 
be  performed  without  reflection,*  recollect- 
ing and  judging  of  what  wo  were  conscious 
of,  and  distinctly  remember.  This  reflec- 
tion does  not  appear  in  children.  Of  all 
the  powers  of  the  mind,  it  seems  to  be  of 
the  latest  growth,  whereas  consciousness  is 
coeval  with  the  earliest.^ 

Consciousness,  being  a kind  of  internal 
sense,  can  no  more  give  us  distinct  and 
accurate  notions  of  the  operations  of  our 
minds,  than  the  external  senses  can  give 
of  external  objects.  Reflection  upon  the 
operations  of  our  minds  is  the  same  kind  of 
operation  with  that  by  which  we  form  dis- 
tinct notions  of  external  objects.  They 
differ  not  in  their  nature,  but  in  this  only, 
that  one  is  employed  about  external,  and 
the  other  about  iuternal  objects  ; and  both 
may,  with  equal  propriety,  be  called  reflec- 
tion. [517] 

Mr  Locke  has  restricted  the  word  rcflec- 


* See  above,  p.  2 *2,  a.  note  H. 
f See  above,  j>.  b. — Asa  corollary  ofthia  truth, 

Mr  Stewart  make*  the  following  observation*,  In 
which  he  ta  supported  by  every  competent  authority 
in  education.  The  two  northern  universities  have 
long  arithdrawn  themselves  from  the  reproach  of 
placing  Physics  last  in  their  curriculum  of  arts.  In 
that  of  Edinburgh,  no  order  is  prescribed  ; but  In  St 
Andrew's  and  Glasgow,  the  claw  of  Physics  still  stands 
after  those  of  Mental  Philosophy.  This  absurdity  Is, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  altogether  of  a modern  intro- 
duction For,  when  our  Scottish  universities  were 
founded,  and  long  afire,  the  philosophy  of  mind  was 
taught  bv  the  Professor  of  Physics.  ••  ! apprehend,” 
says  Mr  Stewart,  ••  that  the  study  of  the  mind  should 
form  the  last  branch  of  the  education  of  youth  ; an 
order  which  nature  herself  seems  to  point  out,  by 
what  I have  already  remarked  with  respect  to  the 
dcvelopemcnt  of  our  faculties.  After  the  under, 
standing  is  well  stored  with  particular  facts,  and 
has  been  conversant  with  particular  scientific  pur- 
suits, it  will  be  enabled  to  ?>pcculate  concerning  Its 
own  powers  with  additional  advai  tage,  and  will  run 
no  haaard  in  indulging  too  far  in  such  inquiries. 
Nothing  can  be  more  absurd,  on  this  as  well  as  on 
many  other  accounts,  than  the  common  practice 
which  is  followed  in  our  universities,  [in  some  only,] 
of  beginning  a course  of  philosophical  education  with 
the  study  of  l»gtc.  If  thisorder  were  completely  rr- 
versed  ; and  if  the  study  of  Logic  were  delayed  till 
after  the  mind  of  »he  student  was  well  stored  with 
particular  facts  In  Physics,  in  Chemistry,  In  Natural 
and  Civil  History,  his  attention  might  be  led  with 
the  most  important  advantage,  and  without  any  dan. 
ger  to  his  er  of  observation,  to  an  examination 
of  his  own  faculties,  which,  besides  opening  to  him 
a new  and  pleasing  field  of  speculation,  would  cnaMe 
him  to  funn  an  estimate  of  his  own  powers,  ot  the 
acquisitions  he  has  made,  of  the  habits  hi*  has  formed, 
and  of  the  faither  improvements  of  which  his  mind 
* susceptible.”— H. 


[essay  VI 

tion  to  that  which  is  employed  about  the 
operations  of  our  minds,  without  any 
authority,  as  I think,  from  custom,  the 
arbiter  of  language.  For,  surely,  1 may 
reflect  upon  what  I have  seen  or  beard,  as 
well  as  upon  what  1 have  thought.*  The 
word,  in  its  proper  and  common  meaning, 
is  equally  applicable  to  objects  of  sense, 
and  to  objects  of  consciousness. He  has 
likewise  confounded  reflection  with  con. 
sciousness,  and  seems  not  to  have  been 
aware  that  they  are  different  powers,  and 
appear  at  very  different  periods  of  life  ^ 

If  that  eminent  philosopher  had  been 
aware  of  these  mistakes  about  the  meaning 
of  the  word  reflection,  he  would,  I think, 
have  seen  that,  as  it  is  by  reflection  upon 
the  operations  of  our  own  minds  that  we 
can  form  any  distinct  and  accurate  notions 
of  them,  and  not  by  consciousness  without 
reflection,  so  it  is  by  reflection  upon  the 
objects  of  sense,  and  not  by  the  senses 
without  reflection,  that  we  can  form  dis- 
tinct notions  of  them.  Reflection  upon  any- 
thing, whether  external  or  internal,  makes 
it  nu  object  of  our  intellectual  powers,  by 
which  we  survey  it  on  all  sides,  and  form 
such  judgments  about  it  as  appear  to  be 
just  and  true. 

I proposed,  in  the  third  place,  to  consi- 
der our  notions  of  the  relations  of  things  : 
and  here  I think,  that,  without  judg- 
ment, we  cannot  have  any  notion  of  rela- 
tions. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  we  get  the 
notion  of  relations.  The  first  is,  by  com- 
paring the  related  objects,  when  wo  have 
before  had  the  conception  of  both.  By  this 
comparison,  we  perceive  the  relation,  either 
immediately,  or  by  a process  of  reasoning. 
That  my  foot  is  longer  than  my  finger,  1 
perceive  immediately;  and  that  three  is 
the  half  of  six.  This  immediate  perception 
is  immediate  and  intuitive  judgment.  That 
the  angles  at  the  base  of  an  isosceles  triangle 
are  equal,  I perceive  by  a process  of  reason- 
ing, in  whicfi  it  will  be  acknowledged  there 
is  judgment. 

Another  wav  in  which  we  get  the  notion 
of  relations  (which  seems  not  to  have  occur- 
red to  Mr  Locke)  is,  when,  by  attention  to 
one  of  the  related  objects,  we  perceive  or 
judge  that  it  must,  from  its  nature,  have  a 
certain  relation  to  something  else,  which 
before,  perhaps,  we  never  thought  of ; and 
thus  our  attention  to  one  of  the  related  ob- 


* See  note  before  last,  and  note  at  p.  347,  b.— H. 
t Mr  Stewart  makes  a curious  misU'erocnt  of  the 
meaning  attached  by  Ile*d  to  the  word  Reflection,  if 
this  passage  and  others  are  taken  into  account. — See 
EUmmts,  I.  p.  100,  note  t.— H. 

X Consciousness  and  Reflection  cannot  be  analysed 
into  different  powers.  Reflection  is  only,  in  Locke’s 
meaning  of  the  word,  (and  this  Is  the  more  correct,) 
Consciousness,  concentrated  by  an  act  of  Will  on  (he 
phenomena  of  mind— i.  t.,  internal  Attention  ; in 
Retd's,  what  is  it  but  Attention  in  genera)  P— H. 

(417] 


CHAP.  II.] 


OF  COMMON  SENSE. 


421 


jects  produces  the  notion  of  a correlate,  and 
of  a certain  relation  between  them.  [518] 

Thus,  when  I attend  to  colour,  figure, 
weight,  I cannot  help  judging  these  to  be 
qualities  which  cannot  exist  without  a sub- 
ject ; that  is,  something  which  is  coloured, 
figured,  heavy.  If  1 had  not  perceived  such 
things  to  be  qualities,  I should  nover  have 
had  any  notion  of  their  subject,  or  of  their 
relation  to  it. 

By  attending  to  the  operations  of  think- 
ing, memory,  reasoning,  we  perceive  or 
judge  that  there  must  be  something  which 
thinks,  remembers,  and  reasons,  which  we 
call  the  mind.  When  we  attend  to  any 
change  that  happens  in  Nature,  judgment 
informs  us  that  there  must  be  a cause  of 
this  change,  which  had  power  to  produce 
it;  and  thus  we  get  the  notions  of  cause 
aud  effect,  and  of  the  relation  between 
them.  When  we  attend  to  body,  we  per- 
ceive that  it  canuot  exist  without  space; 
hence  we  get  the  notion  of  space,  (which  is 
neither  an  object  of  sense  nor  of  conscious- 
ness,) and  of  the  relation  which  bodies 
have  to  a certain  portion  of  unlimited  space, 
as  their  place. 

I apprehend,  therefore,  that  all  our  no- 
tions of  relations  may  more  properly  be 
ascribed  to  judgment  as  their  source  and 
origin,  than  to  any  other  power  of  the 
mind.  We  must  first  perceive  relations 
by  our  judgment,  before  we  can  conceive 
them  without  judgiug  of  them ; as  we  must 
first  perceive  colours  by  sight,  before  we 
can  conceive  them  without  seeing  them.  I 
think  Mr  Locke,  when  he  comes  to  speak 
of  the  ideas  of  relations,  does  not  say  that 
they  are  ideas  of  sensation  or  reflection, 
but  only  that  they  terminate  in,  and  are 
concerned  about,  ideas  of  sensation  or  re- 
flection. [518] 

The  notions  of  unity  and  number  are  so 
abstract,  that  it  is  impossible  they  should 
enter  into  the  mind  until  it  has  some  degree 
of  judgment.  We  see  with  what  difficulty, 
and  how  slowly,  children  learn  to  use,  with 
understanding,  the  names  even  of  small 
numbers,  and  how  they  exult  in  this  acqui- 
sition when  they  have  attained  it.  Every 
number  is  conceived  by  the  relation  which 
it  bears  to  unity,  or  to  known  combinations 
of  units ; and  upon  that  account,  as  well 
as  on  account  of  its  abstract  nature,  all 
distinct  notions  of  it  require  some  degree 
of  judgment- 

in  its  proper  place,  I shall  have  occasion 
to  shew  that  judgment  is  an  ingredient  in 
all  determinations  of  taste,  in  all  moral 
determinations,  and  in  many  of  our  pas- 
sions and  affections.  So  that  this  opera- 
tion, after  we  come  to  have  any  exercise  of 
judgment,  mixes  with  most  of  the  operations 
of  our  minds,  and,  in  analysing  them,  cannot 
be  overlooked  without  confusion  and  error. 
F518-520] 
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Tiik  word  sense , in  common  language, 
seems  to  have  a different  meaning  from  tliat 
which  it  has  in  the  writings  of  philosophers  ; 
and  those  different  meanings  are  apt  to  be 
confounded,  and  to  occasion  embarrassment 
and  error. 

Not  to  go  bock  to  ancient  philosophy  upon 
this  point,  modern  philosophers  consider 
sense  as  a power  that  lias  nothing  to  do  with 
judgment.  Sense  they  consider  as  the  power 
by  which  we  receive  certain  ideas  or  im- 
pressions from  objects ; and  judgment  as 
the  power  by  which  we  compare  those 
ideas,  and  perceive  their  necessary  agree- 
ments and  disagreements.  [520] 

The  external  senses  give  us  the  idea  of 
colour,  figure,  sound,  aud  other  qualities  of 
body,  primary  or  secondary.  Mr  Locke 
gave  the  name  of  an  internal  sense  to  con- 
sciousness, because  by  it  we  liave  the  ideas 
of  thought,  memory,  reasoning,  and  other 
operations  of  our  own  minds.  Dr  Hutche-  j 
son  of  Glasgow,  conceiving  tliat  we  have 
simple  and  original  ideas  which  cannot  be 
imputed  either  to  the  external  senses  or  to 
consciousness,  introduced  other  internal 
senses ; such  os  the  sense  of  harmony,  the 
sense  of  beauty,  and  the  moral  sense. 
Ancient  philosophers  also  spake  of  internal 
senses,  of  which  memory  was  accounted  one. 

But  all  these  senses,  whether  external  or 
internal,  have  been  represented  b^r  philo- 
sophers as  the  means  of  furnishing  our 
minds  with  ideas,  without  iududing  any 
kind  of  judgment.  Dr  Hutcheson  defines 
a sense  to  be  a determination  of  the  mind 
to  receive  any  idea  from  the  presence  of  an 
object  independent  on  our  will. 

“ By  this  term  (sense)  philosophers,  in 
general,  have  denominated  those  faculties 
in  consequence  of  which  we  are  liable  to 
feelings  relative  to  ourselves  only,  and  from 
which  they  have  not  pretended  to  draw  any 
conclusions  concerning  the  nature  of  things ; 
whereas  truth  is  not  relative,  but  absolute 
and  real — (Dr  Priestly’s  “ Examination  of 
Dr  Reid,”  &c.,  p.  123.) 

On  the  contrary,  in  common  language, 
sense  always  implies  judgment.  A man  of 
sense  is  a man  of  judgment.  Good  sense 
is  good  judgment.  Nonsense  is  what  is 
evidently  contrary  to  right  judgment.  Com- 
mon sense  is  that  degree  of  judgment  which  • 
is  common  to  men  with  whom  we  can  con- 
verse and  transact  business. 

Seeing  and  hearing,  by  philosophers,  are 
called  senses,  because  we  liave  ideas  by 


* On  Common  Sense,  name  and  thing,  see  Note  A. 
•11. 
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them  ; by  the  vulgar  they  are  called  senses, 
because  we  judge  by  them.  We  judge  of 
colours  by  the  eye  j of  Bounds  by  the  ear ; 
of  beauty  and  deformity  by  taste  ; of  right 
and  wrong  in  conduct,  by  our  moral  sense 
or  conscience.  [521] 

Sometimes  philosophers,  who  represent 
it  as  the  sole  province  of  sense  to  furnish 
us  with  ideas,  fall  unawares  into  the  popu- 
lar opinion  that  they  are  judging  faculties. 
Thus  Locke,  Rook  IV.  chap.  2 “ And  of 

this,  (that  the  quality  or  accident  of  colour 
doth  really  exist,  and  hath  a being  without 
me,)  the  greatest  assurance  I can  possibly 
have,  and  to  which  my  faculties  can  attain, 
is  the  testimony  of  my  eyes,  which  are  the 
proper  and  sole  judges  of  this  thing.” 

This  popular  meaning  of  the  word  sense 
is  not  peculiar  to  the  English  language. 
The  corresponding  words  in  Greek,  Latin, 
and,  I believe, in  all  the  European  languages, 
have  the  same  latitude.  The  Latin  words 
s entire , sententia , sensa,*  sens  us,  from  the 
last  of  which  the  English  word  sense  is 
borrowed,  express  judgment  or  opinion,  and 
are  applied  indifferently  to  objects  of  exter- 
nal Bensc,  of  taste,  of  morals,  and  of  the 
understanding. 

I cannot  pretend  to  assign  the  reason  why 
n word,  which  is  no  term  of  art,  which  is 
familiar  in  common  conversation,  should 
have  so  different  a meaning  in  philosophical 
writings.  I shall  only  observe,  that  the 
philosophical  meaning  corresponds  perfectly 
with  the  account  which  Mr  Locke  and  other 
modem  philosophers  give  of  judgmeut.  For, 
if  the  sole  province  of  the  senses,  external 
and  internal,  be  to  furnish  the  mind  with 
the  ideas  about  which  we  judge  and  reason, 
it  seems  to  be  a natural  conaoquenco,  that 
the  sole  province  of  judgment  should  be  to 
compare  those  ideas,  and  to  perceive  their 
necessary  relations. 

These  two  opinions  seem  to  be  so  con- 
nected, that  one  may  have  been  the  cause 
of  the  other.  I apprehend,  however,  that, 
if  both  be  true,  there  is  no  room  left  for  any 
knowledge  or  judgment,  either  of  the  real 
existence  of  contingent  things,  or  of  their 
contingent  relations. 

To  return  to  the  popular  meaning  of  the 
word  sense.  I believe  it  would  be  much 
more  difficult  to  find  good  authors  who  never 
use  it  in  that  meaning,  than  to  find  such 
as  do.  [622] 

We  may  take  Mr  Pope  as  good  authority 
for  the  meaning  of  an  English  word.  He 
uses  it  often,  and,  in  his  “ Epistle  to  the 
Earl  of  Burlington,”  has  made  a little  de- 
scant upon  it. 


* What  doc*  sensa  mean  P U it  an  erratum,  or 
doe*  he  refer  to  sensa,  once  only.  I believe,  employed 
by  Cicero,  and  interpreted  by  Nonius  Marcdfus,  as 
*'  qu«  sentiuntur  f"—  II. 


•'  OH  have  you  hinted  to  your  brother  Peer, 

A certain  truth,  which  many  l*iy  too  dear: 
Something  there  la  more  needful  than  expense, 

And  something  previous  ev'n  to  taste— ‘tu  sense. 
Good  sense,  winch  only  is  the  gift  of  heaven. 

And,  though  no  science,  fairly  worth  the  seven  ; 

A light  which  in  yuur»elf  you  must  perceive, 

Jones  and  Le  Notre  have  it  not  to  givo*" 

This  inward  light  or  sense  is  given  by 
heaven  to  different  persons  in  different  de- 
grees. There  is  a certain  degree  of  it  which 
is  necessary  to  our  being  subjects  of  law  and 
government,  capable  of  managing  our  own 
affairs,  and  answerable  for  our  conduct 
towards  others  : this  is  called  common 
sense,  because  it  is  common  to  all  men  with 
whom  we  can  transact  business,  or  call  to 
account  for  their  conduct- 

The  laws  of  all  civilised  nations  distin- 
guish those  who  have  this  gift  of  heaven, 
from  those  who  have  it  not  The  last  may 
have  rights  which  ought  uot  to  be  violated, 
but,  having  no  understanding  in  themselves 
to  direct  their  actions,  the  laws  appoint  them 
to  be  guided  by  the  understanding  of  others. 
It  is  easily  discerned  by  its  effects  in  men's 
actions,  in  their  speeches,  and  even  in  their 
looks  ; and  when  it  is  made  a question 
whether  a man  1ms  this  natural  gift  or  not, 
a judge  or  a jutr,  upon  a short  conversation 
with  him,  can,  for  the  most  part,  determine 
the  question  with  great  assurance. 

The  same  degree  of  understanding  which 
makes  a man  capable  of  acting  with  com- 
mon prudence  in  the  conduct  of  life,  makes 
him  capable  of  discovering  what  is  true  and 
what  is  false  in  matters  that  are  self-evident, 
and  which  he  distinctly  apprehends.  [523] 
All  knowledge,  and  all  science,  must  bo 
built  upon  principles  that  are  self-evident ; 
and  of  such  principles  every  man  who  has 
common  sense  is  a competent  judge,  when 
he  conceives  them  distinctly.  Hence  it  is, 
that  disputes  very  often  terminate  in  an 
appeal  to  common  sense. 

While  the  parties  agree  in  the  first  prin- 
ciples on  which  their  arguments  are  ground- 
ed, there  is  room  for  reasoning  ; but  when 
one  denies  what  to  the  other  appears  too 
evident  to  need  or  to  admit  of  proof,  rea- 
soning seems  to  be  at  an  end  ; an  appeal  is 
made  to  common  sense,  and  each  party  is 
left  to  enjoy  his  own  opinion. 

There  soems  to  be  no  remedy  for  this, 
nor  any  way  left  to  discuss  such  appeals, 
unless  the  decisions  of  common  sense  can 
bo  brought  into  a code  in  which  all  reason- 
able men  shall  acquiesce.  This,  indeed,  if 
it  be  possible,  would  be  very  desirable,  and 
would  supply  a desideratum  in  logic ; and 
why  should  it  be  thought  impossible  that 
reasonable  men  should  agree  in  things  that 
are  self-evident  V 

All  tluit  is  intended  in  this  chapter  is  to 
explain  the  meaning  of  common  sense,  that 
it  may  not  be  treated,  as  it  has  been  by 
some,  as  a new  principle,  or  as  a word  with- 
[521 -523 J 
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out  any  meaning.  I have  endeavoured  to 
shew  that  sense,  in  its  most  common,  and 
therefore  its  most  proper  meaning,  signifies 
} judgment,  though  philosophers  often  use  it 
in  another  meaning.  From  this  it  is  natural 
to  think  that  common  sense  should  mean 
common  judgment;  and  so  it  really  does. 

W hat  the  precise  limits  are  which  divide 
common  judgment  from  what  is  beyond  it 
on  the  oue  hand,  and  from  what  falls  short 
of  it  on  the  other,  may  be  difficult  to  de- 
terminc  ; and  men  may  agree  in  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  who  have  different  opinions 
about  those  limits,  or  who  even  never 
thought  of  fixing  them.  This  is  as  intel- 
ligible as,  that  all  Englishmen  should  mean 
the  same  thing  by  the  county  of  York, 
though  perhaps  not  a hundredth  part  of 
them  can  point  out  its  precise  limits.  [524] 
Indeed,  it  seems  to  me,  that  common 
sense  is  as  unambiguous  a word  and  as  well 
understood  as  the  county  of  York.  We 
find  it  in  innumerablo  places  in  good  writers ; 
we  hear  it  on  innumerable  occasions  in  con- 
versation ; and,  as  far  as  I am  able  to  judge, 
always  in  the  same  meaning.  And  this  is 
probably  the  reason  why  it  is  so  seldom 
defined  or  explained. 

Dr  Johnson,  in  the  authorities  he  gives, 
to  shew  that  the  word  sense  signifies  under- 
standing, soundness  of  faculties,  strength  of 
natural  reason,  quotes  Dr  Bentley  for  what 
may  he  called  a definition  of  common  3ense, 
though  probably  not  intended  for  that  pur- 
pose, but  mentioned  accidentally : M God 
hath  endowed  mankind  with  power  and 
abilities,  which  we  call  natural  light  and 
reason,  and  common  sense.” 

It  is  true  that  common  sense  is  a popular 
and  not  a scholastic  word ; and  by  most  of 
those  who  have  treated  systematically  of 
the  powers  of  the  understanding,  it  is  only 
occasionally  mentioned,  as  it  is  by  other 
writers.  But  I recollect  two  philosophical 
writers,  w'ho  are  exceptions  to  this  remark; 
f One  is  Buffier,  who  treated  largely  of  com- 
mon sense,  as  a principle  of  knowledge, 
above  fifty  years  ago.  The  other  is  Bishop 
"*  Berkeley,  who,  I think,  lias  laid  as  much 
stress  upon  common  sense,  in  opposition  to 
the  doctrines  of  philosophers,  as  any  philo- 
sopher that  has  come  after  him.  If  the 
reader  chooses  to  look  back  to  Essay  II. 
chap.  10,  he  will  be  satisfied  of  this,  from 
the  quotations  there  made  for  another  pur- 
pose, which  it  is  unnecessary  here  to  repeat. . 

Men  rarely  ask  what  common  sense  is ; 
because  every  man  believes  himself  pos- 
sessed of  it,  and  would  take  it  for  an  imput- 
ation upon  his  understanding  to  be  thought 
unacquainted  with  it.  Yet  1 remember 
two  very  eminent  authors  who  have  put 
this  question  ; and  it  is  not  improper  to  hear 
their  sentiments  upon  a subject  so  frequently 
mentioned,  and  60  rarely  canvassed.  [525] 
££4-69*1 


It  is  well  known  that  Lord  Shaftesbury 
gave  to  one  of  his  Treatises  the  title  of 
“ Sensus  Communis;  an  Essay  on  the 
Freedom  of  Wit  and  Humour,  in  a Letter 
to  a Friend  ;**  in  which  he  puts  his  friend  in 
mind  of  a free  conversation  with  some  of 
their  friends  on  the  subjects  of  morality 
and  religion.  Amidst  the  different  opinions 
started  and  maintained  with  great  life  and 
ingenuity,  one  or  other  would,  every  now  and 
then,  take  the  liberty  to  appeal  to  common 
sense.  Every  one  allowed  the  appeal ; no 
one  would  offer  to  call  the  authority  of  the 
court  in  question,  till  a gentleman  whose 
good  understanding  was  never  yet  brought 
in  doubt,  desired  the  company,  very  gravely, 
that  they  would  tell  him  what  common 
sense  was. 

M If,”  said  he,  <k  by  the  word  sense,  we 
were  to  understand  opinion  and  judgment, 
and  by  the  word  common , the  generality  or 
any  considerable  part  of  mankind,  it  would 
be  hard  to  discover  where  the  subject  of 
common  sense  could  lie ; for  that  which 
was  according  to  the  sense  of  one  part  of 
mankind,  was  against  the  sense  of  another. 
And  if  the  majority  were  to  determine  com- 
mon sense,  it  would  change  as  often  as 
men  changed.  That  in  religion,  common 
sense  was  as  hard  to  determine  as  oath  lie 
or  orthodox.  What  to  one  was  absurdity, 
to  another  was  demonstration. 

“ In  policy,  if  plain  British  or  Dutch 
sense  were  right,  Turkish  and  French  must 
certainly  be  wrong.  And  us  mere  non- 
sense as  passive  obedience  seemed,  we 
found  it  to  be  the  common  sense  of  a great 
party  amongst  ourselves,  a greater  party 
in  Europe,  and  perhaps  the  greatest  part 
of  all  the  world  besides.  As  for  morals, 
the  difference  was  still  wider  ; for  even  the 
philosophers  could  never  agree  in  one  and 
the  some  system.  And  some  even  of  our 
most  admired  modern  philosophers  had 
fairly  told  us  that  virtue  and  vice  had  no 
other  law  or  measure  than  mere  fashion  and 
vogue.”  [52C] 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  gentleman’s 
speech,  which,  1 apprehend,  explains  the 
meaning  of  the  word  perfectly,  and  contains 
all  that  has  been  said  or  can  be  said  against 
the  authority  of  common  sense,  and  tho 
propriety  of  appeals  to  it. 

As  there  is  no  mention  of  any  answer 
immediately  made  to  this  speech,  we  might 
be  apt  to  conclude  that  the  noble  author 
adopted  the  sentiments  of  the  intelligent 
gentleman  whose  speech  he  recites.  But 
the  contrary  is  manifest,  from  the  title  of 
Sensus  Communis  given  to  his  Essay,  from 
his  frequent  use  of  the  word,  and  from  the 
whole  tenor  of  the  Essay. 

The  author  appears  to  have  a double  in- 
tention in  that  Essay,  corresponding  to  the 
double  title  prefixed  to  it.  One  intention 
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is,  to  justify  the  use  of  wit,  humour,  and 
ridicule,  in  discussing  among  friends  the 
gravest  subjects.  “ I can  very  well  sup- 
pose,” says  he,  u men  may  be  frighted 
out  of  their  wits ; but  I have  no  apprehen- 
sion they  should  be  Laughed  out  of  them. 
1 can  hardly  imagine  that,  in  a pleasant 
way,  they  should  ever  be  talked  out  of  their 
love  for  society,  or  reasoned  out  of  humanity 
and  common  sense.” 

The  other  intention,  signified  by  the  title 
Sensus  Communis , is  carried  on  hand  in 
hand  with  the  first,  and  is  to  shew  that 
common  sense  is  not  so  vague  and  uncertain 
a thing  as  it  is  represented  to  be  in  the 
sceptical  speech  before  recited.  “ I will 
try,”  says  he,  “ what  certain  knowledge  or 
assurance  of  things  may  be  recovered  in 
that  very  way,  (to  wit,  of  humour,)  by 
which  all  certainty,  you  thought,  was  lost, 
and  an  endless  scepticism  introduced.”  [527] 

He  gives  some  criticisms  upon  the  word 
sensUM  communis  in  Juvenal,  Horace,  and 
Seneca  ; and,  after  shewing,  in  a facetious 
way  throughout  the  treatise,  that  the  fun- 
damental principles  of  morals,  of  politics,  of 
criticism,  and  of  every  branch  of  knowledge, 
are  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  he  sums 
up  the  whole  in  these  words : — “ That  some 
moral  and  philosophical  truths  there  are 
so  evident  in  themselves  that  it  would  be 
easier  to  imagine  half  mankind  run  mad, 
and  joined  precisely  in  the  same  species  of 
folly,  than  to  admit  anything  os  truth 
which  should  be  advanced  against  such 
natural  knowledge,  fundamental  reason, 
and  common  sense.  ” And,  on  taking  leave, 
he  adds : — “ And  now,  my  friend,  should 
you  find  I had  moralised  in  any  tolerable 
manner,  according  to  common  sense,  and 
without  canting,  1 should  be  satisfied  with 
ray  performance.” 

Another  eminent  writer  who  has  put  the 
question  what  common  sense  is,  is  Fenelon, 
the  famous  Archbishop  of  Cambray. 

That  ingenious  and  pious  author,  having 
had  an  early  prepossession  in  favour  of  the 
Cartesian  philosophy,  made  an  attempt  to 
establish,  on  a sure  foundation,  the  meta- 
physical arguments  which  Des  Cartes  had 
invented  to  prove  the  being  of  the  Deity. 
For  this  purpose,  he  begins  with  the  Carte- 
sian doubt.  He  proceeds  to  find  out  the 
truth  of  his  own  existence,  and  then  to  ex- 
amine wherein  the  evidence  and  certainty 
of  this  and  other  such  primary  truths  con- 
sisted. This,  according  to  Cartesian  prin- 
ciples, he  places  in  the  clearness  and  dis- 
tinctness of  the  ideas.  On  the  contrary, 
he  places  the  absurdity  of  the  contrary  pro- 
positions, in  their  being  repugnant  to  his 
clear  and  distinct' ideas. 

To  illustrate  this,  he  gives  various  ex- 
amples of  questions  manifestly  absurd  and 
ridiculous,  which  every  man  of  common 


understanding  would,  at  first  sight,  perceive 
to  be  so  ; and  then  goes  on  to  this  purpose. 

“ What  is  it  that  makes  these  questions 
ridiculous?  Wherein  does  this  ridicule 
precisely  consist  ? It  will,  perhaps,  be 
replied,  that  it  consists  in  this,  that  they 
riiock  common  sense.  But  wluit  is  this 
same  common  sense  ? It  is  not  the  first 
notions  that  all  men  have  equally  of  the 
same  things.  [528]  This  common  sense, 
which  is  always  and  in  all  places  the  same  ; 
which  prevents  inquiry  ; which  makes  in- 
quiry in  some  cases  ridiculous  ; which,  in- 
stead of  inquiring,  makes  a man  laugh 
whether  he  will  or  not ; which  puts  it  out 
of  a man’s  power  to  doubt:  this  sense, 
which  only  waits  to  be  consulted — which 
shews  itself  at  the  first  glance,  and  imme- 
diately discovers  the  evidence  or  the  absurd- 
ity of  a question — is  not  this  the  same  that 
I call  my  ideas  ? 

u Behold,  then,  those  ideas  or  general 
notions,  which  it  is  not  in  my  power  either 
to  contradict  or  examine,  and  by  which  1 
examine  and  decide  in  every  case,  insomuch 
that  I laugh  instead  of  answering,  as  often 
as  anything  is  proposed  to  me,  which  is  evi- 
dently contrary  to  what  these  immutable 
ideas  represent.” 

1 shall  only  observe  upon  this  passage, 
that  the  interpretation  it  gives  of  Des 
Cortes*  criterion  of  truth,  whether  just  or 
not,  is  the  most  intelligible  and  the  most 
favourable  I have  met  with. 

I beg  leave  to  mention  one  passage  front 
Cicero,  and  to  add  two  or  three  from  late 
writers,  which  shew  that  this  word  is  not 
become  obsolete,  uor  has  changed  its 
meaning. 

“ De  Oratore,”  lib.  3. — “ Omnes  enim 
tacito  quodam  sensu,  sine  ulla  arte  aut 
ratione,  in  artibus  ac  rationibus,  recta  ac 
prava  dijudicant.  Idque  cum  faciant  in 
picturis,  et  in  signis,  et  in  aliis  eperibus,  ad 
quorum  intelligentiam  a natura  minus  hab- 
ent  instrumenti,  turn  multo  ostendunt  magis 
in  verborum,  numerorum,  vocumquc  judi- 
cio;  quod  ea  sint  in  communibus  infix* 
sensibus;  neque  carom  re  rum  quern  quam 
funditus  natura  voluit  expertem.” 

“ Hume's  “ Essays  and  Treatises,”  vol. 
I.  p.  5 — “ But  a philosopher  who  proposes 
only  to  represent  the  common  sense  of 
mankind  in  more  beautiful  and  more  engag- 
ing colours,  if  by  accident  he  commits  a 
mistake,  goes  no  farther,  but,  renewing  his 
appeal  to  common  sense,  and  the  natural 
sentiments  of  the  mind,  returns  into  the 
right  path,  and  secures  himself  from  any 
dangerous  illusion.**  [529] 

Hume's  “ Enquiry  concerning  the  Prin- 
ciples of  Morals,”  p.  2. — “ Those  who  have 
refused  the  reality  of  moral  distinctions  may 
be  ranked  among  the  disingenuous  dis- 
putants. The  only  way  of  converting  an 
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antagonist  of  thin  kind  is  to  leave  him  to 
himself : for,  finding  that  nobody  keeps  up 
the  controversy  with  him,  it  is  probable  he 
will  at  last,  of  himself,  from  mere  weariness, 
come  over  to  the  side  of  common  senge  and 
reason.” 

Priestley’s  “ Institutes,’*  Preliminary 
Essay,  voL  i-  p.  27 — “ Because  common 
sense  is  a sufficient  guard  against  many 
errors  in  religion,  it  seems  to  have  been 
taken  for  granted  that  that  common  sense 
is  a sufficient  instructor  also,  whereas  in 
fact,  without  positive  instruction,  men  would 
naturally  have  been  mere  savages  with 
respect  to  religion  ; as,  without  similar  in- 
struction, they  would  be  savages  with  re- 
spect to  the  arts  of  life  and  the  sciences. 
Common  sense  can  only  bo  compared  to  a 
judge;  but  what  can  a judge  do  without 
evidence  and  proper  materials  from  which 
to  form  a judgment  ?” 

Priestley’s  **  Examination  of  Dr  Reid,” 
Ac.  page  127.— u But  should  we,  out  of 
complaisance,  admit  that  what  has  hitherto 
beeu  called  judgment  may  be  called  sense, 
it  is  making  too  free  with  tho  established 
signification  of  words  to  call  it  common 
sense,  which,  in  common  acceptation,  lias 
long  been  appropriated  to  a very  different 
tiling — viz.,  to  that  capacity  for  judging  of 
common  things  that  persons  of  middling 
capacities  are  capable  of.'*  Pa^e  129. — “ 1 
should,  therefore,  expect  that,  if  a man  was 
so  totally  deprived  of  common  sense  as  not 
to  be  able  to  distinguish  truth  from  false- 
hood in  one  case,  he  would  be  equally  in- 
capable of  distinguishing  it  in  another.” 
(530] 

From  this  cloud  of  testimonies,  to  which 
hundreds  might  be  added,  I apprehend, 
that  whatever  censure  is  thrown  upon  those 
who  have  spoke  of  common  sense  as  a prin- 
ciple of  knowledge,  or  who  have  appealed  to 
it  in  matters  that  are  self-evident,  will  fall 
light,  when  there  are  so  many  to  share  in 
it.  Indeed,  the  authority  of  this  tribunal 
is  too  sacred  and  venerable,  and  has  pre- 
scription too  long  in  its  favour  to  be  now 
wisely  called  in  question.  Those  who  are 
disposed  to  do  so,  may  remember  the  shrewd 
saying  of  Mr  Hobbes — “ When  reason  is 
against  a man,  a man  will  be  against  rea- 
son.** This  is  equally  applicable  to  com- 
mon sense. 

From  tho  account  I nave  given  of  the 
meaning  of  this  term,  it  is  easy  to  judge 
both  of  the  proper  use  and  of  the  abuse 


| It  is  absurd  to  conceive  that  there  can  be 
[any  opposition  between  reason  and  com- 
mon sense.®  It  is  indeed  the  first-born  of 
Reason  ; and,  as  they  are  commonly  joined 


* See  abo*e.  p 1n0,  b,  not*  f ; sod  Mr  Stewart'a 

M KlcmenU,"  II.  p.  W.— H. 

[530,  531] 


together  in  speech  and  in  writing,  they  are  1 
inseparable  in  their  nature. 

We  ascribe  to  reason  two  offices,  or  two 
degrees.  The  first  is  to  judge  of  things 
self-evident ; the  second  to  draw  conclusions 
that  are  not  self-evident  from  those  that 
are.  The  first  of  these  is  the  province,  and 
the  sole  province,  of  common  sense ; and, 
therefore,  it  coincides  with  reason  iu  its 
whole  extent,  and  is  only  another  name  for 
one  branch  or  one  degTee  of  reason.  Per- 
haps it  may  be  said,  Why  then  should  you 
give  it  a particular  name,  since  it  is  acknow- 
ledged to  be  only  a degree  of  reason  ? It 
would  be  a sufficient  answer  to  this,  Why 
do  you  abolish  a name  which  is  to  be  found 
in  the  language  of  all  civilized  nations,  and 
has  acquired  a right  by  prescription  ? Such 
an  attempt  is  equally  foolish  and  ineffectual. 

Every  wise  man  will  be  apt  to  think  that 
a name  which  is  found  in  all  languages  as 
far  back  as  we  can  trace  them,  is  not  with- 
out some  use.  (531  ] 

But  there  is  an  obvious  reason  why  this 
degree  of  reason  should  have  a name  ap- 
propriated to  it ; and  that  is,  that,  in  the 
greatest  part  of  mankind,  no  other  degree  of 
reason  is  to  be  found.  It  is  this  degree  , 
that  entitles  them  to  the  denomination  of 
reasonable  creatures.  It  is  this  degree  of 
reason,  and  this  only,  that  makes  a man 
capable  of  managing  his  own  affairs,  and 
answerable  for  his  conduct  towards  others. 

There  is  therefore  the  best  reason  why  it  1 
should  have  a name  appropriated  to  it. 

These  two  degrees  of  reason  differ  in 
other  respects,  which  would  be  sufficient  to 
entitle  them  to  distinct  names. 

The  first  is  purely  tho  gift  of  Heaven. 

And  where  Heaven  has  not  given  it,  no 
education  can  supply  the  want.  The  se- 
cond is  learned  by  practice  and  rules,  when 
the  first  is  not  wanting.  A man  who  has  » 
common  sense  may  be  taught  to  reason. 

But,  if  he  has  not  that  gift,  no  teaching  will  ***■  u 
make  him  able  either  to  judge  of  first  prin- 
ciples  or  to  reason  from  them. 

I have  only  this  farther  to  observe,  that 
the  province  of  common  sense  is  more  ex-  I 
tensive  in  refutation  than  in  confirmation.  * 

A conclusion  drawn  by  a train  of  just  rea- 
soning from  true  principles  cannot  possibly 
contradict  any  decision  of  common  sense, 
because  truth  will  always  be  consistent 
with  itself.  Neither  can  such  a conclu- 
sion receive  any  confirmation  from  com* 
mon  sense,  because  it  is  not  within  its  juris- 
diction. 

But  it  is  possible  that,  by  setting  out 
from  false  principles,  or  by  an  error  in 
reasoning,  a man  may  be  led  to  a conclu- 
sion that  contradicts  the  decisions  of  com- 
mon sense.  In  this  case,  the  conclusion 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  common  sense, 
though  the  reasoning  on  which  it  was 
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grounded  be  not ; and  a man  of  common 
sense  may  fairly  reject  the  conclusion  with- 
out being  able  to  shew  the  error  of  the  rea- 
soning that  led  to  it  [532] 

Thus,  if  a mathematician,  by  a process 
of  intricate  demonstration,  in  which  some 
false  step  was  made,  should  be  brought  to 
this  conclusion,  that  two  quantities,  which 
are  both  equal  to  a third,  are  not  equal  to 
each  other,  a man  of  common  sense,  with- 
out pretending  to  be  a judge  of  the  demon- 
stration, is  well  entitled  to  reject  the  con- 
clusion, and  to  pronounce  it  absurd.  \ 


CHAPTER  III. 

SENTIMENTS  OP  PHILOSOPHERS  CONCERNING 
JUDGMENT. 

A difference  about  the  meaning  of  a 
word  ought  not  to  occasion  disputes  among 
philosophers  ; but  it  is  often  very  proper  to 
take  notice  of  such  differences,  in  order  to 
prevent  verbal  disputes.  There  are,  in- 
deed, no  words  in  language  more  liable  to 
ambiguity  than  those  by  which  we  express 
the  operations  of  the  mind ; and  the  most 
candid  and  judicious  may  sometimes  be  led 
into  different  opinions  about  their  precise 
meaning. 

I hinted  before  what  I take  to  be  a pecu- 
liarity in  Mr  Locke  with  regard  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word  judgment,  and  men- 
tioned what,  I apprehend,  may  have  led 
liim  into  it.  But  let  us  hear  himself,  Essay, 
book  iv.  chap.  14  “ The  faculty  which 

God  has  given  to  man  to  supply  the  want 
of  clear  and  certain  knowledge,  where  that 
cannot  be  had,  is  judgment ; whereby  the 
mind  takes  its  ideas  to  agree  or  disagree  ; 
or,  which  is  the  same,  any  proposition  to 
be  true  or  false,  without  perceiving  a de- 
monstrative evidence  in  the  proofs.  Thus 
the  mind  has  two  faculties  conversant  about 
truth  and  falsehood.  First , Knowledge, 

whereby  it  certainly  perceives,  and  is  un- 
doubtedly satisfied  of,  the  agreement  or 
disagreement  of  any  ideas.  Secondly , 

Judgment,  which  is  the  putting  ideas  to- 
gether, or  separating  them  from  one  an- 
other in  the  mind,  when  their  certain  agree- 
ment or  disagreement  is  not  perceived,  but 
presumed  to  be  so.”  [533] 

Knowledge,  I think,  sometimes  signifies 
things  known  ; sometimes  that  act  of  the 
mind  by  which  we  know  them.  And  in  like 
manner  opinion  sometimes  signifies  things 
believed;  sometimes  the  act  of  the  mind 
by  which  wc  believe  them.  But  judgment 
is  the  faculty  which  is  exercised  in  both 
these  acts  of  the  mind.  In  Knowledge,  we 
judge  without  doubting ; in  opinion,  with 
some  mixture  of  doubt.  But  I know  no 
authority,  besides  that  of  Mr  Locke,  for 


calling  knowledge  a faculty,  any  more  than 
for  calling  opinion  a faculty. 

Neither  do  I think  that  knowledge  is 
confined  within  the  narrow  limits  which 
Mr  Locke  assigns  to  it;  because  the  far 
greatest  part  of  w hat  all  men  call  human 
knowledge,  is  in  things  which  neither  ad- 
mit of  intuitive  nor  of  demonstrative  proof. 

I have  all  along  used  the  word  judgment 
in  a more  extended  sense  than  Mr  Locke 
does  in  the  passage  above-mentioned.  I 
understand  by  it  that  operation  of  mind  by 
which  we  determine,  concerning  anything 
that  may  be  expressed  by  a proposition, 
whether  it  be  true  or  false.  Every  propo- 
sition is  either  true  or  false ; so  is  every 
judgment,  A proposition  may  be  simply- 
conceived  without  judging  of  it.  But  when 
there  is  not  only  a conception  of  the  pro- 
position, but  a mental  affirmation  or  nega- 
tion, an  assent  or  dissent  of  the  understand- 
ing, whether  weak  or  strong,  that  is  judg- 
ment. 

I think  that,  since  the  days  of  Aristotle, 
logicians  have  taken  the  word  in  that  sense, 
and  other  writers,  for  the  most  part, 
though  there  are  other  meanings,  which 
there  is  no  danger  of  confounding  with  this. 
[534] 

We  may  take  the  authority  of  Dr  Isaac 
Watts,  as  a logician,  as  a man  who  under- 
stood English,  and  who  had  a just  esteem 
of  Mr  Locke’s  Essay.  Logic,  lntrod.  page 
5 — “ Judgment  is  that  operation  of  the 
mind,  wherein  we  join  two  or  more  ideas 
together  by  one  affirmation  or  negation ; 
that  is,  we  either  affirm  or  deny  this  to  be 
that.  So:  this  tree  is  high  ; that  horse  is  not 
sxcift ; the  mind  of  man  is  a thinking  feeing; 
mere  matter  has  no  thought  belonging  to  it ; 
God  is  just;  good  men  are  often  miserable  in 
this  world  ; a righteous  governor  will  make 
a difference  betwixt  the  evil  and  the  good  ; 
which  sentences  are  the  effect  of  judgment, 
and  are  called  propositions.”  And,  Part  1 1. 
chap.  ii.  § 9 — “ The  evidence  of  sense  is, 
when  we  frame  a proposition  according  to 
the  dictate  of  any  of  our  senses.  So  we 
judge  that  grass  is  green  ; that  a trumjtet 
gives  a pleasant  sound  ; that  fire  burns  wood; 
water  it  soft  ; and  iron  hard.** 

In  this  meaning,  judgment  extends  to 
every  kind  of  evidence,  probable  or  certain 
and  to  every  degree  of  assent  or  dissent. 
It  extends  to  all  knowledge  as  well  as  to  all 
opinion  ; with  this  difference  only,  that  in 
knowledge  it  is  more  firm  and  steady,  like 
a house  founded  upon  a rock.  In  opinion 
it  stands  upon  a weaker  foundation,  and  is 
more  liable  to  be  shaken  and  overturned. 

These  differences  about  the  meaning  of 
words  are  not  mentioned  as  if  truth  was  on 
one  side  and  error  on  the  other,  but  as  an 
apology  for  deviating,  in  this  instance,  from 
the  phraseology  of  Mr  Locke,  which  is,  for 
[532-534] 
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the  most  part,  accurate  and  distinct ; and 
because  attention  to  the  different  meanings 
that  are  put  upon  words  by  different  authors, 
is  the  best  way  to  prevent  our  mistaking 
verbal  differences  for  real  differences  of 
opinion. 

The  common  theory  concerning  ideas 
naturally  leads  to  a theory  concerning 
judgment,  which  may  be  a proper  test  of  its 
truth ; for,  as  they  are  necessarily  con- 
nected, they  must  stand  or  fall  together. 
Their  connection  is  thus  expressed  by  Mr 
Locke,  Book  IV.  chap.  1 — “ Since  the 
mind,  iu  all  its  thoughts  and  reasonings, 
hath  no  other  immediate  object  but  its  own 
ideas,  which  it  alone  does  or  can  con- 
template, it  is  evident  that  our  knowledge  is 
only  conversant  about  them.  Knowledge 
then  seems  to  me  to  be  nothing  but  the 
perception  of  the  connection  and  agreement , 
or  disagreement  and  repugnancy , of  any  of 
our  ideas.  In  this  alone  it  consists."  [635] 

There  can  only  bo  one  objection  to  the 
justice  of  this  inference ; and  that  is,  that 
the  antecedent  proposition  from  which  it  is 
inferred  seems  to  have  some  ambiguity ; 
tofy  in  the  first  clause  of  that  proposition, 
the  mind  is  said  to  have  no  other  immediate 
object  but  its  own  ideas;  in  the  second, 
that  it  has  no  other  object  at  all ; that  it 
does  or  can  contemplate  ideas  alone.* 

If  the  word  immediate  in  the  first  clause 
be  a mere  expletive,  and  be  not  intended  to 
limit  the  generality  of  the  proposition,  then 
the  two  clauses  will  be  perfectly  consistent, 
the  second  being  only  a repetition  or  expli- 
cation of  the  first ; and  the  inference  that 
our  knowledge  is  only  conversant  about 
ideas  will  be  perfectly  just  and  logical. 

But,  if  the  word  immediate  in  the  first 
clause  be  intended  to  limit  the  general  pro- 
position, and  to  imply  that  the  mind  has 
other  objects  besides  its  own  ideas,  though 
no  other  immediate  objects,  then  it  will  not 
be  true  that  it  does  or  can  contemplate  ideas 
alone ; nor  will  the  inference  be  justly 
drawn  that  our  knowledge  is  only  con veraant 
about  ideas. 

Mr  Locke  must  either  have  meant  his 
antecedent  proposition,  without  any  limita- 
tion by  the  word  immediate f or  he  must 
liave  meant  to  limit  it  by  that  word,  and  to 
signify  that  there  are  objects  of  the  mind 
which  are  not  ideas. 

The  first  of  these  suppositions  appears  to 
me  most  probable,  for  several  reasons. 
1636] 

Firsty  Because,  when  he  purposely  de- 
fines the  word  idea,  in  the  introduction  to 
the  Essay,  he  says  it  is  whatsoever  is  the 

* In  reference  to  the  polemic  that  follow*,  *ee,  for 
• solution,  what  hu  been  uid  above  in  regard  to  the 
ambiguity  of  the  term  object,  and  Note  B.  In  regard 
to  the  doctrine  of  Ideas,  a*  held  by  the  philosopher*, 
ace  above,  and  Note  C»  Ac.— H. 

[ 535-537] 


object  of  the  understanding  when  a man 
thinks,  or  whatever  the  mind  can  be  em- 
ployed about  in  thinking.  Here  there  is  no 
room  left  for  objects  of  the  mind  that  are 
not  ideas.  The  same  definition  is  often 
repeated  throughout  the  Essay.  Some- 
times, indeed,  the  word  immediate  us  added, 
as  in  the  passage  now  under  consideration  ; 
but  there  is  no  intimation  made  that  it  ought 
to  be  understood  when  it  is  not  expressed. 
Now,  if  it  had  really  been  bis  opinion  that 
there  are  objects  of  thought  which  are  not 
ideas,  this  definition,  which  is  the  ground- 
work of  the  whole  Essay,  would  have  been 
very  improper,  and  apt  to  mislead  his 
reader. 

Secondly,  He  has  never  attempted  to 
shew  how  there  can  be  objects  of  thought 
which  are  not  immediate  objects;  and, 
indeed,  this  seems  impossible.  For,  what- 
ever the  object  be,  the  man  either  thinks  of 
it,  or  he  does  not.  There  is  no  medium 
between  these.  If  he  thinks  of  it,  it  is  an 
immediate  object  of  thongtit  while  he  thinks 
of  it.  If  be  does  not  think  of  it,  it  is  no 
object  of  thought  at  all.  Every  object  of 
thought,  therefore,  is  an  immediate  object 
of  thought,  and  the  word  immediate , joined 
to  objects  of  thought,  seems  to  be  a mere 
expletive. 

Thirdly,  Though  Malebrancbe  and  Bishop 
Berkeley  believed  that  we  have  no  ideas  of 
minds,  or  of  the  operations  of  minds,  and 
that  we  may  think  and  reason  about  them 
without  ideas,  this  was  not  the  opinion  of 
Mr  Locke.  He  thought  that  there  are 
ideas  of  minds,  and  of  their  operations,  as 
well  os  of  the  objects  of  sense ; that  the 
mind  perceives  nothing  but  its  own  ideas, 
and  that  all  words  are  the  signs  of  ideas. 

A fourth  reason  is,  That  to  suppose  that 
ho  intended  to  limit  the  antecedent  proposi- 
tion by  the  word  immediate , is  to  impute  to 
him  a blunder  in  reasoning,  which  I do  not 
think  Mr  Locke  could  have  committed ; 
for  what  can  be  a more  glaring  paralogism 
than  to  infer  that,  since  ideas  are  partly, 
though  not  solely,  the  objects  of  thought,  it 
is  evident  that  all  our  knowledge  is  only 
conversant  about  them.  If,  on  the  con- 
trary, he  meant  that  ideas  are  the  only  ob- 
jects of  thought,  then  the  conclusion  drawn 
is  perfectly  just  and  obvious ; and  he  might 
very  well  say,  that,  since  it  is  ideas  only  that 
the  mind  does  or  can  contemplate,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  our  knowledge  «*  only  conversant 
about  them.  [537] 

As  to  the  conclusion  itself,  I have  only 
to  observe,  that,  though  he  extends  it  only  to 
what  ho  calls  knowledge,  and  not  to  what 
he  calls  judgment,  there  is  the  same  reason 
for  extending  it  to  both. 

It  is  true  of  Judgment,  as  well  as  of 
knowledge,  that  it  can  only  he  conversant 
about  objects  of  the  mind,  or  about  things 
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which  the  mind  can  contemplate.  Judg- 
ment, as  well  as  knowledge,  supposes  the 
conception  of  the  object  about  which  we 
judge ; and  to  judge  of  objects  that  never 
were  nor  can  be  objects  of  the  mind,  is  evi- 
dently impossible. 

This,  therefore,  we  may  take  for  granted, 
that,  if  knowledge  be  conversant  about  ideas 
only,  because  there  is  no  other  object  of  the 
mind,  it  must  be  no  less  certain  that  judg- 
ment is  conversant  about  ideas  only,  for 
the  same  reason. 

Mr  Locke  adds,  as  the  result  of  his  rea- 
soning, “ Knowledge,  then,  seems  to  ine  to 
be  nothing  but  the  perception  of  the  con- 
nection aud  agreement,  or  disagreement 
and  repugnancy,  of  any  of  our  ideas.  In 
this  alone  it  consists.** 

This  is  a very  important  point,  not  only 
on  its  own  account,  but  on  account  of  its 
necessary  connection  with  his  system  con- 
cerning ideas,  which  is  such  as  that  both 
must  stand  or  fall  together ; for,  if  there  is 
any  part  of  human  knowledge  which  does 
not  consist  in  the  perception  of  the  agree- 
ment or  disagreement  of  ideas,  it  must  fol- 
low that  there  arc  objects  of  thought  and 
of  contemplation  which  arc  not  ideas. 
1538] 

This  point,  therefore,  deserves  to  be  care- 
fully examined.  With  this  view,  let  us 
first  attend  to  its  meaning,  which,  I think, 
can  hardly  be  mistaken,  though  it  may 
need  some  explication. 

Every  poiut  of  knowledge,  and  every 
judgment,  is  expressed  by  a proposition, 
w herein  something  is  affirmed  or  denied  of 
the  subject  of  the  proposition. 

By  perceiving  the  connection  or  agree- 
ment of  two  ideas,  I conceive,  is  meant  per- 
ceiving the  truth  of  an  affirmative  proposi- 
tion, of  which  the  subject  and  predicate  are 
ideas.  In  like  manner,  by  perceiving  the 
disagreement  and  repugnancy  of  any  two 
ideas,  I conceive  is  meant  perceiving  the 
truth  of  a negative  proposition,  of  which 
both  subject  and  predicate  are  ideas.  This 
I take  to  be  the  only  meaning  the  words 
can  bear,  aud  it  is  confirmed  by  what  Mr 
Locke  says  in  a passage  already  quoted  in 
this  chapter,  that  “ the  mind,  taking  its 
ideas  to  agree  or  disagree,  is  the  same  as 
taking  any  proposition  to  be  true  or  false.'* 
Therefore,  if  the  definition  of  knowledge 
given  by  Mr  Locke  he  a just  one,  the  sub- 
ject, as  well  as  the  predicate  of  every  pro- 
position, by  which  any  point  of  knowledge 
is  expressed,  must  be  an  idea,  and  can  be 
nothing  else ; and  the  same  must  hold  of 
every  proposition  by  which  judgmeut  is 
expressed,  as  has  been  shewn  above. 

Having  ascertained  the  meaning  of  this 
definition  of  human  knowledge,  wc  are 
next  to  consider  how  far  it  is  just. 

Firtty  I would  observe  that,  if  the  word 


idea  be  taken  in  the  meaning  which  it  had 
at  first  among  the  Pythagoreans  and  Pla- 
tonists,  and  if  by  knowledge  be  meant  only 
abstract  and  general  knowledge,  (which  I 
believe  Mr  Locke  had  chiefly  in  his  view,) 
I think  the  proposition  is  true,  that  such 
knowledge  consists  solely  in  perceiving  the 
truth  of  propositions  whose  subject  and 
predicate  are  ideas.  [5391 

By  ideas  here  I mean  things  conceived 
abstractly,  without  regard  to  their  existence. 
We  commonly  call  them  abstract  notions, 
abstract  conceptions,  abstract  ideas— -the 
Peripatetics  called  them  universals  ; and 
the  Platonists,  who  knew  no  other  ideas, 
called  them  ideas  without  addition. 

Such  ideas  are  both  subject  and  predicate 
in  every  proposition  which  expresses  ab- 
stract knowledge. 

The  whole  body  of  pure  mathematics  is 
an  abstract  science  ; and  in  every  mathe- 
matical proposition,  both  subject  and  pre- 
dicate are  ideas,  in  the  sense  above  explained. 
Thus,  when  I say  the  side  of  a square  is  not 
commensurable  to  its  diagonal — in  this 
proposition  the  tide  ami  the  diagonal  of  a 
square  are  the  subjects,  (for,  being  a rela- 
tive proposition,  it  must  have  two  subjects. ) 
A square,  its  side,  and  its  diagonal,  are 
ideas,  or  universals ; they  are  not  indivi- 
duals,  but  things  predicable  of  many  indi- 
viduals. Existence  is  not  included  in  their 
definition,  nor  in  the  conception  we  form  of 
them.  The  predicate  of  the  proposition  is 
commensurable,  which  must  be  an  univer- 
sal, as  the  predicate  of  every  proposition  is 
so.  In  other  branches  of  knowledge,  many 
abstract  truths  may  be  found,  but,  for  the 
most  part,  mixed  with  others  that  are  not 
abstract. 

I add,  that  I apprehend  that  w hat  is  strictly 
called  demonstrative  evidence,  is  to  be  found 
in  abstract  knowledge  only.  This  was  the 
opinion  of  Aristotle,  of  Plato,  and,  I think, 
of  all  the  ancient  philosophers  ; and  I be- 
lieve in  this  they  judged  right.  It  is  true, 
we  often  meet  with  demonstration  in  astro- 
mony,  in  mechanics,  and  in  other  branches 
of  natural  philosophy ; but,  I believe,  wo 
shall  always  find  that  such  demonstrations 
are  grounded  upon  principles  of  supposi- 
tions, which  have  neither  intuitive  nor 
demonstrative  evidence.  [540] 

Thus,  when  we  demonstrate  that  the 
path  of  a projectile  in  vacuo  is  a parabola, 
we  suppose  that  it  is  acted  upon  with  the 
same  force  and  in  the  same  direction 
through  its  whole  path  by  gravity.  This  is 
not  intuitively  known,  nor  is  it  demon- 
strable ; and,  in  the  demonstration,  we  rea- 
son from  the  laws  of  motion,  which  are 
principles  not  capable  of  demonstration, 
but  grounded  on  a different  kind  of  evidence. 

Ideas,  in  the  sense  above  explained,  are 
creatures  of  the  mind  ; they  are  fabricated 
[A38-540] 


chap,  in.]  SENTIMENTS  CONCERNING  JUDGMENT.  429 


by  its  rational  powers  ; we  know  their 
nature  and  their  essence — for  they  are 
nothing  more  than  they  are  conceived  to 
be ; — and,  because  they  are  perfectly  known, 
we  can  reason  about  them  with  the  highest 
degree  of  evidence. 

And,  as  they  are  not  things  that  exist, 
but  things  conceived,  they  neither  have 
place  nor  time,  nor  arc  they  liable  to 
change. 

When  we  say  that  they  are  in  the  mind, 
this  can  mean  no  more  but  tliat  they  are 
conceived  by  the  mind,  or  that  they  are 
objects  of  thought.  The  act  of  conceiving 
them  is,  no  doubt,  in  the  mind  ; the  things 
conceived  have  no  place,  because  they  have 
not  existence.  Thus,  a circle,  considered 
abstractly,  is  said  figuratively  to  be  in  the 
mind  of  him  that  couceives  it ; but  in  no 
other  sense  than  the  city  of  London  or  the 
kingdom  of  France  is  said  to  be  in  his 
mind  when  he  thinks  of  those  objects. 

Place  and  time  belong  to  finite  things  that 
exist,  but  not  to  things  that  are  barely  con- 
ceived. They  may  be  objects  of  concep- 
tion to  intelligent  beings  in  every  place  and 
at  all  times.  Hence  the  Pythagoreans  and 
Platonists  were  led  to  think  that  they  are 
eternal  and  omnipresent.  If  they  had  ex- 
istence, they  must  be  so  ; for  they  liavc  no 
relation  to  any  one  j>lace  or  time,  which 
they  have  not  to  every  place  and  to  every 
time. 

The  natural  prejudice  of  mankind,  that 
what  we  conceive  must  have  existence,  led 
those  ancient  philosophers  to  attribute  ex- 
istence to  ideas ; and  by  this  they  were  led 
into  all  the  extravagant  and  mysterious 
parts  of  their  system.  When  it  is  purged 
of  these,  I apprehend  it  to  be  the  only  in- 
telligible and  rational  system  concerning 
ideas.  [541] 

I agree  with  them,  therefore,  tliat  ideas 
are  immutably  the  same  in  all  times  and 
places  ; for  this  means  no  mure  but  that  a 
circle  is  always  a circle,  and  a square  always 
a square. 

I agree  with  them  tliat  ideas  arc  the  pat- 
terns or  exemplars  by  which  everything 
was  made  that  had  a beginning:  for  an 
intelligent  artificer  must  conceive  his  work 
before  it  is  made  ; he  makes  it  according  to 
that  conception ; and  the  thing  conceived, 
before  it  exists,  can  only  be  an  idea. 

I agree  with  them  that  every  species  of 
things,  considered  abstractly,  is  an  idea ; 
and  that  the  idea  of  the  species  is  in  every 
individual  of  the  species,  without  division 
or  multiplication.  This,  indeed,  is  expressed 
somewhat  mysteriously,  according  to  the 
manner  of  the  sect ; but  it  may  easily  be 
explained. 

Every  idea  is  an  attribute ; and  it  is  a 
common  way  of  speaking  to  say,  tliat  the 
Attribute  is  in  every  subject  of  which  it  may 
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truly  be  affirmed.  Thus,  to  Is  aborts  fifty 
years  of  age  is  an  attribute  or  idea.  This 
attribute  may  be  in,  or  affirmed  of,  fifty 
different  individuals,  and  be  the  same  in 
all,  without  division  or  multiplication. 

I think  tliat  not  only  every  species,  but 
every  genus,  higher  or  lower,  and  every 
attribute  considered  abstractly,  is  an  idea. 
These  are  things  conceived  without  regard  to 
existence  ; they  are  uuiversals,  and,  there- 
fore, ideas,  according  to  the  ancient  mean- 
ing of  tliat  word.  [542] 

It  is  true  that,  after  the  Platonists  en- 
tered into  disputes  with  the  Peripatetics,  in 
order  to  defend  the  existence  of  eternal 
ideas,  they  found  it  prudent  to  contract  the 
line  of  defence,  and  maintained  only  that 
there  is  on  idea  of  every  species  of  natural 
things,  but  not  of  the  genera,  nor  of  things 
artificial.  They  were  unwilling  to  multiply 
beings  beyond  what  was  necessary ; but 
in  this,  I think,  they  departed  from  the 
genuine  principles  of  their  system. 

The  definition  of  a species  is  nothing 
but  the  definition  of  the  genus,  with  the 
addition  of  a specific  difference ; and  the 
division  of  things  into  species  is  the  work 
of  the  mind,  as  well  as  their  division  into 
geuera  and  classes.  A species,  a genus,  an 
order,  a class,  is  only  a combination  of  at- 
tributes made  by  the  mind,  and  called  by 
one  name.  There  is,  therefore,  the  same 
reason  for  giving  the  namo  of  idea  to  every 
attribute,  and  to  every  species  and  genus, 
whether  higher  or  lower  : these  are  only 
more  complex  attributes,  or  combinations 
of  the  more  simple.  And,  though  it  might 
be  improper,  without  necessity,  to  multiply 
beings  which  they  believed  to  have  a real 
existence,  yet,  had  they  seen  that  ideas 
are  not  things  that  exist,  but  things  that 
are  conceived,  they  would  have  appre- 
hended no  danger  nor  expense  from  theit 
number. 

Simple  attributes,  species  And  genera, 
lower  or  higher,  arc  all  things  conceived 
without  regard  to  existence  • they  are  uni- 
versal ; they  are  expressed  by  general 
words  ; and  have  an  equal  title  to  be  called 
by  the  name  of  ideas. 

I likewise  agree  with  those  ancient  phi- 
losophers that  ideas  are  the  object,  and  the 
sole  object,  of  science,  strictly  so  called— 
that  is,  of  demonstrative  reasoning. 

And,  as  ideas  are  immutable,  so  their 
agreements  and  disagreements,  and  all  their 
relations  and  attributes,  are  immutable. 
All  mathematical  truths  are  immutably 
true.  Like  the  ideas  about  which  they  arc 
conversant,  they  have  no  relation  to  time 
or  place,  no  dependence  upon  existence  or 
change.  That  the  angles  of  a plane  tri- 
angle are  equal  to  two  right  angles  always 
was,  and  always  will  be,  true,  though  no 
triangle  had  ever  existed.  [543] 
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The  same  may  be  said  of  all  abstract 
truths : on  that  account  they  have  often 
been  culled  eternal  truths  ; and,  for  the 
same  reason,  the  Pythagoreans  ascribed 
eternity  to  the  ideas  about  which  they  are 
conversant.  They  may  very  properly  be 
called  necessary  truths ; because  it  is  im- 
possible they  should  not  be  true  at  all  times 
and  in  all  places. 

Such  is  the  nature  of  all  truth  that  can 
be  discovered,  by  perceiving  the  agreements 
aud  disagreements  of  idea*,  wheu  we  take 
that  word  in  its  primitive  sense.  And  that 
Mr  Locke,  in  his  definition  of  knowledge, 
had  chiefly  in  his  view  abstract  truths,  we 
may  be  led  to  think  from  the  examples  he 
gives  to  illustrate  it. 

But  there  is  another  great  class  of  truths, 
which  are  not  abstract  and  necessary,  aud, 
therefore,  cannot  be  perceived  in  the  agree- 
ments and  disagreements  of  ideas.  These 
are  all  the  truths  we  know  concerning  the 
real  existence  of  things — the  truth  of  our 
own  existence — of  the  existence  of  other 
things,  inanimate,  animal,  and  rational,  and 
of  their  various  attributes  and  relations. 

These  truths  may  be  called  contingent 
truths.  I except  only  the  existence  and 
attributes  of  the  Supreme  Being,  which  is 
the  only  necessary  truth  I kuow  regarding 
existence. 

All  other  beings  that  exist  depend  for 
their  existence,  aud  all  that  belongs  to  it, 
upon  the  will  and  power  of  the  first  cause  ; 
therefore,  nc'ther  their  existence,  nor  their 
nature,  uor  anything  that  befalls  them,  is 
necessary,  but  contingent. 

But,  although  the  existence  of  the  Deity 
be  necessary,  I apprehend  we  can  only  de- 
duce it  from  contingent  truths.  The  only 
arguments  for  the  existence  of  a Deity 
which  I am  able  to  comprehend,  are  ground- 
ed upon  the  knowledge  of  my  own  existence, 
aud  the  existence  of  other  finite  beings. 
But  these  are  contingent  truths.  [544] 

I believe,  therefore,  that  by  perceiving 
agreements  and  disagreements  of  ideas,  no 
contingent  truth  whatsoever  can  be  known, 
nor  the  real  existence  of  anything,  not  even 
our  own  existence,  nor  the  existence  of  a 
Deity,  which  is  a necessary  truth.  Thus  I 
have  endeavoured  to  shew  what  knowledge  i 
may,  and  what  cannot  be  attained,  by  per- 
ceiving the  agreements  and  disagreements 
of  ideas,  when  we  take  that  word  in  its 
primitive  sense. 

W e are,  in  the  nexl  place,  to  consider, 
whether  knowledge  consists  in  perceiving  the 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  ideas,  taking 
idea*  in  any  of  the  senses  in  which  the  word 
is  used  by  Mr  Locke  and  other  modem 
philosophers. 

1.  Very  often  the  word  idea  is  used  so, 
that  to  have  the  idea  of  anything  is  a peri- 
p/trati s for  conceiving  it.  In  this  sense,  an 


idea  is  not  an  object  of  thought,  it  is  thought 
itself.  It  is  the  act  of  the  mind  by  which 
we  conceive  any  object.  And  it  is  evident 
that  this  could  not  be  the  meaning  which 
Mr  Locke  had  in  view  in  bis  definition  of 
knowledge. 

2.  A second  meaning  of  the  word  idea  is 
tliat  which  Mr  Locke  gives  in  the  intro- 
duction to  his  Essay,  when  he  is  making  au 
apology  for  the  frequent  use  of  it u It  be- 
ing that  term,  I think,  which  serves  best  to 
stand  for  whatsoever  is  the  object  of  the 
understanding  when  a man  thinks,  or  what- 
ever it  is  which  a man  can  be  employed 
about  in  thinking/’ 

By  this  definition,  indeed,  everything  that 
can  be  the  object  of  thought  is  an  idea. 
The  objects  of  our  thoughts  niay,  I think, 
be  reduced  to  two  classes. 

The  first  dan  comprehends  all  those 
objects  which  we  not  only  can  think  of,  but 
which  we  believe  to  have  a real  existence  : 
such  as  the  Creator  of  all  things,  and  all 
his  creatures  that  fall  withiu  our  notice. 
[545]  I can  think  of  the  sun  and  moon, 
the  earth  and  sea,  and  of  the  various  animal, 
vegetable,  and  inanimate  productions  with 
which  it  hath  pleased  the  bountiful  Creator 
to  enrich  our  globe.  I can  think  of  myself, 
of  my  friends  and  acquaintance.  I think 
of  the  author  of  the  Essay  with  high  esteem. 
These,  and  such  as  these,  are  objects  of  the 
understanding  which  we  believe  to  have  real 
existence. 

A second  class  of  objects  of  the  under- 
standing which  a man  may  be  employed 
about  in  thinking,  are  things  which  we  either 
believe  never  to  have  existed,  or  which  we 
think  of  without  regard  to  their  existence. 

Thus,  I can  think  of  Don  Quixote,  of 
the  Island  of  Laputa,  of  Oceana,  and  of 
Utopia,  which  I believe  never  to  have  ex- 
isted. Every  attribute,  every  species,  aud 
every  genus  of  things,  considered  abstractly, 
without  any  regard  to  their  existence  or 
non-existence,  may  be  an  object  of  the 
understanding. 

To  this  second  class  of  objects  of  the  . 
understanding,  the  name  of  idea  does  very 
properly  belong,  according  to  the  primitive 
sense  of  the  word,  and  I have  already  con- 
sidered what  knowledge  does  and  what 
does  not  consist  in  perceiving  the  agree- 
ments and  disagreements  of  such  ideas. 

But,  if  we  take  the  word  idea  in  so  ex- 
tensive a sense  as  to  comprehend,  not  only 
the  second,  but  also  the  first  class  of  object* 
of  the  understanding,  it  will  undoubtedly 
be  true  that  all  knowledge  consists  in  per- 
ceiving the  agreements  and  disagreement* 
of  ideas : for  it  ii  impossible  that  there  can 
be  any  knowledge,  any  judgment,  any 
opinion,  true  or  false,  which  is  not  employed 
about  the  objects  of  the  understanding. 
But  whatsoever  is  an  object  of  the  under- 
f 544,  545  ] 
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standing  is  an  idea,  according  to  this  second  1 
meaning  of  the  word. 

Yet  I am  persuaded  that  Mr  Locke,  in  ! 
his  definition  of  knowledge,  did  not  mean 
that  the  word  idea  should  extend  to  all  those 
things  which  we  commonly  consider  as  ob- 
jects of  the  understanding.  [546] 

Though  Bishop  Berkeley  believed  that 
sun,  moon,  and  stars,  and  all  material  things, 
are  ideas,  and  nothing  but  ideas,  Mr  Locke 
nowhere  professes  this  opinion.  He  be- 
lieved that  we  have  ideas  of  bodies,  but  not 
that  bodies  are  ideas.  In  like  manner,  he 
believed  that  we  have  ideas  of  minds,  but 
not  that  minds  are  ideas.  When  he  in- 
quired so  carefully  into  the  origin  of  all  our 
ideas,  he  did  not  surely  mean  to  find  the 
origin  of  whatsoever  may  be  the  object  of 
the  understanding,  nor  to  resolve  the  origin 
of  everything  that  may  be  an  object  of 
understanding  into  sensation  and  reflec- 
tion. 

3.  Setting  aside,  therefore,  the  two  mean- 
ings of  the  word  idea,  before  mentioned,  as 
meanings  which  Mr  Locke  could  not  have 
in  his  view  in  the  definition  be  gives  of 
knowledge,  the  only  meaning  that  could  be 
intended  iu  this  place  is  that  which  I before 
called  the  philosophical  meaning  of  the 
word  idea,  which  hath  a reference  to  the 
theory  commonly  received  about  the  manner 
in  which  the  mind  perceives  external  objects, 
and  in  which  it  remembers  and  conceives 
objects  that  arc  not  present  to  it.  It  is  a very 
ancient  opinion,  and  has  been  very  generally 
received  among  philosophers,  that  we  can- 
not perceive  or  think  of  such  objects  im- 
mediately, but  by  the  medium  of  certain 
images  or  representatives  of  them  really 
existing  in  the  mind  at  the  time. 

To  those  images  the  ancients  gave  the 
name  of  species  and  phantasms.  Modern 
philosophers  have  given  them  the  name  of 
ideas.  “ *Tis  evident,”  says  Mr  Locke, 
t>ook  iv.,  chap.  4,  “ the  mind  knows  not  things 
immediately,  but  only  by  the  intervention 
of  the  ideas  it  has  of  them.”  And  in  the 
same  paragraph  he  puts  this  question : 
“ How  shall  the  mind,  when  it  perceives 
nothing  but  its  own  ideas,  know  that  they 
agree  with  things  themselves  ?”  [547] 

This  theory  I have  already  considered, 
in  treating  of  perception,  of  memory,  and 
of  conception.  The  reader  will  there  find 
the  reasons  that  lead  me  to  think  that  it 
has  no  solid  foundation  in  reason,  or  in 
attentive  reflection  upon  those  operations 
of  our  minds  ; that  it  contradicts  the  im- 
mediate dictates  of  our  natural  faculties, 
which  are  of  higher  authority  than  any 
theory  ; that  it  has  taken  its  rise  from  the 
Barae  prejudices  which  led  all  the  ancient 
philosophers  to  think  that  the  Deity  could 
not  make  this  world  without  some  eternal 
matter  to  work  upon,  and  which  led  the 


Pytliagoreaos  and  Platouists  to  think  that 
he  could  not  conceive  the  plan  of  the  world 
he  was  to  make  without  eternal  ideas  really 
existing  as  patterns  to  work  by  ; and  that 
this  theory,  when  its  necessary  consequences 
are  fairly  pursued,  leads  to  absolute  scep- 
ticism, though  those  consequences  wore  not 
seen  by  most  of  the  philosophers  who  have 
adopted  it. 

I have  no  intention  to  repeat  what  nas 
before  been  said  upon  those  points  ; but 
only,  taking  ideas  in  this  sense,  to  make 
some  observations  upon  the  definition  which 
Mr  Locke  gives  of  knowledge. 

First,  If  all  knowledge  consists  in  per* 
ceiving  the  agreements  and  disagreements 
of  ideas— that  is,  of  representative  images  of 
things  existing  in  the  mind — it  obviously 
follows  that,  if  there  be  no  such  ideas,  there 
can  be  no  knowledge.  So  that,  if  there 
should  be  found  good  reason  for  giving  up 
this  philosophical  hypothesis,  all  knowledge 
must  go  along  with  it. 

I hope,  however,  it  is  not  so  : and  that, 
though  this  hypothesis,  like  many  others, 
should  totter  and  fall  to  the  ground,  know- 
ledge will  continue  to  stand  firm  upon  a 
more  permanent  basis.  [548] 

The  cycles  and  epicycles  of  the  ancient 
astronomers  were  for  a thousand  years 
thought  absolutely  necessary  to  explain 
the  motions  of  the  heavenly  bodies.  Y ct 
now,  when  all  men  believe  them  to  have 
been  mere  fictions,  astronomy  has  not  fallen 
with  them,  but  stands  upon  a more  rational 
foundation  than  before.  Ideas,  or  images 
of  things  existing  in  the  mind,  have,  for  a 
longer  time,  been  thought  necessary  for 
explaining  the  operations  of  the  understand- 
ing. If  they  should  likewise  at  lost  be 
found  to  be  fictions,  human  knowledge  and 
judgment  would  suffer  nothing  by  being 
disengaged  from  an  unwieldy  hypothesis. 
Mr  Locke  surely  did  not  look  upon  the  ex- 
istence of  ideas  as  a philosophical  hypo- 
thesis. He  thought  that  we  are  conscious 
of  their  existence,  otherwise  he  would  not 
have  made  the  existence  of  all  our  know- 
ledge to  depend  upon  the  existence  of  ideas. 

Secondly,  Supposing  this  hypothesis  to 
be  true,  I agree  with  Mr  Locke  that  it  is 
an  evident  and  necessary  consequence  that 
our  knowledge  can  be  conversant  about 
ideas  only,  and  must  consist  in  perceiving 
their  attributes  and  relations.  For  nothing 
can  be  more  evident  than  this,  tliat  all 
knowledge,  and  all  judgment  and  opinion, 
must  be  about  things  which  are  or  may  bo 
immediate  objects  of  our  thought.  What 
cannot  be  the  object  of  thought,  or  the 
object  of  the  mind  in  thinking,  cannot  be 
the  object  of  knowledge  or  of  opinion. 

Everything  we  can  know  of  any  object, 
must  be  either  some  attribute  of  the  object, 
or  some  relation  it  bears  to  some  other 
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object  or  object*.  By  tho  agreements  and 
disagreements  of  objects,  I apprehend  Mr 
Locke  intended  to  express  both  their  attri- 
butes and  their  relations.  If  ideas  then  be 
the  only  objects  of  thought,  the  consequence 
is  necessary,  that  they  must  be  the  only 
objects  of  knowledge,  and  all  knowledge 
must  consist  in  perceiving  their  agreements 
and  disagreements — that  is,  their  attributes 
and  relations. 

The  use  I would  make  of  this  conse- 
quence, is  to  shew  that  the  hypothesis  must 
be  false,  from  which  it  necessarily  follows. 
For  if  we  have  any  knowledge  of  things 
that  are  not  ideas,  it  will  follow  no  less 
evidently,  that  ideas  are  not  the  only  objects 
of  our  thoughts.  [549' 

Mr  Locke  has  pointed  out  the  extent  and 
limits  of  human  knowledge,  in  his  fourth 
book,  with  more  accuracy  and  judgment 
than  any  philosopher  had  done  before  ; but 
he  has  not  confined  it  to  the  agreements 
and  disagreements  of  ideas.  And  I cannot 
help  thinking  that  a great  part  of  that  book 
is  an  evident  refutation  of  the  principles 
laid  down  in  the  beginning  of  it. 

Mr  Locke  did  not  l>elieve  that  he  himself 
was  an  idea  ; that  his  friends  and  acquaint- 
ance were  ideas ; that  the  Supreme  Being, 
to  speak  with  reverence,  is  an  idea ; or 
that  the  sun  and  moon,  the  earth  and  the 
sea,  and  other  external  objects  of  sense,  are 
ideas.  He  believed  that  he  had  some  cer- 
tain knowledge  of  all  those  objects.  His 
knowledge,  therefore,  did  not  consist  solely 
in  perceiving  the  agreements  and  disagree- 
ments of  his  ideas  ; for,  surely,  to  perceive 
the  existence,  the  attributes,  and  relations 
of  things,  which  are  not  ideas,  is  not  to  per- 
ceive the  agreements  and  disagreements  of 
ideas-  And,  if  things  which  arc  not  ideas  be 
objects  of  knowledge,  they  must  be  objects  of 
thought  On  the  contrary,  if  ideas  be  the 
only  objects  of  thought,  there  can  be  no 
knowledge,  cither  of  our  own  existence,  or 
of  the  existence  of  external  objects,  or  of 
the  existence  of  a Deity. 

This  consequence,  as  far  as  concerns  the 
existence  of  external  objects  of  sense,  was 
afterwards  deduced  from  the  theory  of  ideas 
by  Bishop  Berkeley  with  the  clearest  evi- 
dence ; and  that  author  chose  rather  to 
adopt  the  consequence  than  to  reject  the 
theory  on  which  it  was  grounded.  But, 
with  regard  to  the  existence  of  our  own 
minds,  of  other  minds,  and  of  a Supreme 
Mind,  the  Bishop,  that  he  might  avoid  the 
consequence,  rejected  a part  of  the  theory, 
and  maintained  that  we  can  think  of  minds, 
of  their  attributes  and  relations,  without 
ideas.  [550J 

Mr  Hume  saw  very  clearly  the  conse- 
quences of  this  theory,  and  adopted  them 
in  his  speculative  moments ; but  candidly  j 
acknowledges  that,  in  the  common  busi-  j 
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ness  of  life,  he  found  himself  under  a neces- 
sity of  believing  with  the  vulgar.  His 
“Treatise  of  Human  Nature*'  is  the  only 
system  to  which  the  theory  of  ideas  leads  ; 
and,  in  my  apprehension,  is,  in  all  its  parts, 
the  necessary  consequence  of  that  theory. 

Mr  Locke,  however,  did  not  see  all  the 
consequences  of  that  theory  ; he  adopted  it 
without  doubt  or  examination,  carried  along 
by  the  stream  of  philosophers  that  went 
before  him  ; and  his  judgment  and  good 
sense  have  led  him  to  say  many  things,  and 
to  believe  many  things,  that  cannot  be  re- 
conciled to  it. 

He  not  only  believed  his  own  existence, 
the  existence  of  external  things,  and  the 
existence  of  a Deity ; but  he  has  shewn 
very  justly  how  we  come  by  the  knowledge 
of  these  existences. 

It  might  here  be  expected  that  he  should 
have  pointed  out  the  agreements  and  dis- 
agreements of  ideas  from  which  these  exist- 
ences are  deduced  ; but  this  is  impossible, 
and  he  has  not  even  attempted  it. 

Our  own  existence,  ho  observes,  toe  know 
intuitively:  but  this  intuition  is  not  a percep- 
tion of  the  agreement  or  disagreement  of 
ideas ; for  the  subject  of  the  proposition,  / 
exist,  is  not  an  idea,  but  a person. 

The  knowledge  of  external  objects  of 
sense,  he  observes,  we  can  hive  only  sensa- 
tion, 7Aiji  xerjjra/ion  he  afterwards  expresses 
more  clearly  by  the  testimony  of  our  senses, 
which  are  the  proper  and  sole  judges  of  this 
thing;  whose  testimony  is  the  greatest  assur- 
ance we  can  possibly  have,  and  to  which 
our  faculties  can  attain . This  is  perfectly 
agreeable  to  the  common  sense  of  mankind, 
and  is  perfectly  understood  by  those  who 
never  heard  of  the  theory  of  ideas.  Our 
senses  testify  immediately  the  existence, 
and  many  of  the  attributes  and  relations  of 
external  material  beings  ; and,  by  our  con- 
stitution, we  rely  with  assurance  upon  their 
testimony,  without  seeking  a reason  for 
doing  so.  This  assurance,  Mr  Locke  ac- 
knowledges, deserves  the  name  of  know*. 
ledge.  But  those  external  things  are  not 
ideas,  nor  are  their  attributes  and  relations 
the  agreements  and  disagreements  of  ideas, 
but  the  agreements  ana  disagreements  of 
things  which  are  not  ideas.  [551] 

To  reconcile  this  to  the  theory  of  ideas, 
Mr  Locke  Bays,  That  it  is  the  actual  receiv- 
ing of  ideas  from  without  that  gives  us  notice 
if  the  existence  <f  those  external  things. 

This,  if  understood  literally,  would  lend 
us  back  to  the  doctrine  of  Aristotle,  thut 
our  ideas  or  species  come  from  without 
from  the  external  objects,  and  are  the  image 
or  form  of  those  objects.  But  Mr  Locke, 

I believe,  meant  no  more  by  it,  but  that 
our  ideas  of  sense  must  have  a cause,  and 
that  we  are  not  the  cause  of  them  our- 
selves. 
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Dishop  Berkeley  acknowledges  all  this, 
and  shews  very  clearly  that  it  does  not 
afford  the  least  shadow  of  reason  for  the 
belief  of  any  material  object — nay,  that 
there  can  be  nothing  external  that  has  any 
resemblance  to  our  ideas  but  the  ideas  of 
other  minds. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  agree- 
ments and  disagreements  of  ideas  can  give 
us  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  any 
material  thing-  If  any  knowledge  can  be 
attained  of  things  which  are  not  ideas,  that 
knowledge  is  a perception  of  agreements 
and  disagreements ; not  of  ideas,  but  of 
things  that  are  not  ideas. 

As  to  the  existence  of  a deity,  though 
Mr  Locke  was  aware  that  Des  Cartes,  and 
many  after  him,  had  attempted  to  prove  it 
merely  from  the  agreements  and  disagree- 
ments of  ideas ; yet  “ he  thought  it  an 
ill  way  of  establishing  that  truth,  and  si- 
lencing Atheists,  to  lay  the  whole  stress  of  so 
important  a point  upon  that  sole  founda- 
tion.” And,  therefore,  he  proves  this 
point,  with  great  strength  and  solidity,  from 
our  own  existence,  and  the  existence  of  the 
sensible  parts  of  the  universe.  [562]  By 
memory,  Mr  Locke  says,  we  have  the 
knowledge  of  the  past  existence  of  several 
things.  But  all  conception  of  past  exist- 
ence, as  well  as  of  external  existence,  is 
irreconcileable  to  the  theory  of  ideas  ; be- 
cause it  supposes  that  there  may  be  imme- 
diate objects  of  thought,  which  are  not  ideas 
presently  existing  in  the  mind. 

I conclude,  therefore,  that,  if  we  have 
any  knowledge  of  our  own  existence,  or  of 
the  existence  of  what  we  see  about  us,  or  of 
the  existence  of  a Supreme  Being,  or  if 
we  have  any  knowledge  of  things  past  by 
memory,  that  knowledge  cannot  consist  in 
I»erceiving  the  agreements  and  disagree- 
ments of  ideas. 

This  conclusion,  indeed,  is  evident  of 
itself.  For,  if  knowledge  consists  solely  in 
the  perception  of  the  agreement  or  disagree- 
ment of  ideas,  there  can  be  no  knowledge  of 
any  proposition,  which  does  not  express 
some  agreement  or  disagreement  of  ideaB ; 
consequently,  there  can  be  no  knowledge  of 
any  proposition,  which  expresses  either  the 
existence,  or  the  attributes  or  relations  of 
things,  which  are  not  ideas.  If,  therefore, 
the  theory  of  ideas  be  true,  there  can  be  no 
knowledge  of  anything  but  of  ideas.  And, 
on  the  other  hand,  if  we  have  any  know- 
ledge of  anything  besides  ideas,  that  theory 
must  be  false. 

There  can  be  no  knowledge,  no  judgment 
or  opinion  about  things  which  are  not  im- 
mediate objects  of  thought.  This  I take  to 
be  self-evident.  If,  therefore,  ideas  be  the 
only  immediate  objects  of  thought,  they 
must  be  the  only  tilings  in  nature  of  which 
we  can  have  any  knowledge,  and  about 
[ 552-554] 


which  we  can  have  any  judgment  or 
opinion. 

This  necessary  consequence  of  the  com- 
mon doctrine  of  ideas  Mr  Hume  saw,  and 
has  made  evident  in  his  “ Treatise  of 
Human  Nature ;”  but  the  use  he  made  of 
it  was  not  to  overturn  the  theory  with  which 
it  is  necessarily  connected,  but  to  overturn 
all  knowledge,  and  to  leave  no  ground  to 
believe  anything  whatsoever.  If  Mr  Locke 
had  seen  this  consequence,  there  is  reason 
to  think  that  he  would  have  made  another 
use  of  it.  [563] 

That  a man  of  Mr  Locke’s  judgment  and 
penetration  did  not  perceive  a consequence 
so  evident,  seems  indeed  very  strange  ; and 
I know  no  other  account  that  can  be  given  of 
it  but  this— that  the  ambiguity  of  the  word 
idea  has  misled  him  in  this,  as  in  several 
other  instances.  Having  at  first  defined 
ideas  to  be  whatsoever  is  the  object  of  the 
understanding  when  we  think,  he  takes  it 
very  often  in  that  unlimited  sense ; and  so 
everything  that  can  be  an  object  of  thought 
is  an  idea.  At  other  times,  be  uses  the 
word  to  signify  certain  representative  images 
of  things  in  the  mind,  which  philosophers 
have  supposed  to  be  immediate  objects  of 
thought.  At  other  times,  things  conceived 
abstractly,  without  regard  to  their  exist- 
ence, are  called  ideas.  Philosophy  is  much 
indebted  to  Mr  Locke  for  his  observations 
on  the  abuse  of  words.  It  is  pity  he  did 
not  apply  these  observations  to  the  word 
idcat  the  ambiguity  and  abuse  of  which  has 
very  much  hurt  his  excellent  Essay. 

There  are  some  other  opinions  of  philo- 
sophers concerning  judgment,  of  which  I 
think  it  unnecessary  to  say  much. 

Mr  Hume  sometimes  adopts  Mr  Locke’s 
opinion,  that  it  is  the  perception  of  the 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  our  ideas ; 
sometimes  he  maintains  that  judgment  and 
reasoning  resolve  themselves  into  concep- 
tion, and  are  nothing  but  particular  wavs 
of  conceiving  objects  ; and  he  says,  that  an 
opinion  or  belief  may  most  accurately  be 
defined,  a lively  idea  related  to  or  associated 
with, a present  impression. — Treatise  of  Hu- 
man Nature,  vol.  I.  page  172. 

1 have  endeavoured  before,  in  the  first 
cliapterof  this  Essay,  to  shew  that  judgment 
is  an  operation  of  mind  specifically  distinct 
from  the  bare  conception  of  an  object.  I have 
also  considered  his  notion  of  belief,  in  treating 
of  the  theories  concerning  memory.  [664] 

Dr  Hartley  says— u That  assent  and  dis- 
sent must  cotne  under  the  notion  of  ideas, 
being  only  those  very  complex  internal 
feelings  which  adhere  by  association  to  such 
clusters  of  words  as  are  called  propositions 
in  general,  or  affirmations  and  negations  in 
particular.” 

This,  if  I understand  its  meaning,  agrees 
with  the  opinion  of  Mr  Hume,  above  mec- 
2 r 
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tioned,  and  baa  therefore  been  before  con- 
sidered. 

Dr  Priestley  has  given  another  definition 
of  judgment: — “ It  ia  nothing  more  than 
the  perception  of  the  universal  concurrence, 
or  the  perfect  coincidence  of  two  ideas ; or 
tho  want  of  that  concurrence  or  coinci- 
dence.’* This,  I think,  coincides  with  Mr 
Locke's  definition,  and  therefore  lias  been 
already  considered. 

There  are  many  particulars  which  deserve 
to  be  known,  and  which  might  very  properly 
be  considered  in  this  Essay  on  judgment  ; 
concerning  the  various  kinds  of  propositions 
by  which  our  judgments  are  expressed; 
their  subjects  and  predicates ; their  con- 
versions and  oppositions : but  as  these  are 
to  be  found  in  every  system  of  logic,  from 
Aristotle  down  to  the  present  age,  I think 
it  unnecessary  to  swell  this  Essay  with  the 
repetition  of  what  has  been  said  so  often. 
The  remarks  which  have  occurred  to  me 
upon  what  is  commonly  said  on  these  points, 
as  well  as  upon  the  art  of  syllogism ; the 
utility  of  the  school  logic,  and  the  improve- 
ments that  may  be  made  in  it,  may  be  found 
in  a “ Short  Account  of  Aristotle's  Logic, 
with  Remarks,”  which  Lord  Karnes  has 
honoured  with  a place  in  his  u Sketches  of 
the  History  of  Man.”  [555] 


CHAPTER  IV. 

or  riRST  PRINCIPLES  IN  GENERAL. 

One  of  the  most  important  distinctions  of 
our  judgments  is,  that  some  of  them  are 
intuitive,  others  grouuded  on  argument. 

It  is  not  in  our  power  to  judge  as  we 
will.  The  judgment  is  carried  along  neces- 
sarily by  the  evidence,  real  or  seeming, 
which  appears  to  us  at  the  time.  But,  in 
propositions  tliat  are  submitted  to  our 
judgment,  there  is  this  great  difference— 
some  are  of  such  a nature  that  a man  of 
ripe  understanding  may  apprehend  them 
distinctly,  and  perfectly  understand  tlieir 
meaning,  without  finding  himself  under  any 
necessity  of  believing  them  to  be  true  or 
false,  probable  or  improbable.  The  judg- 
ment remains  in  suspense,  until  it  is  in- 
clined to  one  side  or  another  by  reasons  or 
arguments. 

But  there  are  other  propositions  which 
are  no  sooner  understood  than  they  are  be- 
lieved. The  judgment  follows  the  appre- 
hension of  them  necessarily,  and  both  are 
equally  the  work  of  nature,  and  the  result 
of  our  original  powers.  There  is  no  search- 
ing for  evidence,  no  weighing  of  arguments ; 
the  proposition  is  not  deduced  or  inferred 
from  another  ; it  has  the  light  of  truth  in 
itself,  and  has  no  occasion  to  borrow  it 
from  another. 
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Propositions  of  the  last  kind,  when  they 
are  used  in  matters  of  science,  have  com- 
monly been  called  axioms  ; and  on  what- 
ever occasion  they  are  used,  are  called  first 
principles,  principles  of  common  sense , com- 
mon notions , self-evident  truths.  Cicero 
calls  them  natures  judicia,  judiria  communi- 
bus  hominum  sens  thus  infixa.  Lord  Shaftes- 
bury expresses  them  by  the  words,  natural 
knowledge, fundamental  nason , and  common 
sense.  [556] 

What  has  been  said,  I think,  is  sufficient 
to  distinguish  first  principles,  or  intuitive 
judgments,  from  tlu«e  which  may  be  as- 
cribed to  the  power  of  reasoning  ; nor  is  it 
a just  objection  against  this  distinction,  that 
there  may  be  some  judgments  concerning 
which  we  may  be  dubious  to  which  class 
they  ought  to  be  referred.  There  is  a real 
distinction  between  persons  within  the 
house,  and  those  that  are  without ; yet  it 
may  be  dubious  to  which  the  man  belongs 
that  stands  upon  the  threshold. 

The  power  of  reasoning — that  is,  of  draw- 
ing a conclusion  from  a chain  of  premises — 
may  with  some  propriety  be  called  an  art. 
“ All  reasoning,”  says  Mr  Locke,  “ is 
search  and  casting  about,  and  requires 
pains  and  application.'*  It  resembles  the 
power  of  walking,  which  is  acquired  by  use 
and  exercise.  Nature  prompts  to  it,  and 
has  given  the  power  of  acquiring  it ; but 
must  be  aided  by  frequent  exercise  before 
we  are  able  to  walk.  After  repeated  efforts, 
much  stumbling,  and  many  falls,  we  learn 
to  walk  ; and  it  is  in  a similar  manner  that 
we  learn  to  reason. 

But  the  power  of  judging  in  self-evidei  t 
propositions,  which  are  clearly  understood, 
may  be  compared  to  the  power  of  swallow- 
ing our  food.  It  is  purely  natural,  and  there- 
fore common  to  the  learned  aud  the  un- 
learned, to  the  trained  and  the  untrained. 
It  requires  ripeness  of  understanding,  and 
freedom  from  prejudice,  but  nothing  else. 

I take  it  for  granted  that  there  are  self- 
evident  principles.  Nobody,  I think,  de- 
nies it.  And  if  any  man  were  so  sceptical 
as  to  deny  that  there  is  any  proposition 
that  is  self-evident,  I see  not  how  it  would 
be  possible  to  convince  him  by  reasoning. 

But  yet  there  seems  to  be  great  difference 
of  opinions  among  philosophers  about  first 
principles.  Wliat  one  takes  to  be  self-evi- 
dent, another  labours  to  prove  by  argu- 
ments, and  a third  denies  altogether.  [557] 

Thus,  before  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  it 
was  takeu  for  a first  principle,  that  there  is 
a sun  and  a moon,  an  earth  and  sea,  which 
really  exist,  whether  we  think  of  them  or 
not.  Des  Cartes  thought  that  the  exist- 
ence of  those  things  ought  to  be  pipved  by 
argument  ; and  in  this  he  has  been  follow- 
ed by  Malebranche,  Arnauld,  and  Locke. 
They  have  all  laboured  to  prove,  by  very 
[555-557  1 
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weak  reasoning,  the  existence  of  external 
objects  of  sense;  and  Berkeley  and  Hume, 
sensible  of  the  weakness  of  their  arguments, 
have  been  led  to  deny  their  existence  alto- 
gether* 

The  ancient  philosophers  granted,  tliat 
all  knowledge  must  be  grounded  on  iirst 
principles,  and  that  there  is  no  reasoning 
w thout  them.  The  Peripatetic  philosophy 
was  redundant  rather  than  deticient  in  fi.st 
principles.  Perhaps  the  abuse  of  them  in 
that  ancient  system  may  have  brought 
them  into  discredit  in  modern  times ; for, 
as  the  best  things  may  be  abused,  so  that 
abuse  is  apt  to  give  a disgust  to  the  thing 
itself ; and  as  one  extreme  often  leads  into 
the  opposite,  this  seems  to  have  been  the 
case  in  the  respect  paid  to  first  principles 
in  ancient  and  modern  times. 

DesCartes  thought  ono  principle,  express- 
ed in  one  word,  eoyito , a sufficient  foundation 
for  his  whole  system,  and  asked  no  more. 

Mr  Locke  seems  to  think  first  principles 
of  very  small  use.  Knowledge  consisting, 
according  to  him,  in  the  perception  of  tiie 
agreement  or  disagreement  of  our  ideas  ; 
when  we  have  clear  ideas,  and  are  able  to 
compare  them  together,  we  may  always  fa- 
bricate first  principles  as  often  os  we  have 
occasion  for  them.  Such  differences  we  find 
among  philosophers  about  first  principles. 

It  is  Likewise  a question  of  some  moment, 
whether  the  differences  among  men  about 
first  principles  can  be  brought  to  any  issue  ? 
When  in  disputes  one  man  maintains  that 
to  be  a first  principle  which  another  denies, 
commonly  both  parties  appeal  to  common 
sense,  and  so  the  matter  rests.  Now,  is 
there  no  way  of  discussing  this  appeal  ? Is 
there  no  mark  or  criterion,  whereby  first 
principles  that  are  truly  such,  may  be  dis- 
tinguished from  those  that  assume  the  cha- 
racter without  a just  title  P I shall  humbly 
offer  in  the  following  propositions  what 
appears  to  me  to  be  agreeable  to  truth  in 
these  matters,  always  ready  to  change  my 
opinion  upon  conviction.  [558] 

1.  First , I hold  it  to  be  certain,  and  even 
demonstrable,  that  all  knowledge  got  by 
reasoning  must  be  built  upon  first  princi- 
ples.* 

This  is  as  certain  as  that  every  house 
must  have  a foundation.  The  power  of 
reasoning,  in  this  respect,  resembles  the 
mechanical  powers  or  engines ; it  must 
have  a fixed  point  to  rest  upon,  otherwise 
it  spends  its  force  in  the  air,  and  produces 
no  effect 

When  we  examine,  in  the  way  of  ana- 
lysis, the  evidence  of  any  proposition,  either 
we  find  it  self-evident,  or  it  rests  upon  one 
or  more  propositions  that  support  it.  The 
same  thing  may  be  said  of  the  propositions 


* So  Arulotlf,  p/uriVi  -II. 
[ 558.  559] 


that  support  it,  aud  of  those  tliat  support 
them,  as  far  back  as  we  can  go.  But  we 
cannot  go  back  in  this  track  to  infinity. 
Where  theu  must  this  analysis  stop  ? It 
is  evident  that  it  must  stop  only  when  wo 
come  to  propositions  which  support  all  that 
are  built  upon  them,  but  are  themselves 
supported  by  none — that  is,  to  self-evident 
propositions. 

Let  us  again  consider  a synthetical  proof  of 
any  kind,  where  we  begin  with  the  premises, 
and  pursue  a train  of  consequences,  until  wo 
come  to  the  last  conclusion  or  thing  to  be 
proved.  Here  we  must  begin,  either  with 
self-evident  propositions  or  with  such  as  have 
been  already  proved.  When  the  last  is  the 
case,  the  proof  of  the  propositions,  thus  as- 
sumed, is  a part  of  our  proof ; and  the 
proof  is  deficient  without  it.  Suppose  then 
the  deficiency  supplied,  and  the  proof  com- 
pleted, is  it  not  evident  that  it  must  set  out 
with  self-evident  propositions,  and  tliat  the 
whole  evidence  must  rest  upon  them  ? So 
that  it  appears  to  be  demonstrable  that, 
without  first  principles,  analytical  reasoning 
could  have  no  end,  and  synthetical  reason- 
ing could  have  no  beginning ; and  that 
every  conclusion  got  by  reasoning  must 
rest  with  its  whole  weight  upon  first  princi- 
ples, os  the  building  does  upon  its  founda- 
tion. [559] 

2.  A second  proposition  is,  That  some 
first  principles  yield  conclusions  that  are 
certain,  others  such  as  are  probable,  in  va- 
rious degrees,  from  the  highest  probability 
to  the  lowest. 

In  just  reasoning,  the  strength  or  weak- 
ness of  the  conclusion  will  always  corre- 
spond to  that  of  the  principles  on  w hich  it  is 
grounded. 

In  a matter  of  testimony,  it  is  self-evi- 
dent that  the  testimony  of  two  is  better 
than  that  of  oue,  supposing  them  equal  in 
character,  and  in  their  means  of  knowledge ; 
yet  the  simple  testimony  may  be  true,  and 
that  which  is  preferred  to  it  may  be  false. 

When  an  experiment  lias  succeeded  in 
several  trials,  and  the  circumstances  have 
been  marked  with  care,  there  is  a self-evi- 
dent probability  of  its  succeeding  in  a new 
trial ; but  there  is  no  certainty.  The  pro- 
hahility,  in  some  cases,  is  much  greater 
than  iu  others ; because,  in  some  cases,  it 
is  much  easier  to  observe  all  the  circum- 
stances that  may  have  influence  upon  the 
eveut  than  in  others.  And  it  is  possiblo 
that,  after  many  experiments  made  with 
care,  our  expectation  inay  be  frustrated  in 
a succeeding  one,  by  the  variation  of  some 
circumstance  that  has  not,  or  perhaps 
could  not  be  observed. 

Sir  Isaac  Newton  lias  laid  it  down  as  a 
first  principle  in  natural  philosophy,  that  a 
property  which  has  been  found  in  all  bodies 
upon  which  we  have  had  access  to  make 
‘2  » 2 
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experiments,  and  which  has  always  been, 
found  in  its  quantity  to  be  in  exact  propor- 
to  the  quantity  of  matter  in  every  body,  is 
to  be  held  as  an  universal  property  of  mat- 
ter. [560] 

This  principle,  as  far  as  I know,  has 
never  been  called  in  question.  The  evi- 
dence we  have,  that  all  matter  is  divisible, 
movable,  6olid,  and  inert,  is  resolvable 
into  this  principle ; and,  if  it  be  not  true, 
we  cannot  have  any  rational  conviction  that 
all  matter  has  those  properties.  From  the 
same  principle  that  great  man  has  shewn 
that  we  have  reason  to  conclude  that  all 
bodies  gravitate  towards  each  other. 

This  principle,  however,  has  not  that 
kind  of  evidence  which  mathematical  axioms 
have.  It  is  not  a necessary  truth,  whose 
contrary  is  impossible ; nor  did  Sir  Isaac 
ever  conceive  it  to  be  such.  And,  if  it 
should  ever  be  found,  by  just  experiments, 
that  there  is  any  part  in  the  composition  of 
some  bodies  which  has  not  gravity,  the 
fact,  if  duly  ascertained,  must  be  admitted 
as  an  exception  to  the  general  law  of  gra- 
vitation. 

In  games  of  chance,  it  is  a first  principle 
that  every  side  of  a die  has  an  equal  chance 
to  be  turned  up ; and  that,  in  a lottery, 
every  ticket  has  an  equal  chance  of  being 
drawn  out.  From  such  first  principles  as 
these,  which  arc  the  best  we  can  have  in 
such  matters,  we  may  deduce,  by  demon- 
strative reasoning,  the  precise  degree  of 
probability  of  every  event  in  such  game*. 

But  the  principles  of  all  this  accurate 
and  profound  reasoning  can  never  yield  a 
certain  conclusion,  it  being  impossible  to 
supply  a defect  in  the  first  principles  by  any 
accuracy  in  the  reasoning  that  is  grounded 
upon  them.  As  water,  by  its  gravity,  can 
rise  no  higher  in  its  course  than  the  foun- 
tain, however  artfully  it  be  conducted ; so 
no  conclusion  of  reasoning  can  have  a 
greater  degree  of  evidence  than  the  first 
principles  from  which  it  is  drawn. 

From  these  instances,  it  is  evident  that, 
as  there  are  some  first  principles  that  yield 
conclusions  of  absolute  certainty,  so  there 
are  others  that  can  only  yield  probable  con- 
clusions ; and  that  the  lowest  degree  of 
probability  must  be  grounded  ou  first  prin- 
ciples as  well  as  absolute  certainty.* 
[5G1] 

3.  A third  proposition  is,  That  it  would 
contribute  greatly  to  the  stability  of  human 
knowledge,  and  consequently  to  the  im- 
provement of  it,  if  the  first  principles  upon 
which  the  various  parts  of  it  arc  grounded 
were  pointed  out  and  ascertained. 

We  have  ground  to  think  so,  both  from 
facts,  and  from  the  nature  of  the  thing. 

There  are  two  branches  of  human  know- 


*  Compare  Stewart's  '•  Element*,"  ii.  p.  38  — H. 


ledge  in  which  this  method  has  been  followed 
— to  wit,  mathematics  and  natural  philoso- 
phy ; iu  mathematics,  as  far  back  as  we  have 
books.  It  is  in  this  science  only,  that,  for 
more  than  two  thousand  years  since  it  be- 
gan to  be  cultivated,  we  find  no  sects,  no 
contrary  systems,  and  hardly  any  disputes  ; 
or,  if  there  have  been  disputes,  they  have 
ended  as  soon  as  the  animosity  of  par- 
ties subsided,  and  have  never  been  again 
revived.  The  science,  once  firmly  esta- 
blished upon  the  foundation  of  a few  axioms 
and  definitions,  as  upon  a rock,  has  grown 
from  age  so  age,  so  as  to  become  the  loftiest 
and  the  most  solid  fabric  that  human  rea- 
son can  boast.* 

Natural  philosophy,  till  less  than  two 
hundred  years  ago,  remained  in  the  same 
fluctuating  state  with  the  other  sciences. 
Every  new  system  pulled  up  the  old  by 
the  roots.  The  system-builders,  indeed, 
were  always  willing  to  accept  of  the  aid 
of  first  principles,  when  they  were  of  their 
side  ; but,  finding  them  insufficient  to  sup- 
port the  fabric  which  their  imagination  had 
raised,  they  were  only  brought  in  as  auxi- 
liaries, and  so  intermixed  with  conjectures, 
and  with  lame  inductions,  that  their  sys- 
tems were  like  Nebuchadnezzar’s  image, 
whose  feet  were  partly  of  iron  and  partly 
of  clay. 

Lord  Bacon  first  delineated  the  only  so- 
lid foundation  on  which  natural  philoso- 
phy can  be  built;  and  Sir  Isaac  Newton 
reduced  the  principles  laid  down  by  Bacon 
into  three  or  four  axioms,  which  he  calls 
rryula  philo$ophandi.  From  these,  toge- 
ther with  the  phenomena  observed  by  the 
senses,  which  he  likewise  lays  down  as 
first  principles,  he  deduces,  by  strict  rea- 
soning, the  propositions  contained  in  the 
third  book  of  his  “ Principia,”  and  in  his 
“ Optics  ;**  and  by  this  means  has  raised  a 
fabric  in  those  two  branches  of  natural 
philosophy,  which  is  not  liable  to  be  shaken 
by  doubtful  disputation,  but  stands  im- 
movable upon  the  basis  of  self-evident 
principles.  [502] 

This  fabric  has  been  carried  on  by  tho 
accession  of  new  discoveries;  but  is  no 
more  subject  to  revolutions. 

The  disputes  about  materia  prima , sub- 
stantial forms,  Nature's  abhorring  a va- 
cuum, and  bodies  having  no  gravitation 
in  their  proper  place,  are  now  no  more. 
The  builders  in  this  work  are  not  put  to  the 
necessity  of  holding  a weapon  in  one  hand 
while  they  build  with  the  other  ; their 
whole  employment  is  to  carry  on  the  work. 

Y et  it  seems  to  be  very  probable,  that,  if 
natural  philosophy  had  not  been  reared  upon 
this  solid  foundation  of  self-evident  princi- 
ples, it  would  have  been  to  this  day  a field 

* S#e  Stewart’*  •*  Element*,"  il.  p.  4T.— H. 
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of  battle,  wherein  every  inch  of  ground 
would  have  been  disputed,  and  nothing  fixed 
and  determined. 

I acknowledge  that  mathematics  and  na- 
tural philosophy,  especially  the  former, 
have  this  advantage  of  most  other  sciences, 
that  it  is  less  difficult  to  form  distinct  and 
determinate  conceptions  of  the  objects 
about  which  they  are  employed ; but,  as 
this  difficulty  is  not  insuperable,  it  affords 
a good  reason,  indeed,  why  other  sciences 
should  have  a longer  infancy ; but  no  rear 
son  at  all  why  they  may  not  at  lost  arrive 
at  maturity,  by  the  same  Bteps  as  those  of 
quicker  growth. 

The  facts  I have  mentioned  may  there- 
fore lead  us  to  conclude,  that,  if  in  other 
branches  of  philosophy  the  first  principles 
were  laid  down,  as  has  been  done  in  ma- 
thematics and  natural  philosophy,  and  the 
subsequent  conclusions grounded  upon  them, 
this  would  make  it  much  more  easy  to  dis- 
tinguish what  is  solid  and  well  supported 
from  the  vain  fictions  of  human  fancy.  [563] 

But,  laying  aside  facts,  the  nature  of  the 
thing  leads  to  the  same  conclusion. 

For,  when  any  system  is  grounded  upon 
first  principles,  and  deduced  regularly  from 
them,  we  have  a thread  to  lead  us  through 
the  labyrinth.  The  j udgment  has  a distinct 
and  determinate  object.  The  heterogeneous 
parts  being  separated,  can  be  examined  each 
by  itself. 

The  whole  system  is  reduced  to  axioms, 
definitions,  and  deductions.  These  are  ma- 
terials of  very  different  nature,  and  to  be 
measured  by  a very  different  standard  ; and 
it  is  much  more  easy  to  judge  of  each,  taken 
by  itself,  than  to  judge  of  a mass  wherein 
they  are  kneaded  together  without  distinc- 
tion. Let  us  consider  how  we  judge  of  each 
of  them. 

First , As  to  definitions,  the  matter  is  very 
easy.  They  relate  only  to  words,  and  differ- 
ences about  them  may  produce  different 
ways  of  speaking,  but  can  never  produce 
different  ways  of  thinking,  while  every  man 
keeps  to  his  own  definitions. 

But,  as  there  is  not  a more  plentiful  source 
of  fallacies  in  reasoning  than  men’s  using 
the  same  word  sometimes  in  one  sense  and 
at  other  times  in  another,  the  best  means 
of  preventing  such  fallacies,  or  of  detecting 
them  when  they  are  committed,  is  defi- 
nitions of  words  as  accurate  as  can  be 
given. 

Secondly , As  to  deductions  drawn  from 
principles  granted  on  both  sides,  I do  not 
see  how  they  can  long  be  a matter  of  dis- 
pute among  men  who  are  not  blinded  by 
prejudice  or  partiality;  for  the  rules  of 
reasoning  by  which  inferences  may  be  drawn 
from  premises  have  been  for  two  thousand 
years  fixed  with  great  unanimity.  No  man 
pretends  to  dispute  the  rules  of  reasoning 
[563-5651 


laid  down  by  Aristotle  and  repeated  by 
every  writer  in  dialectics.  [564] 

And  we  may  observe  by  the  w-ay,  that 
the  reason  why  logicians  have  been  so  una- 
nimous in  determining  the  rules  of  reason- 
ing, from  Aristotle  down  to  this  day,  seems 
to  be,  that  they  were  by  that  great  genius 
raised,  in  a scientific  manner,  from  a few 
definitions  and  axioms.  It  may  farther  be 
observed,  that,  when  men  differ  about  a 
deduction,  whether  it  follows  from  certain 
premises,  this  I think  is  always  owing  to 
their  differing  about  some  first  principle. 
I shall  explain  this  by  an  example. 

Suppose  that,  from  a thing  having  begun 
to  exist,  one  man  infers  that  it  must  have 
had  a cause ; another  man  does  not  admit 
the  inference.  Here  it  is  evident,  that  the 
first  takes  it  for  a self-evident  principle,  that 
everything  which  begins  to  exist  must  have 
a cause.  The  other  does  not  allow  this  to 
be  self-evident.  Let  them  settle  this  point, 
and  the  dispute  will  be  at  an  end. 

Thus,  I think,  it  appears,  that,  in  matters 
of  science,  if  the  terms  be  properly  explained, 
the  first  principles  upon  which  the  reason- 
ing is  grounded  be  laid  down  and  exposed 
to  examination,  and  the  conclusions  re- 
gularly deduced  from  them,  it  might  be 
expected  that  men  of  candour  and  capacity, 
who  love  truth,  and  have  patience  to  ex- 
amine things  coolly,  might  come  to  unani- 
mity with  regard  to  the  force  of  the  deduc- 
tions, and  that  their  differences  might  be 
reduced  to  those  they  may  have  about  first 
principles. 

4.  A fourth  proposition  is,  That  Nature 
hath  not  left  us  destitute  of  means  whereby 
the  candid  and  honest  part  of  mankind  may 
be  brought  to  unanimity  when  they  happen 
to  differ  about  first  principles.  [565] 

When  men  differ  about  things  that  are 
taken  to  be  first  principles  or  self-evident 
truths,  reasoning  seems  to  be  at  an  end. 
Each  party  appeals  to  common  sense.  When 
one  man's  common  sense  gives  one  deter- 
mination, another  man’s  a contrary  deter- 
mination, there  seems  to  be  no  remedy  but 
to  leave  every  man  to  enjoy  his  own  opinion. 
This  is  a common  observation,  and,  I be- 
lieve, a just  one,  if  it  be  rightly  understood. 

It  is  m vain  to  reason  with  a man  who 
denies  the  first  principles  on  which  the  rea- 
soning is  grounded.  Thus,  it  would  be  in 
vain  to  attempt  the  proof  of  a proposition 
in  Euclid  to  a man  who  denies  the  axioms. 
Indeed,  we  ought  never  to  reason  with  men 
who  deny  first  principles  from  obstinacy 
and  unwillingness  to  yield  to  reason. 

But  is  it  not  possible,  that  men  who  really 
love  truth,  and  are  open  to  conviction,  may 
differ  about  first  principles  ? 

I think  it  is  possible,  and  that  it  cannot, 
without  great  want  of  charity,  be  denied  to 
be  possible. 
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When  this  happens,  every  man  who  be- 
lieves that  there  is  a real  distinction  between 
truth  and  error,  and  that  the  faculties  which 
God  has  given  us  are  not  in  their  nature 
fallacious,  must  be  convinced  that  there  is 
a defect  or  a perversion  of  judgment  on 
the  one  side  or  the  other. 

A man  of  candour  and  humility  will,  in 
such  a case,  very  naturally  suspect  his  own 
judgment,  so  far  as  to  be  desirous  to  enter 
into  a serious  examination,  even  of  what 
he  has  long  held  as  a first  principle.  He 
will  thiuk  it  not  impossible,  that,  although 
his  heart  be  upright,  his  judgment  may  have 
been  perverted,  by  education,  by  authority, 
by  party  zeal,  or  by  some  other  of  the  com- 
mon causes  of  error,  from  the  influence  of 
which  neither  parts  nor  integrity  exempt 
the  human  understanding,  [566] 

In  such  a state  of  mind,  so  amiable,  and 
so  becoming  every  good  man,  has  Nature 
left  him  destitute  of  any  rational  means  by 
which  he  may  be  enabled,  either  to  correct 
his  judgment  if  it  be  wrong,  or  to  confirm 
it  if  it  be  right  ? 

I hope  it  is  not  so*  I hope  that,  by  the 
means  which  nature  has  furnished,  con- 
troversies about  first  principles  may  be 
brought  to  an  issue,  and  that  the  real  lovers 
of  truth  may  coine  to  unanimity  with  regard 
to  them. 

It  is  true  that,  in  other  controversies, 
the  process  by  which  the  truth  of  a propo- 
sition is  discovered,  or  its  falsehood  detected, 
is,  by  shewing  its  necessary  connection  with 
first  principles,  or  its  repugnancy  to  them 
It  is  true,  likewise,  that,  when  the  contro- 
versy is,  whether  a preposition  be  itself  a 
first  principle,  this  process  cannot  be  ap- 
plied. The  truth,  therefore,  in  controversies 
of  this  kind,  labours  under  a peculiar  dis- 
advantage. But  it  has  advantantages  of 
another  kind  to  compensate  this. 

1.  For,  in  the  ./Sr#/  place,  iti  such  con- 
troversies, every  man  is  a competent  judge ; 
and  therefore  it  is  difficult  to  impose  upon 
mankind. 

To  judge  of  first  principles,  requires  no 
more  than  a sound  mind  free  from  preju- 
dice, and  a distinct  conception  of  the  quest  ion. 
The  learned  and  the  unlearned,  the  phi- 
losopher and  the  day-labourer,  are  upon  a 
level,  and  will  pass  the  same  judgment, 
when  they  are  not  misled  by  some  bias,  or 
taught  to  renounce  their  understanding 
from  some  mistaken  religious  principle. 

In  matters  beyond  the  reach  of  common 
understanding,  the  many  are  led  by  the 
few,  and  willingly  yield  to  their  authority. 
But,  in  matters  of  common  sense,  the  few 
must  yield  to  the  many,  when  local  and 
temporary  prejudices  are  removed.  No 
man  is  now  moved  by  the  subtle  arguments 
of  Zeno  against  motion,  though,  perhaps,  he 
knows  not  how  to  answer  them.  [507] 


The  ancient  sceptical  system  furnishes  a 
remarkable  instance  of  this  truth.  That 
system,  of  which  Pyrrho*  was  reputed  the 
father,  was  carried  down,  through  a succes- 
sion of  ages,  by  very  able  and  acute  philo- 
sophers, who  taught  men  to  believe  nothing 
at  all,  and  esteemed  it  the  highest  pitch  of 
human  wisdom  to  withhold  assent  from 
every  proposition  whatsoever.  It  was  sup- 
ported with  very  great  subtilty  and  learning, 
as  wo  see  from  the  writings  of  Sextus  Em- 
piricus, the  only  author  of  that  sect  whose 
writings  h'*ve  come  down  to  our  age.  The 
assault  of  the  sceptics  against  all  science 
seems  to  have  been  managed  with  more  art 
and  address  than  the  defence  of  the  dog- 
matists. 

Y et,  as  this  system  w as  an  insult  upon  the 
common  sense  of  mankind,  it  died  away  of 
itself ; and  it  would  be  in  vain  to  attempt 
to  revive  it.  The  modern  scepticism  is  very 
different  from  the  ancient,  otherwise  it  would 
not  have  been  allowed  a hearing;  and,  when 
it  has  lost  the  grace  of  novelty,  it  will  die 
away  also,  though  it  should  never  be  refuted. 

The  modem  scepticism,  I mean  that  of 
Mr  Hume,  is  built  upon  principles  which 
were  very  generally  maintained  by  philo- 
sophers, though  they  did  not  see  that  they 
led  to  scepticism.  Mr  Hume,  by  tracing, 
with  great  acuteness  and  ingenuity,  the  con- 
sequences of  principles  commonly  received, 
has  shewn  that  they  overturn  all  knowledge, 
and  at  last  overturn  themselves,  and  leave 
the  inind  in  perfect  suspense. 

2.  Secondit/y  We  may  observe  that  opin- 
ions which  contradict  first  principles,  are 
distinguished,  from  other  errors,  by  this  : — . 
That  they  are  not  only  false  but  absurd ; 
and,  to  discountenance  absurdity,  Nature 
hath  given  us  a particular  emotion — to  wit, 
that  of  ridicule — which  seems  intended  for 
this  very  purpose  of  putting  out  of  counte- 
nance what  is  absurd,  either  in  opinion  or 
practice.  [566] 

This  weapon,  when  properly  applied,  cuts 
with  as  keen  an  edge  os  argument.  Nature 
hath  furnished  us  with  the  first  to  expose 
absurdity  ; as  with  the  last  to  refuse  error. 
Both  arc  well  fitted  for  their  several  offices, 
and  are  equally  friendly  to  truth  when  pro- 
perly used. 

Both  may  be  abused  to  serve  the  cause 
of  error  ; but  the  same  degree  of  judgment 
which  senes  to  detect  the  abuse  of  argu- 
ment in  false  reasoning,  serves  to  detect  the 
abuse  of  ridicule  when  it  is  wrong  directed. 

Some  have,  from  nature,  a happier  talent 
for  ridicule  than  others  ; and  the  same 
thing  holds  with  regard  to  tlio  talent  of 
reasoning.  Indeed,  I conceive  there  is 
hardly  any  absurdity,  which,  when  touched 
with  the  pencil  of  a Lucian,  a Swift,  or  a 
Voltaire,  would  not  be  put  out  of  counte- 
nance, when  there  is  not  some  religious 
[566-5681 
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panic,  or  very  powerful  prejudice,  to  blind 
the  understanding. 

But  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  the 
emotion  of  ridicule,  even  when  most  natu- 
ral, may  be  stifled  by  an  emotion  of  a con- 
trary nature,  and  cannot  operate  till  that 
is  removed. 

Thus,  if  the  notion  of  sanctity  is  annexed 
to  an  object,  it  is  no  longer  a laughable 
matter ; and  this  visor  must  be  pulled  ofT 
before  it  appears  ridiculous.  Hence  we 
see,  that  notions  which  appear  most  ridicu- 
lous to  all  who  consider  them  coolly  and  in- 
differently, have  no  such  appearance  to 
those  who  never  thought  of  them  but  under 
the  impression  of  religious  awe  and  dread. 

Even  where  religion  is  not  concerned, 
the  novelty  of  an  opinion  to  those  who  are 
too  fond  of  novelties  ; the  gravity  and 
solemnity  with  which  it  is  introduced ; the 
opinion  we  have  entertained  of  the  author ; 
its  apparent  connection  with  principles 
already  embraced,  or  subserviency  to  in- 
terests which  we  have  at  heart ; and,  above 
all,  its  being  fi\ed  in  our  minds  at  that  time 
of  life  when  wo  receive  implicitly  what  we 
are  taught — may  cover  its  absurdity,  and 
fascinate  the  understanding  for  a time. 
[569] 

But,  if  ever  we  are  able  to  view  it  naked, 
and  stripped  of  those  adventitious  circum- 
stances from  which  it  borrowed  its  import- 
ance and  authority,  the  natural  emotion  of 
ridicule  will  exert  its  force.  An  absurdity 
can  be  entertained  by  men  of  sense  no  longer 
than  it  wears  a mask.  When  any  man  is 
found  who  has  the  skill  or  the  boldness  to 
pull  off  the  mask,  it  can  no  longer  bear  the 
light ; it  slinks  into  dark  corners  for  a while, 
and  then  is  no  more  heard  of,  but  as  an  ob- 
ject of  ridicule. 

Thus  I conceive,  that  first  principles, 
which  are  really  the  dictates  of  common 
sense,  and  directly  opposed  to  absurdities 
in  opinion,  will  always,  from  the  constitu- 
tion of  human  nature,  support  themselves, 
and  gain  rather  than  lose  ground  among 
mankind. 

3.  Thirdly , It  may  be  observed,  that,  al- 
though it  is  contrary  to  the  nature  of  first 
principles  to  admit  of  direct  or  apodictical 
proof ; yet  there  are  certain  ways  of  reason- 
ing even  about  them,  by  which  those  that 
are  just  and  solid  may  be  confirmed,  and 
those  that  are  false  may  be  detected.  It 
may  here  be  proper  to  mention  some  of  the 
topics  from  which  we  may  reason  in  matters 
of  this  kind. 

Fir  at,  It  is  a good  argument  ad  hominem, 
if  it  can  be  shewn  that  a first  principle 
which  a man  rejects,  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  with  others  which  he  admits  : for, 
when  this  is  the  case,  he  must  be  guilty  of 
an  inconsistency  who  holds  the  one  and 
rejects  the  other. 

[569-57 1] 


Thus  the  faculties  of  consciousness,  of 
memory,  of  external  sense,  and  of  reason, 
are  all  equally  the  gifts  of  nature.  No  good 
reason  can  be  assigned  for  receiving  the 
testimony  of  one  of  them,  which  is  not  of 
equal  force  with  regard  to  the  others.  The 
greatest  sceptics  admit  the  testimony  of 
consciousness,  and  allow  that  what  it  testi- 
fies is  to  be  held  as  a first  principle.  If, 
therefore,  they  reject  the  immediate  testi- 
mony of  sense  or  of  memory,  they  are 
guilty  of  an  inconsistency.  [570] 

Secondly,  A first  principle  may  admit  of 
a proof  ad  absurdum . 

In  this  kind  of  proof,  which  is  very  com- 
mon in  mathematics,  we  sup|H>se  the  con- 
tradictory proposition  to  be  true*  We  trace 
the  consequences  of  that  supposition  in  a 
train  of  reasoning  ; and,  if  we  fiud  any  of 
its  necessary  consequences  to  be  manifestly 
absurd,  we  conclude  the  supposition  from 
which  it  followed  to  be  false ; and,  there* 
fore  its  contradictory  to  be  true. 

There  is  hardly  any  proposition,  especially 
of  those  that  may  claim  the  character  of 
first  principles,  that  stands  alone  and  un- 
connected. It  draws  many  others  along 
with  it  in  a chain  that  cannot  be  broken. 
He  that  takes  it  up  must  bear  the  burden 
of  all  its  consequences ; and,  if  that  is  too 
heavy  for  him  to  bear,  he  must  not  pretend 
to  take  it  up. 

Thirdly , I conceive  that  the  consent  of 
nges  and  nations,  of  the  learned  and  un- 
learned, ought  to  have  great  authority  with 
regard  to  first  principles,  where  every  man 
is  a competent  judge. 

Our  ordinary  conduct  in  life  is  built  upon 
first  principles,  as  well  as  our  speculations 
in  philosophy ; and  every  motive  to  action 
supposes  some  belief.  When  we  find  a 
general  agreement  among  men,  in  principles 
that  concern  human  life,  this  must  have 
great  authority  with  every  sober  tuind  that 
loves  truth. 

It  is  pleasant  to  observe  the  fruitless 
pains  which  Bishop  Berkeley  takes  to  shew 
that  his  system  of  the  non-existence  of  a 
material  world  did  not  contradict  the  senti- 
ments of  the  vulgar,  but  those  only  of  the 
philosophers. 

With  good  reason  he  dreaded  more  to 
oppose  the  authority  of  vulgar  opinion  in  a 
matter  of  this  kind,  than  all  the  schools  of 
philosophers.  [571] 

Here,  perhaps,  it  will  be  said,  What  has 
authority  to  do  in  matters  of  opinion  ? Is 
truth  to  be  determined  by  most  votes  ? Or 
is  authority  to  be  again  raised  out  of  its 
grave  to  tyrannise  over  mankind  ? 

I am  aware  that,  in  this  age,  on  advo- 
cate for  authority  has  a very  unfavourable 
plea  i but  I wish  to  give  no  more  to  author- 
ity than  is  its  due. 

Most  justly  do  we  honour  the  names  of 
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those  benefactors  to  mankind  who  have  con- 
tributed more  or  less  to  break  the  yoke  of 
that  authority  which  deprives  men  of  the 
natural,  the  unalienable  right  of  judging 
for  themselves;  but,  while  we  indulge  a 
just  animosity  against  this  authority,  and 
against  all  who  would  subject  us  to  its 
tyranny,  let  us  remember  how  common  the 
folly  is,  of  going  from  one  faulty  extreme 
into  the  opposite. 

Authority,  though  a very  tyrannical  mis- 
tress to  private  judgment,  may  yet,  on  some 
occasions,  be  a useful  handmaid.  This  is 
all  she  is  entitled  to,  and  this  is  all  1 plead 
in  her  behalf. 

The  justice  of  this  plea  will  appear  by 
putting  a case  in  a science,  in  which,  of  all 
sciences,  authority  is  acknowledged  to  have 
least  weight. 

Suppose  a mathematician  lias  made  a 
discovery  in  that  science  which  he  thinks 
important ; that  he  has  put  his  demonstra- 
tion in  just  order  ; and,  after  examining  it 
with  an  attentive  eye,  lias  found  no  flaw  in 
it,  I would  ask,  Will  there  not  be  still  in 
his  breast  some  diffidence,  some  jealousy, 
lest  the  ardour  of  inveution  may  have  made 
him  overlook  some  false  step  ? This  roust 
be  granted.  [572] 

lie  commits  his  demonstration  to  the  ex- 
amination of  a mathematical  friend,  whom 
he  esteems  a competent  judge,  and  waits 
with  impatience  the  issue  of  his  judgment. 
Here  I would  ask  again,  Whether  the  verdict 
of  his  friend,  according  as  it  is  favourable 
or  unfavourable,  will  not  greatly  increase  or 
diminish  his  confidence  in  hi* own  judgment  ? 
Most  certainly  it  will,  and  it  ought. 

If  the  judgment  of  his  friend  agree  with 
his  own,  especially  if  it  be  confirmed  by  two 
or  three  able  judges,  he  rests  secure  of  his 
discovery  without  farther  examination ; but, 
if  it  be  unfavourable,  he  is  brought  back 
into  a kind  of  suspense,  nntil  the  part  that 
is  suspected  undergoes  a new  and  a more 
rigorous  examination. 

I hope  what  is  supposed  in  this  case  is 
agreeable  to  nature,  and  to  the  experience 
of  candid  and  modest  men  on  such  occa- 
sions ; yet  here  we  see  a man’s  judgment, 
even  in  a mathematical  demonstration,  con- 
scious of  some  feebleness  in  itself,  seeking 
the  aid  of  authority  to  support  it,  greatly 
strengthened  by  that  authority,  and  hardly 
able  to  staud  erect  against  it,  without  some 
new  aid 

Society  in  judgment,  of  those  who  are 
esteemed  fair  and  competent  judges,  has 
r fleets  very  similar  to  those  of  civil  society  : 
it  gives  strength  and  courage  to  every  indi- 
vidual; it  removes  that  timidity  which  is 
as  naturally  the  companion  of  solitary  judg- 
ment, as  of  a solitary  man  in  the  state  of 
nature. 

Let  us  judge  for  ourselves,  therefore ; but 


let  us  not  disdain  to  take  that  aid  from  the 
authority  of  other  competent  judges,  which 
a mathematician  thinks  it  necessary  to  take 
in  that  scieuce  which,  of  all  sciences,  has 
least  to  do  with  authority. 

In  a matter  of  common  sense,  every  man 
is  no  less  a competent  judge  than  a mathe- 
matician is  in  a mathematical  demonstra- 
tion ; and  there  must  be  a great  presump- 
tion that  the  judgment  of  mankind,  in  such 
a matter,  is  the  natural  issue  of  those  facul- 
ties which  God  hath  given  them.  Such  a 
judgment  can  be  erroneous  only  when  there 
is  some  cause  of  the  error,  as  general  as  the 
error  is.  When  this  can  be  shewn  to  be  the 
cose,  1 acknowledge  it  ought  to  have  its  due 
weight.  But,  to  suppose  a general  devia- 
tion from  truth  among  mankind  in  things 
self-evident,  of  which  no  cause  can  be 
assigned,  is  highly  unreasonable.  [573] 

Perhaps  it  may  be  thought  impossible 
to  collect  the  general  opinion  of  men  upon 
any  point  whatsoever;  and,  therefore,  that 
this  authority  can  serve  us  in  no  stead  in 
examining  first  principles.  But  I appre- 
hend that,  in  many  cases,  this  is  neither 
impossible  nor  difficult. 

Who  can  doubt  whether  men  have  uni- 
versally believed  the  existence  of  a mate- 
rial world  ? Who  can  doubt  whether  men 
have  universally  believed  that  every  change 
that  happens  in  nature  must  have  a cause  ? 
W'ho  can  doubt  whether  men  have  uni- 
versally believed,  that  there  is  a right  and 
a wrong  in  human  conduct;  some  things 
that  merit  blame,  and  others  that  are  en- 
titled to  approbation  ? 

The  universality  of  these  opinions,  and 
of  many  such  that  might  be  named,  is  suf- 
ficiently evident,  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
human  conduct,  as  far  as  our  acquaintance 
reaches,  and  from  the  history  of  all  ages 
and  nations  of  which  we  have  any  records. 

There  are  other  opinions  that  appear  to 
be  universal,  from  what  is  common  in  the 
structure  of  all  languages. 

Language  is  the  express  image  and  pic- 
ture of  human  thoughts;  and  from  the 
picture  we  may  draw  some  certain  conclu- 
sions concerning  the  original. 

We  find  in  all  languages  the  same  parts 
of  speech ; we  find  nouns,  substantive  and 
adjective ; verbs,  active  and  passive,  in 
their  various  tenses,  numbers,  and  moods. 
Some  rules  of  syntax  are  the  same  in  all 
languages. 

Now,  wliat  is  common  in  the  structure 
of  languages,  indicates  an  uniformity  of 
opiuion  in  those  things  upon  which  that 
structure  is  grounded.  [574] 

The  distinction  between  substances,  and 
the  qualities  belonging  to  them  ; between 
thought  and  the  being  that  thinks ; be- 
tween thought  and  the  objects  of  thought ; 
is  to  be  found  in  the  structure  of  all  Ian- 
[572-574] 
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gungea.  And,  therefore,  systems  of  philo- 
sophy, which  abolish  those  distinctions,  wage 
war  with  the  common  sense  of  mankiud. 

We  are  apt  to  imagine  that  those  who 
formed  languages  were  no  metaphysicians  ; 
but  the  first  principles  of  all  sciences  are 
the  dictates  of  common  sense,  and  lie  open 
to  all  men ; and  every  man  who  has  con- 
sidered the  structure  of  language  in  a phi- 
losophical light,  will  find  infallible  proofs  that 
those  who  have  framed  it,  ami  those  who 
use  it  with  understanding  have  the  power 
of  making  accurate  distinctions,  and  of  form- 
ing general  conceptions,  as  well  as  philoso- 
phers. Nature  has  given  those  powers  to 
all  men,  and  they  can  use  them  when  occa- 
sions require  it,  but  they  leave  it  to  the 
philosophers  to  give  names  to  them,  and  to 
descant  upon  their  nature.  In  like  manner, 
nature  has  given  eyes  to  all  men,  and  they 
can  make  good  use  of  them  ; but  the  struc- 
ture of  the  eye,  and  the  theory  of  vision,  is 
the  business  of  philosophers. 

Fourthly , Opinions  that  appear  so  edrly 
in  the  minds  of  men  that  they  cannot  be 
the  effect  of  education  or  of  false  reason- 
ing, have  a good  claim  to  be  considered  as 
first  principles.  Thus,  the  belief  we  have, 
that  the  persons  about  us  are  living  and  in- 
telligent beings,  is  a belief  for  which,  per- 
haps, we  can  give  some  reason,  when  we 
are  able  to  reason ; but  we  had  this  belief 
before  we  could  reason,  and  before  we  could 
learn  it  by  instruction.  It  seems,  there- 
fore, to  be  an  immediate  effect  of  our  con- 
stitution. 

The  last  topic  I sliall  mention  is,  when 
an  opinion  is  so  necessary  in  the  conduct  of 
life,  that,  without  the  belief  of  it,  a man 
must  be  led  into  a thousand  absurdities  in 
practice,  such  an  opinion,  when  we  can 
give  no  other  reason  for  it,  may  safely  be 
taken  for  a first  principle.  [575] 

Thus  I have  endeavoured  to  shew,  that, 
although  first  principles  aro  not  capable  of 
direct  proof,  yet  differences,  that  may  hap- 
pen with  regard  to  them  among  men  of 
candour,  are  not  without  remedy ; that 
Nature  has  not  left  us  destitute  of  means 
by  which  we  may  discover  errors  of  this 
kind ; and  that  there  are  ways  of  reason- 
ing, with  regard  to  first  principles,  by  which 
those  that  are  truly  such  may  be  distin- 
guished from  vulgar  errors  or  prejudices. 


CHAPTER  V. 

TUB  FIRST  PRINCIPLES  OF  CONTINGENT 
TRUTHS. 

“ Surely,”  says  Bishop  Berkeley,  “ it  is 
a work  well  deserving  our  pains  to  make 
a strict  inquiry  concerning  the  first  princi- 
ples of  knowledge;  to  sift  and  examine 
f575, 576] 
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them  on  all  sides.**  What  was  said  in  the 
last  chapter  is  intended  both  to  shew  the 
importance  of  this  inquiry,  and  to  make  it 
more  easy. 

But,  in  order  that  such  an  inquiry  may  bo 
actually  made,  it  is  necessary  that  the  first 
principles  of  knowledge  be  distinguished 
from  other  trutlis,  and  presented  to  view, 
that  they  may  be  sifted  and  examined  on 
all  sides.  In  order  to  this  end,  I shall 
attempt  a detail  of  those  1 take  to  be  such, 
and  of  the  reasons  why  I think  them  entitled 
to  that  character.  [576] 

If  the  enumeration  should  appear  to  some 
redundant,  to  others  deficient,  and  to  others 
both— if  things  which  I conceive  to  be  first 
principles,  should  to  others  appear  to  be 
vulgar  errors,  or  to  be  truths  which  derive 
their  evidence  from  other  truths,  and  there- 
fore not  first  principles  - in  these  things 
every  man  must  judge  for  himself.  I shall 
rejoice  to  see  an  enumeration  more  perfect 
in  any  or  in  all  of  those  respects  ; being 
persuaded  that  the  agreement  of  men  of 
judgment  and  candour  in  first  principles 
would  bo  of  no  less  consequence  to  the  ad- 
vancement of  knowledge  in  general,  than 
the  agreement  of  mathematicians  in  the 
axioms  of  geometry  has  been  to  the  ad- 
vancement of  that  science. 

The  truths  that  fall  within  the  compass 
of  human  knowledge,  whether  they  be  self- 
evident,  or  deduced  from  those  that  are 
self-evident,  may  be  reduced  to  two  classes. 
They  are  either  necessary  and  immutable 
truths,  whose  contrary  is  impossible ; or 
they  are  contingent  and  mutable,  depend- 
ing upon  soino  effect  of  will  and  power, 
which  had  a beginning,  and  may  have  an 
end. 

That  a cone  is  the  third  part  of  a cylin- 
der of  the  same  base  and  the  same  altitude, 
is  a necessary  truth.  It  depends  not  upon 
the  will  and  power  of  any  being.  It  is  im- 
mutably true,  and  the  contrary  impossible. 
That  the  sun  is  the  centre  about  which  the 
earth,  and  the  other  planets  of  our  system, 
perform  their  revolutions,  is  a truth  ; but 
it  is  not  a necessary  truth.  It  depends 
upon  the  power  and  will  of  that  Being  who 
made  the  sun  and  all  the  planets,  and  who 
gave  them  those  motions  that  seemed  best 
to  him. 

If  all  truths  were  necessary  truths,  there 
would  be  no  occasion  for  different  tenses  in 
the  verbs  by  which  they  are  expressed. 
What  is  true  in  the  present  time,  would  bo 
true  in  the  post  and  future;  and  there 
would  be  no  change  or  variation  of  an}  thing 
in  nature. 

We  use  the  present  tense  in  expressing 
necessary  truths;  but  it  is  only  because 
there  is  no  flexion  of  the  verb  which  in- 
cludes all  times.  When  I say  that  three 
is  the  half  of  six,  I use  the  present  tense 
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only  ; but  I mean  to  express  not  only  what 
now  is,  but  what  always  was,  and  always  will 
be  ; and  so  every  proposition  is  to  be  under- 
stood by  which  we  mean  to  express  a neces- 
sary truth.  Contingent  truths  are  of  an- 
other nature.  As  they  are  mutable,  they 
may  be  true  at  one  time,  and  not  at  an- 
other ; and,  therefore,  the  expression  of 
them  must  include  some  point  or  period  of 
time.  [577] 

If  language  had  been  a contrivance  of 
philosophers,  they  would  probably  have 
given  some  flexion  to  the  indicative  mood 
of  verbs,  which  extended  to  all  times  past, 
present,  and  future ; for  such  a flexion  only 
would  be  fit  to  express  necessary  proposi- 
tions, which  have  no  relation  to  time,  fiut 
there  is  no  language,  as  far  as  1 know,  in 
which  such  a flexion  of  verbs  is  to  be  found. 
Because  the  thoughts  and  discourse  of  men 
are  seldom  employed  about  necessary  truths, 
but  commonly  about  such  as  are  contin- 
gent, languages  are  fitted  to  express  the 
l i*t  rather  than  the  first. 

The  distinction  commonly  made  between 
abstract  truths,  and  those  tliat  express  mat- 
ters of  fact,  or  real  existences,  coincides  in 
a great  tneas  ire,  but  not  altogether,  with 
that  between  necessary  and  contingent 
truths.  The  necessary  truths  tliat  fall 
within  our  knowledge  are,  for  the  most  part, 
abstract  truths.  We  must  except  the  ex- 
istence and  nature  of  the  Supreme  Being, 
which  is  necessary.  Other  existences  are 
the  effects  of  will  and  power.  They  bad  a 
beginning,  and  arc  mutable.  Their  nature 
is  such  as  the  Supremo  Being  was  pleased 
to  give  them.  Their  attributes  and  rela- 
tions must  depend  upon  the  nature  God  has 
given  them,  the  powers  with  which  he  has 
e.idowed  them,  and  the  situation  in  which 
he  hath  placed  them. 

The  conclusions  deduced  by  reasoning 
from  I ret  principles,  will  commonly  be  ne- 
cessary or  contingent,  according  as  the 
principles  are  from  which  they  are  drawn. 
On  the  one  hand,  I take  it  to  be  certain, 
that  whatever  can,  by  just  reasoning,  be 
inferred  from  a principle  that  is  necessary, 
must  be  a necessary  truth,  and  that  no 
contingent  truth  can  be  inferred  from  prin- 
ciples that  are  necessary.®  [578] 

Thus,  as  the  axioms  in  mathematics  are 
all  necessary  truths,  so  are  all  the  conclu- 
sions drawn  from  them  ; that  is,  the  whole 
b »dy  of  tliat  science.  But  from  no  mathe- 
matical truth  cau  we  deduce  the  existence 
of  anything ; not  even  of  the  objects  of  the 
science. 

On  the  other  hand,  I apprehend  there 
are  very  few  cases  in  which  we  can,  from 
principles  that  are  contingent,  deduce  truths 
that  are  necessary.  I can  only  recollect 

* See  Stewirt'*  *«  Element*,"  a.  p 39 


one  instance  of  this  kind — namely — that, 
from  the  existence  of  things  contingent  und 
mutable,  we  can  infer  the  existence  of  au 
immutable  and  eternal  cause  of  them. 

As  the  minds  of  men  are  occupied  much 
more  about  truths  that  are  contingent  thau 
about  those  that  are  necessary,  1 shall  first 
endeavour  to  point  out  the  principles  of  the 
former  kind. 

1.  First,  then,  I hold,  as  a first  principle, 
the  existence  of  everything  of  which  1 am 
conscious. 

Consciousness  is  an  operation  of  the 
understanding  of  its  own  kind,  and  cannot 
be  logically  defined-  The  objects  of  it  are 
our  present  pains,  our  pleasures,  our  hopes, 
our  fears,  our  desires,  our  doubts,  our 
thoughts  of  every  kind  ; in  a word,  all  the 
passions,  and  all  the  actions  and  operations 
of  our  own  minds,  while  they  are  present. 
We  may  remember  them  when  they  are 
past;  but  we  are  conscious  of  them  only 
while  they  are  present. 

When  a man  is  conscious  of  pain,  he  is 
certain  of  its  existence;  when  he  is  con- 
scious that  he  doubts  or  believes,  he  is 
certain  of  the  existence  of  those  operations. 

But  the  irresistible  conviction  he  has  of 
the  reality  of  those  operations  is  not  the 
effect  of  reasoning;  it  is  immediate  and 
intuitive.  The  existence  therefore  of  those 
passions  and  operations  of  our  minds,  of 
w hich  we  are  conscious,  is  a first  principle, 
which  nature  requires  us  to  believe  upon 
her  authority.  [579] 

If  I am  asked  to  prove  that  I cannot  be 
deceived  by  consciousness — to  prove  that  it 
is  not  a fallacious  sense—  I can  find  nc  proof. 
I cannot  find  any  antecedent  truth  from 
which  it  is  deduced,  or  upon  which  its  evi- 
dence depends.  It  seems  to  disdain  any 
such  derived  authority,  and  to  claim  my 
assent  in  its  own  right. 

If  any  man  could  be  found  so  frantic  as 
to  deny  that  he  thinks,  while  he  is  conscious 
of  it,  I may  wonder,  I may  laugh,  or  I may 
pity  him,  but  I cannot  reason  the  matter 
with  him.  We  have  no  common  principles 
from  which  we  may  reason,  and  therefore 
cau  never  join  issue  in  an  argument. 

This,  I think,  is  the  only  principle  of 
common  sense  that  has  never  directly  been 
called  in  question.  * It  seems  to  be  so  firmly 
rooted  in  the  minds  of  men,  ns  to  retain  its 
authority  with  the  greatest  sceptics.  Mr 
Hume,  after  annihilating  body  and  mind, 
time  and  space,  action  and  causation,  and 
even  his  own  inind,  acknowledges  the  reality 
of  the  thoughts,  sensations,  and  passions  of 
which  he  is  conscious. 

* It  could  no!  possible  be  cal  led  In  question.  For, 
in  doubting  the  fact  of  his  consciousness.  the  sceptic 
must  at  leas'  affirm  the  fact  of  his  doubt  ; but  to 
affirm  a doubt  is  to  affirm  the  contciotisTuu  of  it ; 
thedouot  would,  therefore,  be  self-contradictory— 
t.  €.,  annihilate  itself.— H. 

[577-5791 
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No  philosopher  has  attempted,  by  any 
hypothesis,  to  account  for  this  consciousness 
of  our  own  thoughts,  and  the  certain  know- 
ledge of  their  real  existence  which  accom- 
panies it.  By  this  they  seem  to  acknow- 
ledge that  this  at  least  is  an  original  power 
of  the  mind  ; a power  by  which  we  not  only 
have  ideas,  but  original  judgments,  and  the 
knowledge  of  real  existence. 

I cannot  reconcile  this  immediate  know- 
ledge of  the  operations  of  our  own  minds 
with  Mr  Locke's  theory,  that  ail  know- 
ledge consists  in  perceiving  the  agreement 
and  disagreement  of  ideas.  What  are  the 
ideas,  from  whose  comparison  the  knowledge 
of  our  own  thoughts  results  ? Or  what  are 
the  agreements  or  disagreements  which  con- 
vince a man  that  he  is  in  pain  when  ho 
feels  it  ? [580] 

Neither  can  I reconcile  it  with  Mr  Hume's 
theory,  that  to  believe  the  existence  of  any- 
thing, is  nothing  else  than  to  have  a strong 
and  lively  conception  of  it;  or,  at  most, 
that  belief  is  only  some  modification  of  tho 
idea  which  is  the  object  of  belief.  For,  not 
to  mention  that  propositions,  not  ideas,  are 
the  object  of  belief,  in  all  that  variety  of 
thoughts  and  passions  of  which  we  are  con- 
scious we  believe  the  existence  of  the  weak 
as  well  as  of  the  strong,  the  faint  as  well  as 
the  lively.  No  modification  of  the  opera- 
tions of  our  minds  disposes  us  to  the  least 
doubt  of  their  real  existence. 

As,  therefore,  the  real  existence  of  our 
thoughts,  and  of  all  the  operations  and  feel- 
ings of  our  own  minds,  is  believed  by  all 
men — os  we  find  ourselves  incapable  of 
doubting  it,  and  as  incapable  of  offering  any 
proof  of  it — it  may  justly  be  considered  as  a 
first  principle,  or  dictate  of  common  sense. 

But,  although  this  principle  rests  upon 
no  other,  a very  considerable  and  import- 
ant branch  of  human  knowledge  rests  upon 

It 

For  from  this  source  of  consciousness  is 
derived  all  that  we  know,  and  indeed  all 
that  wo  can  know,  of  the  structure  and  of 
the  powers  of  our  own  mindB  ; from  which 
we  may  conclude,  that  there  is  no  branch 
of  knowledge  that  stands  upon  a firmer 
foundation  ; for  surely  no  kind  of  evidence 
can  go  beyond  that  of  consciousness. 

How  does  it  come  to  pass,  then,  that  in 
this  branch  of  knowledge  there  are  so  many 
and  so  contrary  systems  ? so  many  subtile 
controversies  that  arc  never  brought  to  an 
issue  ? and  so  little  fixed  and  determined  ? 
Is  it  possible  that  philosophers  should  differ 
most  where  they  have  the  surest  means  of 
agreement — where  everything  is  built  upon 
a species  of  evidence  which  all  men  ac- 
uiesce  in,  and  hold  to  be  the  most  certain  ? 
581] 

This  strange  phenomenon  may,  I think, 
be  accounted  for,  if  we  distinguish  between 
[580-582] 


consciousness  and  reflection,  which  are  orter 
improperly  confounded  * 

The  first  is  common  to  all  men  at  all 
times  ; but  is  insufficient  of  itself  to  give  us 
clear  and  distinct  notions  of  the  opera- 
tions of  which  we  are  conscious,  and  of 
their  mutual  relations  and  minute  distinc- 
tions. The  second — to  wit,  attentive  reflec- 
tion upon  those  operations,  making  them 
objects  of  thought,  surveying  them  atten- 
tively, and  examining  them  on  all  sides— is 
so  far  from  being  common  to  all  men,  that  it 
is  the  lot  of  very  few.  The  greatest  part 
of  men,  either  through  want  of  capacity,  or 
from  other  causes,  never  reflect  attentively 
upon  the  operations  of  their  own  minds. 
The  habit  of  this  reflection,  even  in  those 
whom  nature  lias  fitted  for  it,  is  not  to  be  at- 
tained without  much  pains  and  practice. 

We  can  know  nothing  of  the  immediate 
objects  of  sight,  but  by  the  testimony  of  our 
eyes;  and  I apprehend  that,  if  mankind 
had  found  as  great  difficulty  in  giving  at- 
tention to  the  objects  of  sight,  as  they  find 
in  attentive  reflection  upon  the  operations 
of  their  own  minds,  our  knowledge  of  the 
first  might  have  been  in  as  backward  a state 
as  our  knowledge  of  the  last. 

But  this  darkness  will  not  last  for  ever. 
Light  will  arise  upon  this  benighted  part  of 
the  intellectual  globe.  When  any  man  is 
so  happy  as  to  delineate  the  powers  of  the 
human  mind  as  they  really  are  in  nature, 
men  that  are  free  from  prejudice,  and  cap- 
able of  reflection,  will  recognise  their  own 
features  in  the  picture ; and  then  the  wonder 
will  be,  bow  things  so  obvious  could  be  so 
long  wrapped  up  in  mystery  and  darkness  ; 
how  men  could  be  carried  away  by  false 
theories  and  conjectures,  when  the  truth 
was  to  be  found  in  their  own  breasts  if  they 
had  bat  attended  to  it. 

2.  Another  first  principle,  I think,  is, 
That  the  thoughts  of  which  I am  conscious, 
are  the  thoughts  of  a being  which  I call 
MY8KLP,  my  MIND,  *»»//  PERSON.  [582] 

The  thoughts  and  feelings  of  which  we  are 
conscious  are  continually  changing,  and  the 
thought  of  this  moment  is  not  the  thought 
of  the  last ; but  something  which  I call  my- 
self, remains  under  this  change  of  thought. 
This  self  has  the  same  relation  to  all  the 
successive  thoughts  I am  conscious  of — they 
are  all  my  thoughts;  and  every  thought 
which  is  not  my  thought,  must  be  the 
thought  of  some  other  person. 

If  any  man  asks  a proof  of  this,  I confess 
I can  give  none ; there  is  an  evidence  in  the 
proposition  itself  which  I am  unable  to  re- 
sist. Shall  I think  that  thought  can  stand 
by  itself  without  a thinking  being  ? or  that 
ideas  can  feel  pleasure  or  pain  ? My  nature 
dictates  to  me  that  it  is  impossible. 


3gle 


* Compare  above,  pp.  S30.  b,  a — H. 
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And  that  nature  has  dictated  the  same  to  | 
all  men,  appears  from  the  structure  of  all  I 
languages  : for  in  all  languages  men  have 
expressed  thinking,  reasoning,  willing,  lov- 
ing, hating,  by  personal  verbs,  which,  from 
their  nature,  require  a person  who  thinks, 
reasons,  wills,  loves,  or  hates.  From  which 
it  appears,  that  men  have  been  taught  by 
nature  to  believe  that  thought  requires  a 
thinker,  reason  a reason  or,  and  love  a lover. 

Here  we  must  leave  Mr  Hume,  who  con- 
ceives it  to  be  a vulgar  error,  that,  besides 
the  thoughts  we  are  conscious  of,  there  is  a 
mind  which  is  the  subject  of  those  thoughts* 
If  the  mind  be  anything  else  than  impres- 
sions and  ideaA,  it  must  be  a word  without 
a meaning.  The  mind,  therefore,  accord- 
ing to  this  philosopher,  is  a word  which 
signifies  a bundle  of  perceptions  ; or,  when 
he  defines  it  more  accurately — “ It  is  that 
succession  of  related  ideas  and  impressions, 
of  which  we  have  an  intimate  memory  and 
consciousness.” 

I am,  therefore,  that  succession  of  related 
ideas  and  impressions  of  which  I have  the 
intimate  memory  and  consciousness. 

But  who  is  the  / that  has  this  memory 
and  consciousness  of  a succession  of  ideas 
and  impressions  ? Why,  it  is  nothing  but 
that  succession  itself.  [583] 

Hence,  I learn,  that  this  succession  of 
ideas  and  impressions  intimately  remembers, 
and  is  conscious  of  itself.  I would  wish  to 
be  farther  instructed,  whether  the  impres- 
sions remember  and  are  conscious  of  the 
ideas,  or  the  ideas  remember  and  are  con- 
scious of  the  impressions,  or  if  both  remem- 
ber and  are  conscious  of  both  ? and  whether 
the  ideas  remember  those  that  come  after 
them,  as  well  as  those  that  were  before  them  ? 
These  are  questions  naturally  arising  from 
this  system,  that  have  not  yet  been  explained. 

This,  however,  is  clear,  tliat  this  succes- 
sion of  ideas  and  impressions,  not  only  re- 
members and  is  conscious,  but  that  it  judges, 
reasons,  affirms,  denies— nay,  that  it  eats 
and  drinks,  and  is  sometimes  merry  and 
sometimes  sad. 

If  these  things  can  lx?  ascribed  to  a suc- 
cession of  ideas  and  impressions,  in* a con- 
sistency with  common  sense,  I should  be 
very  glad  to  know  what  is  nonsense. 

The  scholastic  philosophers  have  been 
wittily  ridiculed,  by  representing  them  as 
disputing  upon  Jh  is  question — Numchimara 
bombinans  in  vacuo  possit  comedere  tecun - 
das  intention*!  9 and  I believe  the  wit  of 
man  cannot  invent  a more  ridiculous  ques- 
tion. But,  if  Mr  Hume's  philosophy  be 
admitted,  this  question  deserves  to  be 
treated  more  gravely : for  if,  as  we  learn 
from  this  philosophy,  a succession  of  ideas 
and  impressions  may  ent,  and  drink,  and 
be  merry,  I see  no  good  reason  why  a 
chimera,  which,  if  not  the  same  is  of  kin  to 


an  idea,  may  not  chew  the  cud  upon  that 
kind  of  food  which  the  schoolmen  call  second 
intentions.* 

3.  Another  first  principle  I take  to  be — 
That- those  things  did  really  happen  which  1 
distinctly  remember.  [584] 

This  has  one  of  the  surest  marks  of  a first 
principle  ; for  no  man  ever  pretended  to 
prove  it,  and  yet  no  man  in  his  wits  calls  it 
in  question  : the  testimony  of  memory,  like 
tliat  of  consciousness,  is  immediate ; it 
claims  our  assent  upon  its  own  authority,  f 

Suppose  tliat  a learned  counsel,  in  defence 
of  a client  against  the  concurring  testimony 
of  witnesses  of  credit,  should  insist  upon  a 
new  topic  to  invalidate  the  testimony. 
“ Admitting,"  says  he,  “ the  integrity  of 
the  witnesses,  and  that  they  distinctly  re- 
member what  they  have  given  in  evidence— 
it  does  not  follow*  that  the  prisoner  is  guilty. 
It  has  never  been  proved  that  the  most 
distinct  memory  may  not  be  fallacious 
Show  me  any  necessary  connection  between 
that  act  of  the  mind  which  we  call  memory, 
and  the  past  existence  of  the  event  remem- 
bered. No  man  lias  ever  offered  a shadow 
of  argument  to  prove  such  a connection  i 
yet  this  is  one  link  of  the  chain  of  proof 
against  the  prisoner  ; and,  if  it  have  no 
strength,  the  whole  proof  falls  to  the  ground : 
until  this,  therefore,  be  made  evident — until 
it  can  be  proved  that  we  may  safely  rest 
upon  the  testimony  of  memory  for  the  truth 
of  past  events — no  judge  or  jury  can  justly 
take  away  the  life  of  a citizen  upon  so 
doubtful  a point.” 

I believe  we  may  take  it  for  granted,  that 
this  argument  from  a learned  counsel  would 
have  no  other  effect  upon  the  judge  or  jury, 
than  to  convince  them  that  he  wras  dis- 
ordered in  his  judgment.  Counsel  is  allowed 
to  plead  everything  for  a client  that  is  fit  to 
persuade  or  to  move  ; yet  I believe  no 
counsel  ever  had  the  boldness  to  plead  this 
topic.  And  for  what  reason  ? For  no  other 
reason,  surely,  but  because  it  is  absurd. 
Now,  what  is  absurd  at  the  bar,  is  so  in  the 
philosopher’s  chair.  What  would  be  ridi- 
culous, if  delivered  to  a jury  of  honest  sen- 
sible citizens,  is  no  less  so  when  delivered 
gravely  in  a philosophical  dissertation. 

Mr  Hume  has  not,  ns  far  as  I remember, 
directly  called  in  question  the  testimony  of 


* All  this  criticism  of  Hume  proceed#  upon  the 
erroneous  hypothesis  that  he  was  a DoymahtL  He 
was  a is,  he  accepted  the  principles  as- 

serted by  the  prevalent  Dogmatism  ; and  only  shewed 
that  such  ami  such  conclusions  were,  on  these  prin- 
ciples, inevitable.  The  absurdity  was  not  Hume’s,  but 
l^ocke's.  This  is  the  kind  of  criticism,  however, 
with  which  Hume  is  generally  assailed  — It. 

f The  datum  of  Memory  does  not  stand  upon, the 
same  ground  as  the.datum  of  simple  Consciousness. 
In  so  far  as  memory  is  consciousness,  it  cannot  be 
denied  We  cannot,  without  contradiction,  deny  the 
fact  of  memory  as  a present  consciousness ; but  we 
may,  without  contradiction,  suppose  that  the  past 
given  therein,  is  only  an  illusion  of  the  present.—  H. 

[583,  58  0 
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memory  ; but  he  has  laid  down  the  premises 
by  which  its  authority  is  overturned,  leav- 
ing it  to  hie  reader  to  draw  the  conclu- 
sion. [585] 

Ho  labours  to  shew  that  the  belief  or 
assent  which  always  attends  the  memory 
and  senses  is  nothing  but  the  vivacity  of 
those  perceptions  which  they  present.  He 
shews  very  clearly,  that  this  vivacity  gives 
no  ground  to  believe  the  existence  of  ex- 
ternal objects.  And  it  is  obvious  that  it 
can  give  as  little  ground  to  believe  the  past 
existence  of  the  objects  of  memory. 

Indeed  the  theory  concerning  ideas,  so 
generally  received  by  philosophers,  destroys 
all  the  authority  of  memory,  as  well  as  the 
authority  of  the  senses.  Des  Cartes,  Ma* 
lebranche,  and  Locke,  were  aware  that  this 
theory  made  it  necessary  for  them  to  find 
out  arguments  to  prove  the  existence  of  ex- 
ternal objects,  which  the  vulgar  believe 
upon  the  bare  authority  of  their  senses ; 
but  those  philosophers  were  not  aware  that 
this  theory  made  it  equally  necessary  for 
them  to  find  arguments  to  prove  the  exist- 
ence of  things  past,  which  we  remember, 
aud  to  support  the  authority  of  memory. 

All  the  arguments  they  advanced  to  sup- 
port the  authority  of  our  senses,  were  easily 
refuted  by  Bishop  Berkeley  and  Mr  Hume, 
being  indeed' very  weak  and  inconclusive. 
And  it  would  have  been  as  easy  to  answer 
every  argument  they  could  have  brought, 
consistent  with  their  theory,  to  support  the 
authority  of  memory. 

For,  according  to  that  theory,  the  im- 
mediate object  of  memory,  as  well  as  of 
every  other  operation  of  the  understanding, 
is  an  idea  present  in  the  mind.  And,  from 
the  present  existence  of  this  idea  of  me- 
mory I am  left  to  infer,  by  reasoning,  that, 
six  months  or  6ix  years  ago,  there  did  ex- 
ist an  object  similar  to. this  idea.  [586] 

But  what  is  there  in  the  idea  that  can 
lead  me  to  this  conclusion  ? What  mark 
does  it  bear  of  the  date  of  its  archetype  ? 
Or  what  evidence  have  I that  it  had  an 
archetype,  and  that  it  is  not  the  first  of  its 
kind  ? 

Perhaps  it  will  be  said,  that  this  idea  or 
image  in  the  mind  must  have  had  a cause. 

I admit  that,  if  there  is  such  an  image  in 
the  mind,  it  must  have  had  a cause,  and  a 
cause  able  to  produce  the  effect but  what 
can  we  infer  from  its  having  a cause  ? Does 
it  follow  that  the  effect  is  a type,  an  image, 
a copy  of  its  cause  ? Then  it  will  follow, 
that  a picture  is  an  image  of  the  painter, 
and  a coach  of  the  coachmaker. 

A past  event  may  be  known  by  reasoning ; 
but  that  is  not  remembering  it.  When  I 
remember  a thing  distinctly,  I disdain 
equally  to  hear  reasons  for  it  or  against  it. 
And  so  I think  does  every  man  in  his 
senses. 

|” 585-58?  | 


4.  Another  first  principle  is, Our  own  per- 
sonal identity  and  continued  existence,  as 
far  back  as  we  remember  anything  distinctly. 

This  we  know  immediately,  and  not 
by  reasoning.  It  seems,  indeed,  to  be  a 
part  of  the  testimony  of  memory.  Every- 
thing we  remember  has  such  a relation  to 
ourselves  as  to  imply  necessarily  our  ex- 
istence at  the  time  remembered.  And 
there  cannot  be  a more  palpable  absurdity 
than  that  a man  should  remember  what 
happened  before  he  existed.  He  must 
therefore  have  existed  as  far  back  as  he  re- 
members any  thing  distinctly,  if  his  memory 
be  not  fallacious.  This  principle,  there- 
fore, is  so  connected  with  the  last  mention- 
ed, tliat  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  both 
ought  not  to  be  included  in  one.  Let 
evdry  one  judge  of  this  as  he'sees  reason. 
The  proper  notion  of  identity,  and  the  sen- 
timents of  Mr  Locke  on  this  subject,  have 
been  considered  before,  under  the  head  of 
Memory.  [587] 

5.  Another  first  principle  is,  That  those 
things  do  really  exist  which  we  distinctly 
perceive  by  our  senses,  and  are  what  we 
perceive  them  to  be . 

It  is  too  evident  to  need  proof,  that  all 
men  are  by  nature  led  to  give  implicit  faith 
to  the  distinct  testimony  of  their  senses, 
long  before  they  are  capable  of  any  bias 
from  prejudices  of  education  or  of  philo- 
sophy. 

How  came  we  at  first  to  know  that  there 
are  certain  beings  about  ua  whom  we  call 
father,  and  mother,  and  sisters,  and  bro- 
thers, and  nurse  ? Was  it  not  by  the 
testimony  of  our  senses  ? How  did  these 
persons  convey  to  us  any  information  or 
instruction  ? Was  it  not  by  means  of  our 
senses  ? 

It  is  evident  we  can  have  no  communi- 
cation, no  correspondence  or  society  with 
any  created  being,  but  by  means  of  our 
senses.  And,  until  we  rely  upon  their  testi- 
mony, we  must  consider  ourselves  as  being 
alone  in  the  universe,  without  any  fellow- 
creature,  living  or  inanimate,  and  be  left  to 
converse  with  our  own  thoughts. 

Bishop  Berkeley  surely  did  not  duly  con- 
sider that  it  is  by  means  of  the  material 
world  that  we  have  any  correspondence 
with  thinking  beings,  or  any  knowledge  of 
their  existence  ; and  that,  by  depriving  us 
of  the  material  world,  be  deprived  us,  at 
the  same  time,  of  family,  friends,  country, 
and  every  human  creature ; of  every  object 
of  affection,  esteem,  or  concern,  except  our 
selves. 

The  good  Bishop  surely  never  intended 
this.  He  was  too  warm  a friend,  too  zeal- 
ous a patriot,  and  too  good  a Christian  to 
be  capable  of  such  a thought.  He  was  not 
aware  of  the  consequences  of  his  system, 
aud  therefore  they  ought  not  to  be  imputed 
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to  him  ; but  we  must  impute  them  to  the 
system  itself.  It  stifles  every  generous  and 
social  principle.  [588] 

When  I consider  myself  as  speaking  to 
men  who  hear  me,  and  can  judge  of  what 
1 say,  I feel  that  respect  which  is  due  to 
such  an  audience.  1 feel  an  enjoyment  in 
a reciprocal  communication  of  sentiments 
with  candid  and  ingenious  friends ; and  my 
s-»ul  blesses  the  Author  of  my  being,  who 
has  made  me  capable  of  this  manly  and 
rational  entertainment 

But  the  Bishop  shows  me,  that  this  is 
all  a dream  ; that  I see  not  a human  face  ; 
that  all  the  objects  I see,  and  hear,  and 
handle,  are  only  the  ideas  of  my  own  mind  ; 
ideas  are  my  only  companions.  Cold  com- 
pany, indeed ! Every  social  affection  freezes 
at  the  thought ! 

But,  my  Lord  Bishop,  are  there  no  minds 
left  in  the  universo  but  my  own  ? 

Yes,  indeed;  it  is  only  the  material 
world  that  is  annihilated ; everything  else 
remains  as  it  was. 

This  seems  to  promise  some  comfort  in 
my  forlorn  solitude.  But  do  I see  those 
minds  ? No.  Do  I see  their  ideas  ? No. 
Nor  do  they  see  me  or  my  ideas.  They 
are,  then,  no  more  to  me  than  the  inhabit- 
ants of  Solomon’s  isles,  or  of  the  moon  ; 
and  my  melancholy  solitude  returns.  Every 
social  tie  is  broken,  and  every  social  affec- 
tion is  stifled. 

This  dismal  system,  which,  if  it  conld  be 
believed,  would  deprive  men  of  every  social 
comfort,  a very  good  Bishop,  by  strict  and 
accurate  reasoning,  deduced  from  the  prin- 
ciples commonly  received  by  philosophers 
concerning  ideas.  The  fault  is  not  in  the 
reasoning,  hut  in  the  principles  from  which 
it  is  drawn. 

All  the  arguments  urged  by  Berkeley  and 
Hume,  against  the  existence  of  a material 
world,  are  grounded  upon  this  principle — 
that  we  do  not  perceive  external  objects 
themselves,  but  certain  images  or  ideas  in 
our  own  minds.*  But  this  is  no  dictate  of 
common  sense,  but  directly  contrary  to  the 
sense  of  all  who  have  not  been  taught  it  by 
philosophy.  [ 589  ] 

We  have  before  examined  the  reasons 
given  by  philosophers  to  prove  that  ideas, 
and  not  external  objects,  are  the  immediate 
objects  of  perception,  and  the  instances 
given  to  prove  the  senses  fallacious.  With- 
out repeating  what  has  before  been  said 
upon  those  points,  we  shall  only  here  ob- 
serve, that,  if  external  objects  be  perceived 
immediately,  we  have  the  same  reason  to 


* Idealism,  at  already  noticed,  resit  equally  well. 
If  not  betn  r,  on  the  hypotheau  that  what  wt*  perceive 
(or  are  conscious  of  in  perception)  is  only  a modiflea- 
lion  ol  minn,  as  on  the  hy^xii bests  that,  in  perception, 
we  are  conscious  of  a repri-tenutive  entity  distinct 
irom  mind  as  from  the  external  reality.— H. 


believe  their  existence  as  philosophers  have 
to  believe  the  existence  of  ideas,  while  they 
hold  them  to  be  the  immediate  objects  of 
perception.* 

6.  Another  first  principle,  I think,  is, 
That  % ce  have  tome  degree  of  power  over 
our  actionty  and  the  determinations  of  our 
will. 

All  power  must  be  derived  from  tha 
fountain  of  power,  and  of  every  good  gift- 
Upon  His  good  pleasure  its  continuance  de- 
pends, and  it  is  always  subject  to  bis  con- 
trol 

Beings  to  whom  God  has  given  any  de- 
gree of  power,  and  understanding  to  direct 
them  to  the  proper  use  of  it,  must  be  ac- 
countable to  their  Maker.  But  those  who 
are  intrusted  with  no  power  can  have  no 
account  to  make ; for  all  good  conduct  con- 
sists in  the  right  use  of  power;  all  bad 
conduct  in  the  abuse  of  it. 

To  call  to  account  a being  who  never  was 
intrusted  with  any  degree  of  power,  is  an 
absurdity  no  less  than  it  would  be  to  call 
to  account  an  inanimate  being.  Wc  are 
sure,  therefore,  if  we  have  any  account  to 
make  to  the  Author  of  our  being,  that  we 
must  have  some  degree  of  power,  which, 
as  far  as  it  is  properly  used,  entitles  us  to 
his  approbation  ; and,  when  abused,  renders 
us  obnoxious  to  his  displeasure.  [590] 

It  is  not  easy  to  say  in  what  way  we  first 
get  the  notion  or  idea  of  power.  It  is 
neither  an  object  of  sense  nor  of  conscious- 
ness. We  see  events,  one  succeeding  an- 
other ; but  we  see  not  the  power  by  which 
they  are  produced.  We  are  conscious  of 
the  operations  of  our  minds  ; but  power  is 
not  an  operation  of  miud.  If  we  hud  no 
notions  but  such  as  are  furnished  by  the 
external  senses,  and  by  consciousness,  it 
seems  to  be  impossible  that  we  should  ever 
have  any  conception  of  power.  Accord- 
ingly,  Mr  Hume,  who  has  reasoned  the 
most  accurately  upon  this  hypothesis,  denies 
that  we  have  any  idea  of  power,  and  clearly 
refutes  the  account  given  by  Mr  Locke  of 
the  origin  of  this  idea. 

But  it  is  in  vain  to  reason  from  a hypo- 
thesis against  a fact,  the  truth  of  which 
every  man  may  see  by  attending  to  his  own 
thoughts.  It  is  evident  that  all  men,  very 
early  in  life,  not  only  have  an  idea  of  power, 
but  a conviction  that  they  have  some  de- 
gree of  it  in  themselves  ; for  this  conviction 
is  necessarily  implied  in  many  operations 
of  mind,  which  are  familiar  to  every  man, 
and  without  which  no  man  can  act  the  part 
of  a reasonable  being. 

First y It  is  implied  in  every  act  of  voli- 
tion. “ Volition,  it  is  plain,”  says  Mr 
Locke,  “ is  an  act  of  the  mind,  knowingly 


* rhik>»ophpr*  admitted  that  we  are  ermscivus  ol 
these  j dues  Keid  admit  ihu  of  external  object*  t — H. 
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exerting  that  dominion  which  it  takes  itself 
to  have  over  any  part  of  the  man,  by  em- 
ploying it  in,  or  withholding  it  from  any 
particular  action.**  Every  volition,  there- 
fore, implies  a conviction  of  power  to  do  the 
action  willed.  A man  may  desire  to  make 
a visit  to  the  moon,  or  to  the  planet  Jupi- 
ter ; but  nothing  but  insanity  could  make 
him  will  to  do  so.  And,  if  even  insanity 
reduced  this  effect,  it  must  be  by  making 
im  think  it  to  be  in  his  power. 

Secondly , This  conviction  is  implied  in 
all  deliberation  ; for  no  man  in  his  wits  de- 
liberates whether  he  shall  do  what  he  be- 
lieves not  to  be  in  his  power.  Thirdly , 
The  same  conviction  is  implied  in  every 
resolution  or  purpose  formed  in  consequence 
of  deliberation.  A man  may  as  well  form 
a resolution  to  pull  the  moon  out  of  her 
sphere,  as  to  do  the  most  insignificant  action 
which  he  believes  not  to  be  in  his  power,  j 
The  same  thing  may  be  said  of  every  pro-  j 
raise  or  contract  wherein  a man  plights  his 
fuith ; for  he  is  not  an  honest  man  who 
promises  what  he  does  n<>t  believe  he  has 
power  to  perform.  [691  ] 

As  these  operations  imply  a belief  of 
some  degree  of  power  in  ourselves ; so  there 
are  others  equally  common  and  familiar, 
which  imply  a like  belief  with  regard  to 
others. 

When  we  impute  to  a man  any  action  or 
omission,  as  a ground  of  approbation  or  of 
blame,  we  must  believe  he  liad  power  to  do 
otherwise.  The  same  is  implied  in  all 
advice,  exhortation,  commaud,  and  rebuke, 
and  in  every  case  in  which  wo  rely  upon  his 
fidelity  in  performing  any  engagement  or 
executing  any  trust. 

It  is  not  more  evident  that  mankind  have 
a conviction  of  the  exis  ence  of  a material 
world,  than  that  they  have  the  conviction 
of  some  degree  of  power  in  themselves  and 
in  others  ; every  one  over  his  own  actions, 
and  the  determinations  of  his  will— a con- 
viction so  early,  so  general,  and  so  inter- 
woven with  the  whole  of  human  conduct, 
that  it  mu>t  be  the  natural  effect  of  our 
constitution,  and  intended  by  the  Author  of 
our  being  to  guide  our  actions. 

It  resembles  our  conviction  of  the  ex- 
istence of  a material  world  in  this  respect 
also,  that  even  those  who  reject  it  in  specu- 
lation, find  themselves  under  a necessity  of 
being  governed  by  it  in  their  practice ; and 
thus  it  will  always  happen  when  philosophy 
contradicts  first  principles. 

7.  Another  first  principle  is — Th.it  the 
natural  faculties , by  which  we  distinguish 
truth  from  error , are  not  fallacious.  If  any 
man  should  demand  a proof  of  this,  it  is 
impossible  to  satisfy  him.  For,  suppose  it 
should  be  mathematically  demonstrated, 
this  would  signify  nothing  in  this  case ; 
because,  to  judge  of  a demonstration,  a man 
[591-6931 


must  trust  his  faculties,  and  take  for  granted 
the  very  thing  in  question.  [592] 

If  a man’s  honesty  were  called  in  ques- 
tion, it  would  be  ridiculous  to  refer  it  to  the 
man’s  own  word,  whether  he  bo  honest  or 
! not.  The  same  absurdity  there  is  in  at- 
i tempting  to  prove,  by  any  kind  of  reasoning, 
probable  or  demonstrative,  that  our  reason 
is  not  fallacious,  since  the  very  point  in 
question  is,  whether  reasoning  may  be 
trusted. 

If  a sceptic  should  build  his  scepticism 
upon  this  foundation,  that  a11  our  reasoning 
and  judging  powers  are  fallacious  in  their 
nature,  or  should  resolve  at  least  to  with- 
hold assent  until  it  be  proved  that  they  are 
not,  it  would  be  impossible  by  argument 
to  beat  him  out  of  this  stronghold ; and  he 
must  even  be  left  to  enjoy  his  scepticism- 
Des  Cartes  certainly  made  a false  step  in 
this  matter,  for  having  suggested  this  doubt 
among  others — that  whatever  evidence  he 
might  have  from  his  consciousness,  his 
senses,  his  memory,  or  his  reason,  yet 
possibly  some  malignant  being  had  given 
him  those  faculties  on  purpose  to  impose 
upon  him ; and,  theref  re,  that  they  are  not 
to  be  trusted  without  a proper  voucher. 
To  remove  this  doubt,  be  endeavours  to 
prove  the  being  of  a Deity  who  is  no  de- 
ceiver; whence  he  concludes,  that  the  facul- 
ties lie  had  given  him  are  true  and  worthy 
to  he  trusted- 

It  is  strange  that  so  acute  a rcasoner  did 
not  perceive  that  in  this  reasoning  there  is 
evidently  a begging  of  the  question. 

For,  if  our  faculties  be  fallacious,  why 
may  they  not  deceive  us  in  this  reasoning  as 
well  as  in  others  ? And,  if  they  are  not  to 
be  trusted  in  this  instance  w ithout  a voucher, 
why  not  in  others  ? [593] 

Every  kind  of  reasoning  for  the  veracity 
of  our  faculties,  amounts  to  no  more  than 
taking  their  own  testimony  for  their  vera- 
| city  ; and  this  we  must  do  implicitly,  until 
God  give  us  new  faculties  to  sit  in  judg- 
ment upon  the  old  ; and  the  reason  why 
i Des  Cartes  satisfied  himself  with  so  weak 
an  argument  for  the  truth  of  his  faculties, 
most  probably  was,  tliat  he  never  Beriously 
doubted  of  it. 

If  any  truth  can  be  said  to  be  prior  to  all 
others  in  the  order  of  nature,  this  seems 
to  have  the  best  claim  ; because,  in  every 
instance  of  assent,  whether  upon  intuitive, 
demonstrative,  or  probable  evidence,  the 
truth  of  our  faculties  is  taken  for  granted, 
and  is,  as  it  were,  one  of  the  premises  on 
which  our  assent  is  grounded.* 

How  then  come  we  to  be  assured  of  this 


* There  is  a prespmp'ion  in  favour  ol  the  veracity 
of  ihe  primary  data  of  consciousness.  Thia  can  only 
b«  rebutted  by  shewing  tha’  these  fact*  are  contradtc. 
torjr.  Scepticism  attempts  to  shew  (hli  on  the  priiu 
| a pies  which  Dogmatism  postulates.— H. 
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fundamental  truth  on  which  all  others  rest  ? 
Perhaps  evidence,  as  in  many  other  respects 
it  resembles  light,  so  in  this  also — that,  as 
light,  which  is  the  discoverer  of  all  visible 
objects,  discovers  itself  at  the  same  time, 
so  evidence,  which  is  the  voucher  for  all 
truth,  vouches  for  itself  at  the  same  time. 

This,  however,  is  certain,  that  such  is 
the  constitution  of  the  human  mind,  that 
evidence  discerned  by  us,  forces  a corre- 
sponding degree  of  assent.  And  a man 
who  perfectly  understood  a just  syllogism, 
without  believing  that  the  conclusion  follows 
from  the  premises,  would  be  a greater  mon- 
ster tlian  a man  born  without  hands  or 
feet. 

We  are  born  under  a necessity  of  trust- 
ing to  our  reasoning  and  judging  powers ; 
arid  a real  belief  or  their  being  fallacious 
cannot  bo  maintained  for  any  considerable 
time  by  the  greatest  sceptic,  because  it  is 
doing  violence  to  our  constitution.  It  is 
like  a man’s  walking  upon  his  hands,  a feat 
which  some  men  upon  occasion  can  exhibit; 
but  no  man  ever  made  a long  journey  in 
this  manner.  Cease  to  admire  his  dexte- 
rity, and  he  will,  like  other  men,  betake 
himself  to  his  legs.  [594  ] 

We  may  hero  take  notice  of  a property 
of  the  principle  under  consideration,  that 
seems  to  be  common  to  it  with  many  other 
first  principles,  and  which  can  hardly  be 
found  in  any  principle  that  is  built  solely 
upon  reasoning  ; and  that  is,  that  in  most 
men  it  produces  its  effect  without  ever  being 
attended  to,  or  made  an  object  of  thought. 
No  man  ever  thinks  of  this  principle,  unless 
when  he  considers  the  grounds  of  scepticism ; 
yet  it  invariably  governs  his  opinions. 
When  a man  in  the  common  course  of 
life  gives  credit  to  the  testimony  of  his 
senses,  his  memory,  or  his  reason,  he  does 
not  put  the  question  to  himself,  whether 
these  faculties  may  deceive  him  ; yet  the 
trust  he  reposes  in  them  supposes au  inward 
conviction,  that,  in  that  instance  at  least, 
they  do  not  deceive  him. 

It  U another  property  of  this  and  of  many 
first  principles,  that  they  force  assent  in  par- 
ticular instances,  more  powerfully  than 
when  they  are  turned  into  a general  propo- 
sition. Many  sceptics  have  deuied  every 
general  principle  of  science,  excepting  per- 
haps the  existence  of  our  present  thoughts  ; 
yet  these  men  reason,  and  refute,  and  prove, 
they  assent  and  dissent  in  particular  cases. 
They  use  reasoning  to  overturn  all  reason- 
ing, and  judge  that  they  ought  to  have  uo 
judgment,  and  see  clearly  that  they  are 
blind.  Many  have  in  general  maintained 
that  the  senses  are  fallacious,  yet  there 
never  was  found  a man  so  sceptical  as  not 
to  trust  his  senses  in  particular  instances 
when  his  safety  required  it ; and  it  may  bo 
observed  of  thoee  who  have  professed  scep- 


ticism, that  their  scepticism  lies  in  generals, 
while  iu  particulars  they  are  no  less  dog- 
matical than  others. 

8.  Another  first  principle  relating  to  ex- 
istence, is,  That  there  w life  and  intelligence 
in  our/eltow-mcn  with  whom  we  converse. 

As  soon  as  children  are  capable  of  asking 
a question,  or  of  answering  a question,  as 
soon  as  they  shew  the  signs  of  love,  of  re- 
sentment, or  of  any  other  affectiou,  they 
must  be  convinced  that  those  with  whom 
they  have  thiB  intercourse  are  intelligent 
beings.  [595] 

It  is  evident  they  are  capable  of  such  in- 
tercourse long  before  they  can  reason. 
Every  one  knows  that  there  is  a social  in- 
tercourse between  the  nurse  and  the  child 
before  it  is  a year  old.  It  can,  at  that  age, 
understand  many  things  that  are  said  to  it. 

It  can  by  signs  ask  and  refuse,  threaten 
and  supplicate.  It  clings  to  its  nurse  iu 
danger,  enters  into  her  grief  and  joy,  is  hap- 
py in  her  soothing  and  caresses,  and  un- 
happy in  her  displeasure.  That  these 
things  cannot  be  without  a conviction  in 
the  child  that  the  nurse  is  an  intelligent 
being,  I think  must  be  granted- 

Now,  I would  ask  how  a child  of  a year 
old  comes  by  this  conviction  ? Not  by  rea- 
soning surely,  for  children  do  uot  reason  at 
that  age.  Nor  is  it  by  external  senses,  for 
life  and  intelligence  are  not  objects  ol  the 
external  senses. 

By  what  means,  or  upon  what  occasions, 
Nature  first  gives  this  information  to  the 
infant  mind  is  not  easy  to  determine.  Wo 
are  not  capable  of  reflecting  upon  our  own 
thoughts  at  that  period  of  life  ; and  before 
we  attain  this  capacity,  we  have  quite  for- 
got how  or  on  what  occasion  we  first  had 
this  belief ; we  perceive  it  in  those  who  are 
born  blind,  and  in  others  who  arc  born 
deaf;  and  therefore  Nature  has  not  con- 
nected it  solely  either  with  any  object  of 
sight,  or  with  any  object  of  hearing.  When 
we  grow  up  to  the  years  of  reason  and  re- 
flection, this  belief  remains.  No  man  thinks 
of  asking  himself  what  reason  he  has  to  be- 
lieve that  his  neighbour  is  a living  creature. 
He  would  be  not  a little  surprised  if  another 
person  should  ask  him  so  absurd  a ques- 
tion ; and  perhaps  could  not  give  any  rea- 
son which  would  not  equally  prove  a watch 
or  a puppet  to  be  a living  creature. 

But,  though  you  should  satisfy  him  of  the 
weakness  of  the  reasons  he  gives  for  his  be- 
lief, you  cannot  make  him  iu  the  least 
doubtful.  This  belief  stands  upon  another 
foundation  than  that  of  reasoning ; and 
therefore,  whether  a man  can  give  good 
reasons  for  it  or  not,  it  is  not  in  his  power 
to  shako  it  off.  [596] 

Setting  aside  this  natural  conviction,  I 
believe  the  best  reason  we  can  give,  to 
prove  that  other  men  are  living  and  intelli- 
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gent,  in,  that  their  words  and  actions  indi- 
cate like  powers  of  understanding  as  we 
are  conscious  of  in  ourselves.  The  very 
same  argument  applied  to  the  works  of  na- 
ture, leads  us  to  conclude  that  there  is  an 
intelligent  Author  of  nature,  and  appears 
equally  strong  and  obvious  in  the  last  case 
as  in  the  first ; so  that  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  men,  by  the  mere  exercise  of  rea- 
soning. might  not  as  soon  discover  the  ex- 
istence of  a Deity,  as  that  other  men  have 
life  and  intelligence. 

The  knowledge  of  the  last  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  our  receiving  any  improve- 
ment by  means  of  instruction  and  example  ; 
and,  without  these  means  of  improvement, 
there  is  no  ground  to  think  that  we  should 
ever  be  able  to  acquire  the  use  of  our  rea- 
soning powers.  This  knowledge,  therefore, 
must  be  antecedent  to  reasoning,  and  there- 
fore must  be  a first  principle. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  judgments  wo 
form  concerning  life  and  intelligence  in 
Other  beings  are  at  first  free  from  error. 
But  the  errors  of  children  in  this  matter 
lie  on  the  safe  side ; they  are  prone  to  at- 
tribute intelligence  to  things  inanimate. 
These  errors  are  of  small  consequence,  and 
are  gradually  corrected  by  experience  and 
ripe  judgment.  But  the  belief  of  life  and 
intelligence  in  other  men,  is  absolutely  ne- 
cessary for  us  before  we  are  capable  of 
reasoning;  and  therefore  the  Author  of 
our  being  hath  given  us  this  belief  antece- 
dently to  all  reasoning. 

0.  Another  first  principle  I take  to  be, 
That  certain  features  of  the  countenance  y 
sounds  of  the  voice , and  gestures  of  the  body, 
indicate  certain  thoughts  and  dispositions  of 

mind.  [51)7] 

That  many  operations  of  the  mind  have 
their  natural  signs  in  the  countenance,  voice, 
aud  gesture,  I suppose  every  man  will  ad- 
mit. Omnis  enim  motus  animi , says  Cicero, 
suum  quemdam  habet  a natura  vultum , et 
rucem  et  gestum.  The  only  question  is, 
whether  we  understand  the  signification  of 
those  signs,  by  the  constitution  of  our  na- 
ture, by  a kind  of  natural  perception  simi- 
lar to  the  perceptions  of  sense ; or  whether 
we  gradually  learn  the  signification  of  such 
signs  from  experience,  as  wo  learn  tliat 
smoke  is  a sign  of  fire,  or  that  the  freezing 
of  water  is  a sign  of  cold  ? I take  the  first 
to  be  the  truth. 

It  seems  to  me  incredible,  that  the  no- 
tions men  have  of  the  expression  of  features, 
voice,  and  gesture,  are  entirely  the  fruit  of 
experience.  Children,  almost  assoon  as  born, 
may  be  frighted,  and  thrown  into  fits  by  a 
threatening  or  angry  tone  of  voice.  I knew 
a man  who  could  make  an  infant  cry,  by 
whistling  a melancholy  tune  in  the  same 
or  in  the  next  room  ; and  again,  by  alter- 
ing his  key,  aud  the  strain  of  his  music, 
[597,  59HJ 


could  make  the  child  leap  and  dance  for 
joy. 

It  is  not  by  experience  surely  that  wo 
learn  the  expression  of  music ; for  its  opera- 
tion is  commonly  strongest  the  first  time  we 
hear  it.  One  air  expresses  mirth  and  festi- 
vity— so  that,  when  we  hear  it,  it  is  with 
difficulty  we  can  forbear  to  dance  ; another 
is  sorrowful  and  solemn.  One  inspires  with 
tenderness  and  love ; another  with  rage  and 
fury. 

*'  Heir  how  TImotheu*  varied  lay*  surprise. 

And  bid  alternate  pat*  ion*  fall  and  rue  ; 

While  at  each  change,  the  son  of  l.vbtan  Jove 

Now  bums  with  glory,  and  then  melts  with  love. 

Now  his  fierce  eyes  with  sparkling  fury  glow. 

Now  sighs  steal  out,  amt  tears  begin  to  Sow. 

I Vr.iati*  and  (irccks,  like  turns  of  Nature,  found, 

A..d  the  world's  victor  stood  subdu'd  by  sound." 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a man  have  studied 
cither  music  or  the  passions,  in  order  to  his 
feeling  these  effects.  The  most  ignorant 
and  unimproved,  to  whom  Nature  has  given 
a good  ear,  feel  them  as  strongly  as  tho 
most  knowing.  [590] 

The  countenance  and  gesture  have  an 
expression  no  less  strong  and  natural  than 
the  voice,  The  first  time  one  sees  a stern 
and  fierce  look,  a contracted  brow,  and  a 
menacing  posture,  he  concludes  that  the 
person  is  inflamed  with  auger.  Shall  we 
say,  that,  previous  to  experience,  the  most 
hostile  countenance  has  as  agreeable  an 
appearance  as  the  most  gentle  and  benign  ? 
This  surely  would  contradict  all  experience ; 
for  we  know  that  an  angry  countenance 
will  fright  a child  in  the  cradle.  Who  has 
not  observed  that  children,  very  early,  are 
able  to  distinguish  what  is  said  to  them  in 
jest  from  what  is  said  in  earnest,  by  the 
tone  of  the  voice,  and  the  features  of  the 
face  ? They  judge  by  these  natural  signs, 
even  when  they  seem  to  coutradict  the  arti- 
ficial. 

If  it  were  by  experience  that  wc  learn 
the  meaning  of  features,  and  sound,  and 
gesture,  it  might  be  expected  that  wo  should 
recollect  tho  time  when  wo  first  learned 
those  lessons,  or,  at  least,  some  of  such  a 
multitude. 

Those  who  give  attention  to  the  opera- 
tions of  children,  can  easily  discover  the 
time  when  they  have  their  earliest  notices 
from  experience— such  as  that  flame  will 
burn,  or  that  knives  will  cut.  But  no 
man  is  able  to  recollect  in  himself,  or  to 
observe  in  others,  the  time  when  the  expres- 
sion of  the  face,  voice,  and  gesture,  were 
learned. 

Nay,  I apprehend  that  it  is  impossible 
that  this  should  be  learned  from  experi- 
ence. 

When  we  see  the  sign,  and  see  the  thing 
signified  always  conjoined  with  it,  expe- 
rience may  be  the  instructor,  and  teach  us 
how  that  sign  is  to  be  interpreted.  But 
2 a 
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how  shall  experience  instruct  us  when  we 
sec  the  sign  only,  when  the  thing  signified 
is  invisible?  Now,  this  is  the  case  here : 
the  thoughts  and  passions  of  the  inind,  ns 
well  as  the  mind  itself,  are  invisible,  and 
therefore  their  connection  with  any  sensible 
sign  cannot  be  first  discovered  by  expe- 
perience;  there  must  be  some  earlier  source 
of  this  knowledge.  [599] 

Nature  seems  to  have  given  to  men  a 
faculty  or  sense,  by  w hich  this  connection 
is  perceived.  And  the  operation  of  this 
sense  is  very  analogous  to  that  of  the  ex- 
ternal senses. 

When  I grasp  an  ivory  ball  in  my  hand, 
I fee!  a certain  sensation  of  touch.  In  the 
sensation  there  is  nothing  external,  nothing 
cori>oreal.  The  sensation  is  neither  round 
nor  hard ; it  is  an  act  of  feeling  of  the 
mind,  from  which  I cannot,  by  reasoning, 
infer  the  existence  of  any  body.  Hut,  by 
the  constitution  of  my  nature,  the  sensation 
carries  along  with  it  the  conception  and  be- 
lief of  a round  hard  body  really  existing  in 
my  hand. 

In  like  manner,  when  I see  the  features 
of  an  expressive  face,  I see  only  figure  and 
colour  variously  modified.  But,  by  the 
constitution  of  my  nature,  the  visible  ob- 
ject brings  along  with  it  the  conception 
and  belief  of  a certain  passion  or  sentiment 
in  the  mind  of  the  person. 

In  the  former  case,  a sensation  of  touch 
is  the  sign,  and  the  hardness  and  roundness 
of  the  body  I grasp  is  signified  by  that  sen- 
sation. In  the  latter  case,  the  features  of 
the  person  is  the  sign,  and  the  passion  or 
sentiment  is  signified  by  it. 

The  power  of  natural  signs,  to  signify 
the  sentiments  and  pnssions  of  the  mind,  is 
seen  in  the  signs  of  dumb  persons,  who  can 
make  themselves  to  be  understood  in  a con- 
siderable degree,  even  by  those  who  are 
wholly  inexperioueed  in  that  language. 

It  is  seen  in  the  traffic  which  has  been  fre- 
quently carried  on  between  people  that  have 
no  common  acquired  language.  They  con 
buy  and  sell,  and  ask  and  refuse,  and  shew  n 
friendly  or  hostile  disposition  by  natural 
signs.  I MO] 

It  was  seen  still  more  in  the  actors 
among  the  ancients  who  performed  the 
gesticulation  upon  the  stage,  while  others 
recited  the  words.  To  such  a pitch  was 
this  art  carried,  that  we  are  told  Cicero 
and  Roscius  used  to  contend  whether  the 
orator  could  express  anything  by  words, 
which  the  actor  could  not  express  in  dumb 
show  by  gesticulation ; and  whether  the 
same  sentence  or  thought  could  not  be  act- 
ed in  all  the  variety  of  ways  in  which  the 
orator  could  express  it  in  words. 

But  the  most  surprising  exhibition  of 
this  kind,  was  that  of  the  pantomimes 
among  the  Romans,  who  acted  plays,  or 


scenes  of  ploys,  without  any  recitation,  and 
yet  could  be  perfectly  understood. 

And  here  it  deserves  our  notice,  that,  al- 
though it  required  much  study  and  practice 
in  the  pantomimes  to  excel  in  tlu  ir  art, 
yet  it  required  neither  study  nor  practice  in 
the  spectators  to  understand  them.  It  was 
a natural  language,  and  therefore  under- 
stood by  all  men,  whether  Romans,  Creek*, 
or  barbarians,  by  the  learned  and  the  un- 
learned. 

Lucian  relates,  that  a king,  whose  domi- 
nions bordered  upon  the  Kuxine  Sea,  hap- 
pening to  be  at  Rome  in  the  reign  of  Nero, 
and  having  seen  a pantomime  act,  lagged 
him  of  Nero,  that  be  might  use  him  in  bis 
intercourse  with  all  the  nations  ill  his 
neighbourhood  ; for,  said  he,  I am  obliged 
to  employ  I don't  know  how  many  inter- 
preters, in  order  to  keep  a correspondence 
with  neighbours  w ho  speak  many  languages, 
and  do  not  understand  mine ; but  this  fel- 
low will  make  them  ull  understand  him. 

For  these  reasons,  I conceive,  it  must  be 
grunted,  not  only  that  there  is  a connection 
established  by  Nature  between  certain  signs 
in  the  countenance,  voice,  and  gesture,  and 
the  thoughts  aud  passions  of  the  mind  ; but 
also,  that,  by  our  constitution,  we  under- 
stand the  meaning  of  those  signs,  and  from 
the  sign  conclude  the  existeuce  of  the  thing 
signified.  [601] 

10.  Another  first  principle  appears  to 
me  to  be — That  there  it  a ecitam  regard 
due  to  human  testimony  in  matters  of  faety 
and  even  to  human  authority  in  matters  of 
opinion. 

Before  we  are  capable  of  reasoning  about 
testimony  or  authority,  there  arc  many 
tnings  which  it  concerns  us  to  know,  for 
w hicli  we  can  have  no  other  evidence.  The 
w ise  Author  of  nature  liuth  planted  in  the 
human  mind  a propensity  to  rely  upon  this 
evidence  before  we  can  give  a reason  for 
doing  so.  This,  indeed,  puts  our  judgment 
almost  entirely  in  the  power  of  those  w ho 
are  about  us  in  the  first  period  of  life ; but 
this  is  necessary  both  to  our  preservation 
and  to  our  improvement.  If  children  were 
so  framed  as  to  pay  no  regard  to  testimony 
or  to  authority,  they  must,  in  the  literal 
sense,  perish  for  lack  of  knowledge.  It  is 
not  more  necessary  that  they  should  be  fed 
before  they  can  feed  themselves,  than  that 
they  should  be  instructed  in  many  things 
before  they  can  discover  them  by  their  own 
judgment. 

But,  when  our  faculties  ripen,  we  find 
reason  to  check  that  propensity  to  yield  to 
testimony  and  to  authority,  which  was  so 
necessary  and  so  natural  in  the  first  period 
of  life.  We  learn  to  reason  about  the  re- 
gard due  to  them,  and  see  it  to  be  a childish 
weakness  to  lay  more  stress  upon  them  than 
than  reason  justifies.  Yet,  I believe,  to 
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the  end  of  life,  most  men  are  more  apt  to  go 
into  this  extreme  than  into  the  contrary ; 
and  the  natural  propensity  still  retains  some 
force. 

The  natural  principles,  by  which  our 
judgments  and  opinions  are  regulated  before 
we  come  to  the  use  of  reason,  seem  to  be  no 
less  necessary  to  such  a being  as  man,  than 
those  natural  instincts  which  the  Author  of 
nature  hath  given  us  to  regulate  our  actions 
during  that  period.  [602] 

11.  There  are  many  events  depending 
upon  the  toil I of  man,  in  which  there  is  a 
self-evident  probability,  greater  or  less , ac- 
cording to  circumstances. 

There  may  be  in  some  individuals  such  a 
degree  of  frenzy  and  madness,  that  no 
man  can  say  what  they  may  or  may  not  do. 
Such  persons  we  find  it  necessary  to  put 
under  restraint,  that  as  far  as  possible  they 
may  be  kept  from  doing  harm  to  themselves 
or  to  others.  They  are  not  considered  as 
reasonable  creatures,  or  members  of  society. 
But,  as  to  men  who  have  a sound  mind,  wo 
depend  upon  a certain  degree  of  regularity 
in  their  conduct ; and  could  put  a thousand 
different  cases,  wherein  we  could  venture, 
ten  to  one,  that  they  will  act  in  such  a way, 
and  not  in  the  contrary. 

If  we  had  no  confidence  in  our  fellow-men 
that  they  will  act  such  a part  in  such  cir- 
cumstances, it  would  be  impossible  to  live 
in  society  with  them.  For  that  which 
makes  men  capable  of  living  in  society,  and 
uniting  in  a political  body  under  government, 
is,  that  their  actions  will  always  be  regu- 
lated, in  a great  measure,  by  the  common 
principles  of  human  nature. 

It  may  always  be  expected  that  they 
will  regard  their  own  interest  and  reputa- 
tion, and  that  of  their  families  and  friends ; 
that  they  will  repel  injuries,  and  have  some 
sense  of  good  offices ; and  that  they  will 
liave  some  regard  to  truth  and  justice,  so 
far  at  least  as  not  to  swerve  from  them 
without  temptation. 

It  is  upon  such  principles  as  these,  that 
all  political  reasoning  is  grounded.  Such 
reasoning  is  never  demonstrative ; but  it 
may  have  a very  great  degree  of  probability, 
especially  when  applied  to  great  bodies  of 
men.  [603] 

12.  The  last  principle  of  contingent  truths 
I mention  is.  That , in  the  phenomena  of 
nature,  what  is  to  be , will  probably  be  like 
to  what  has  been  in  similar  circumstances .* 

We  must  have  this  conviction  as  soon  as 

!we  are  capable  of  learning  anything  from 
experience ; for  all  experience  is  grounded 
upon  a belief  that  the  future  will  be  like 
; the  past.  Take  away  this  principle,  and 
the  experience  of  an  hundred  years  makes 

* Compare  above,  ••  Inquiry,"  c.  *i.  Stewart**  I 

*•  F.lement*",  L p.  tfi5.  " Philosophical  Ctsays,** 
!*•;».  mj.— h.  i 
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us  no  wiser  with  regard  to  what  is  tc 
come. 

This  is  one  of  those  principles  which, 
when  we  grow  up  and  observe  the  course  of 
nature,  we  can  confirm  by  reasoning.  We 
perceive  that  Nature  is  governed  by  fixed 
laws,  and  that,  if  it  were  not  so,  there  could 
be  no  such  tiling- as  prudence  in  human 
conduct ; there  would  be  no  fitness  in  any 
means  to  promote  an  end ; and  what,  on 
one  occasion,  promoted  it,  might  as  pro- 
bably, on  another  occasion,  obstruct  it. 

But  the  principle  is  necessary  for  us  lie- 
fore  we  arc  able  to  discover  it  by  reasoning, 
and  therefore  is  made  a part  of  our  consti- 
tution, and  produces  its  effects  before  the 
use  of  reason. 

This  principle  remains  in  all  its  force 
when  we  come  to  the  use  of  reason  ; but 
we  learn  to  bo  more  cautious  in  the  appli- 
cation of  it.  We  observe  more  carefully 
the  circumstances  on  which  the  past  event 
depended,  and  learn  to  distinguish  them 
from  those  which  were  accidentally  con- 
joined with  it. 

In  order  to  this,  a number  of  experi- 
ments, varied  in  their  circumstances,  is 
often  necessary.  Sometimes  a single  ex- 
periment is  thought  sufficient  to  establish  a 
general  conclusion.  Thus,  when  it  was 
once  found,  that,  in  a certain  degree  of  cold, 
quicksilver  became  a hard  and  malleable 
metal,  there  was  good  reason  to  think  that 
the  same  degree  of  cold  will  always  produce 
this  effect  to  the  end  of  the  world.  [604  ] 

I need  hardly  mention,  that  the  whole 
fabric  of  natural  philosophy  is  built  upon 
this  principle,  and,  if  it  be  taken  away, 
must  tumble  down  to  the  foundation. 

Therefore  the  great  Newton  lnvH  it  down 
as  an  axiom,  or  as  one  of  his  laws  of  philo- 
sophising, in  these  words,  Effcctuum  uatur - 
ahum  ejusdem  generis  easdem  esse  causa*. 
This  is  what  every  man  assents  to,  os  soon 
as  he  understands  it,  and  no  man  asks  a 
reason  for  it.  It  has,  therefore,  the  most 
genuine  marks  of  a first  principle. 

It  is  very  remarkable,  that,  although  all 
our  expectation  of  what  is  to  happen  in  the 
course  of  nature  is  derived  from  the  belief 
of  thiB  principle,  yet  no  man  thinks  of  ask- 
ing what  is  the  ground  of  this  belief. 

Mr  Hume,  I think,  was  the  first*  who 
put  this  question ; and  he  has  shown  clearly 
and  invincibly,  that  it  is  neither  grounded 
upon  reasoning,  nor  has  that  kind  of  intui- 
tive evidence  which  mathematical  axioms 
have.  It  is  not  a necessary  truth. 

He  has  endeavoured  to  account  for  it 
tipon  his  own  principles.  It  is  not  my 
business,  at  present,  to  examine  the  account 
he  has  given  of  this  universal  belief  of  man- 


* Hume  was  not  the  first:  but  on  ll>e  vsrioti* 
opinions  touching  the  ground  of  this  exfxctancy,  l 
/ cannot  touch.— H. 
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kind  ; because,  whether  his  account  of  it  be 
just  or  not,  (and  I think  it  is  not,)  yet,  as 
this  belief  is  universal  among  mankind,  and 
is  not  grounded  upon  any  antecedent  rea- 
soning, but  upon  the  constitution  of  the 
mind  itself,  it  must  be  acknowledged  to  be 
a first  principle,  in  the  seuse  in  which  I 
use  that  word. 

I do  not  at  all  affirm,  that  those  I have 
mentioned  are  all  the  first  principles  from 
which  we  may  reason  concerning  contingent 
truths.  Such  enumerations,  even  when 
made  after  much  reflection,  are  seldom  per- 
fect [0051 


CHAPTER  VI. 

FIRST  PRINCIPLES  OP  NECESSARY  TRUTHS. 

About  most  of  the  first  principles  of  ne- 
cessary truths  there  has  been  no  dispute, 
and  therefore  it  is  the  less  necessary  to 
dwell  upon  them.  It  will  be  sufficient  to 
divide  them  into  different  classes  ; to  men- 
tion some,  by  way  of  specimen,  in  each 
class  ; and  to  make  some  remarks  on  those 
of  which  the  truth  has  been  called  in  ques- 
tion. 

They  may,  I think,  most  properly  be 
divided  according  to  the  sciences  to  which 
they  belong. 

1.  There  are  some  first  principles  that 
may  be  called  grammatical . such  as,  That 
every  adjective  in  a sentence  must  belong  to 
some  substantive  expressed  or  undcrstootl  ; 
That  every  cornjilete  sentence  must  have  a 
verb. 

Those  who  liave  attended  to  the  struc- 
ture of  language,  and  formed  distinct  no- 
tions of  the  nature  and  use  of  the  various 
parts  of  speech,  perceive,  without  reasoning, 
that  these,  and  many  other  such  principles, 
are  necessarily  true. 

2.  There  are  logical  axioms  : such  as, 
That  any  contexture  of  wards  which  does  not 
make  a proposition , is  neither  true  nor  false  ; 
That'  every  proposition  is  either  true  or 

false  ; That  no  proposition  can  be  both  true 
and  false  at  the  same  time  ; That  reasoning 
in  a circle  proves  nothing  ; That  whatever 
may  be  truly  affirmed  of  a genus , may  be 
truly  affirmed  of  all  the  species , and  all  the 
individuals  belonging  to  that  genus . [606] 

3.  Every  one  knows  there  ar a mathematical 
axioms.*  Mathematicians  have,  from  the 

of  Euclid,  very  wisely  laid  down  the 
axioms  or  first  principles  on  which  they 
reason.  And  the  effect  which  this  appears 
to  have  had  upon  the  stability  and  happy 
progress  of  this  science,  gives  no  small  en- 
couragement to  attempt  to  lay  the  founda- 
tion of  other  sciences  in  a similar  manner, 
as  far  as  we  are  able. 

* So*  Stewart’*  ••  Clement*,”  ii.  p.  39,  *q.~ 11. 


Mr  Hume  bath  discovered,  as  he  appre- 
hends, a weak  side,  even  in  mathematical 
axioms  ;•  and  thinks  that  it  is  not  strictly 
true,  for  instance,  that  two  right  lines  can 
cut  one  another  in  one  point  only. 

The  principle  he  reasons  from  is,  That 
every  simple  idea  is  a copy  of  a preceding 
impression  ; and  therefore  in  its  precision 
and  accuracy,  can  never  go  beyond  its  ori- 
ginal. From -which  he  reasons  in  this  man- 
ner : No  man  ever  saw  or  felt  a line  so 
straight  that  it  might  not  cut  another, 
equally  straight,  in  two  or  more  points. 
Therefore,  there  can  be  no  idea  of  such  a 
line. 

The  ideas  that  are  most  essential  to  geo- 
metry— such  as  those  of  equality,  of  a 
straight  line,  and  of  a square  surface,  are  far, 
he  say's,  from  being  distinct  and  deter- 
minate ; and  the  definitions  destroy  the 
pretended  demonstrations.  Thus,  mathe- 
matical demonstration  is  found  to  be  a rope 
of  sand. 

I agree  with  this  acute  author,  that,  if 
we  could  form  no  notion  of  points,  lines,  and 
surfaces,  more  accurate  than  those  we  seo 
and  handle,  there  could  he  no  mathematical 
demonstration. 

But  every  man  that  has  understanding, 
by  analysing,  by  abstracting,  and  compound- 
ing the  rude  materials  exhibited  by  his 
senses,  can  fabricate,  in  his  own  mind, 
those  elegant  and  accurate  forms  of  mathe- 
matical lines,  surfaces,  and  solids.  [607] 

If  a man  finds  himself  incapable  of  form- 
ing a precise  and  determinate  notion  of  the 
figure  which  mathematicians  call  a cube, 
he  not  only  is  no  mathematician,  but  is  in- 
capable of  being  one.  But,  if  he  lias  a pre- 
cise and  determinate  notion  of  that  figure, 
he  must  perceive  that  it  is  terminated  by  six 
mathematical  surfaces,  perfectly  square  and 
perfectly  equal.  He  must  perceive  that 
these  surfaces  are  terminated  by  twelve 
mathematical  lines,  perfectly  straight  and 
perfectly  equal,  and  that  those  lines  are  ter- 
minated by  eight  mathematical  points. 

When  a man  is  conscious  of  having  these 
conceptions  distinct  and  determinate,  as 
every  mathematician  is,  it  is  in  vain  to  bring 
metaphysical  arguments  to  convince  him 
that  they  are  not  distinct.  Y ou  may  as  well 
bring  arguments  to  convince  a man  racked 
with  pain  that  he  feels  no  pain. 

Every  theory  that  is  inconsistent  with  our 
having  accurate  notions  of  mathematical 
lines,  surfnccs,  and  solids,  must  be  false. 
Therefore  it  follows,  that  they  are  not  copies 
of  our  impressions. 

The  Mediccan  Venus  is  not  a copy  of  the 
block  of  marble  from  which  it  was  made. 
It  is  true,  that  the  elegant  statue  was 
formed  out  of  the  rude  block,  and  that,  too, 
by  a manual  operation,  which,  in  a literal 
sense,  we  may  call  abstraction.  Math»- 
[605-6071 
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matical  nolions  are  formed  ill  the  under- 
standing by  au  abstraction  of  another  kind, 
out  of  the  rude  perceptions  of  our  senses. 

As  the  truths  of  natural  philosophy  are 
not  necessary  truths,  but  contingent,  de- 
pending ujxm  the  will  of  the  Maker  of  the 
world,  the  principles  from  which  they  are 
deduced  must  be  of  the  same  nature,  and, 
therefore,  belong  not  to  this  class.  [608] 

4.  I think  there  are  axioms,  even  in 
matters  of  taste.  Notwithstanding  the 
variety  found  among  men,  in  taste,  there 
are,  I apprehend,  some  common  principles, 
even  in  matters  of  this  kind.  I never  heard 
of  any  man  who  thought  it  a beauty  in  a 
human  face  to  want  a nose,  or  an  eye,  or  to 
have  the  mouth  on  one  side.  How  many 
ages  have  passed  since  the  days  of  Homer  ! 
Yet,  in  this  long  tract  of  ages,  there  never 
was  found  a man  who  took  Thersltes  for  a 
beauty. 

The  fine  arts  are  very  properly  called  the 
arts  of  taste , because  the  principles  of  both 
are  the  same;  and,  in  the  fine  arts,  we  find 
no  less  agreement  among  those  who  practise 
them  than  among  other  artists. 

No  work  of  taste  can  be  either  relished 
or  understood  by  those  who  do  not  agree 
with  the  author  in  the  principles  of  taste. 

Homer  and  Virgil,  and  Shakspeare  and 
Milton,  had  the  same  taste ; and  all  men 
who  have  been  acquainted  with  their  writ- 
ings, and  agree  in  the  admiration  of  them, 
must  have  the  same  taste. 

The  fundamental  rules  of  poetry  and 
music,  and,  painting,  and  dramatic  action  and 
eloquence,  have  been  always  the  same,  and 
will  be  so  to  the  end  of  the  world. 

The  variety  wc  find  among  men  in  matters 
of  taste,  is  easily  accounted  for,  consistently 
with  what  we  have  advanced. 

There  is  a taste  that  is  acquired,  and  a 
taste  that  is  natural.  This  holds  with  re- 
spect both  to  the  external  sense  of  taste  and 
the  internal.  Habit  and  fashion  have  a 
powerful  influence  upon  both. 

Of  tastes  that  are  natural,  there  are  some 
that  may  be  called  rational,  others  that  are 
merely  animal. 

Children  are  delighted  with  brilliant  aud 
gaudy  colours,  with  romping  and  noisy 
mirth,  with  feats  of  agility,  strength,  or 
cunning  ; and  savages  have  much  the  same 
tas*e  as  children.  [6091 

But  there  are  tastes  that  are  more  intel- 
lectual. It  is  the  dictate  of  our  rational  na- 
ture, that  love  and  admiration  are  misplaced 
when  there  is  no  intrinsic  worth  in  tlieobject. 

I n those  operations  of  taste  which  are  ra- 
tional, we  judge  of  the  real  worth  and  ex- 
cellence of  the  object,  and  our  love  or 
admiration  is  guided  by  that  judgment.  In 
such  operations  there  is  judgment  as  well 
am  feeling,  and  the  feeling  depends  upon 
the  judgment  we  form  of  the  object. 

[_ 608— 610] 


I do  not  maintaiu  that  taste,  so  far  as  it 
is  acquired,  or  so  far  as  it  is  merely  animal, 
can  be  reduced  to  principles.  But,  as  far 
as  it  is  founded  on  judgment,  it  certainly  may. 

The  virtues,  the  graces,  the  muses,  have 
a beauty  that  is  intrinsic.  It  lies  not  in 
the  feelings  of  the  spectator,  hut  in  the 
real  excellence  of  the  object.  If  we  do  not 
perceive  their  beauty,  it  is  owing  to  the  de- 
fect or  to  the  perversion  of  our  faculties. 

And,  as  there  is  an  original  beauty  in  cer- 
tain moral  and  intellectual  qualities,  so 
there  is  a borrowed  and  derived  beauty 
in  the  natural  signs  aud  expressions  of 
such  qualities. 

The  features  of  the  human  face,  the  mo- 
dulations of  the  voice,  and  the  pro[>ortions, 
attitudes,  and  gesture  of  the  body,  are  all 
natural  expressions  of  good  or  bad  quali- 
ties of  the  person,  and  derive  a beauty  or 
a deformity  from  the  qualities  which  they 
express. 

Works  of  art  express  some  quality  of 
the  artist,  and  often  derive  an  additional 
beauty  from  their  utility  or  fitness  for  their 
end. 

Of  such  things  there  arc  some  that 
ought  to  please,  and  others  that  ought  to 
displease.  If  they  do  not,  it  is  owing  to 
some  defect  in  the  spectator.  But  what 
has  real  excellence  will  always  please 
those  who  have  a correct  judgment  and  a 
sound  heart.  [610] 

The  sum  of  what  has  been  said  upon 
this  subject  is,  that,  setting  aside  the 
tastes  which  men  acquire  by  habit  and 
fashion,  there  is  a natural  taste,  which  is 
partly  animal,  and  partly  rational.  With 
regard  to  the  first,  all  we  can  say  is, 
that  the  Author  of  nature,  for  wise  rea- 
sons, has  formed  us  so  as  to  receive  plea- 
sure from  the  contemplation  of  certain 
objects,  and  disgust  from  others,  before 
we  are  capable  of  perceiving  any  real  ex- 
cellence in  one  or  defect  in  the  other. 
But  that  taste  which' wo  may  call  ration- 
al, is  that  part  of  our  constitution  by 
which  we  are  made  to  receive  pleasure 
from  the  contemplation  of  what  we  con- 
ceive to  be  excellent  in  its  kind,  the  plea- 
sure being  annexed  to  this  judgment,  and 
regulated  by  it.  This  taste  may  be  true 
or  false,  according  as  it  is  founded  on  a 
true  or  false  judgment.  And,  if  it  may  be 
true  or  false,  it  must  have  first  principles. 

5.  There  are  also,  first  principles  in  mo- 
rals. 

That  an  unjust  action  has  more  demerit 
than  an  ungenerous  one  : That  a generous 

action  has  more  merit  than  a merely  just 
one  : That  no  man  ought  to  be  blamed  for 
what  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  hinder  .*  That 
we  ought  not  to  do  to  others  what  tec  would 
think  unjust  or  unfair  to  be  done  to  us  in 
like  circumstances.  These  are  moral  axioms, 
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and  many  other#  might  be  named  which  ap- 
pear to  me  to  have  no  less  evidence  than 
those  of  mathematics. 

Some  perhaps  may  think  that  our  de- 
terminations, either  in  matters  of  taste  or 
in  morals,  ought  not  to  be  accounted  ne- 
cessary truths  : That  they  are  grounded 
upon  the  constitution  of  that  faculty  which 
wo  call  taste,  and  of  that  which  we  call 
the  moral  sense  or  conscience ; which  fa- 
culties might  have  been  so  constituted  as 
to  have  given  determinations  different,  or 
even  contrary  to  those  they  now  give  : 
That,  as  there  is  nothing  sweet  or  bitter 
in  itself,  but  according  as  it  agrees  or  dis- 
agrees with  the  external  sense  called  taste  ; 
so  there  is  nothing  beautiful  or  ugly  in  it- 
self, but  according  as  it  agrees  or  dis- 
agrees with  the  internal  sense,  which  wc 
also  call  taste;  and  nothing  morally  good 
or  ill  in  itself,  but  according  as  it  agrees 
or  disagrees  with  our  moral  sense.  [Gil  J 

This  indeed  is  a system,  with  regard  to 
morals  and  taste,  which  hath  been  supported 
in  modern  times  by  great  authorities.  And 
if  this  system  be  true,  the  consequence 
must  be,  that  there  can  bo  no  principles, 
either  of  taste  or  of  morals,  that  are  neces- 
sary truths.  For,  according  to  this  system, 
all  our  determinations,  both  with  regard  to 
matters  of  taste,  and  with  regard  to  morals, 
are  reduced  to  matters  of  fact — I mean  to 
such  as  these,  that  by  our  constitution  we 
have  on  such  occasions  certain  agreeable 
feelings,  and  on  other  occasions  certain  dis- 
agreeable feelings. 

But  [ cannot  help  being  of  a contrary 
opinion,  being  persuaded  that  a man  who 
determined  that  polite  behaviour  has  great 
deformity,  and  that  there  is  great  beauty 
in  rudeness  and  ill-breeding,  would  judge 
wrong,  whatever  his  feelings  were. 

In  liko  manner,  I cannot  help  thinking 
that  a man  who  determined  that  there  is 
more  inoral  worth  in  cruelty,  perfidy,  and 
injustice,  than  in  generosity,  justice,  pru- 
dence, and  temperance,  would  judge  wrong, 
whatever  his  constitution  was. 

And,  if  it  be  true  that  there  is  judgment 
in  our  determinations  of  taste  and  of  morals, 
it  must  be  granted  that  what  is  true  or 
false  in  morals,  or  in  matters  of  taste,  is 
necessarily  so.  For  this  reason,  I have 
ranked  the  first  principles  of  morals  and  of 
taste  under  the  class  of  necessary  truths. 

G.  The  last  class  of  first  principles  I shall 
mention,  we  may  call  metaphysical. 

1 shall  part  icularly  consider  three  of  these, 
because  they  have  been  called  in  question 
by  Mr  lluroe.  [6121 

The  first  is,  That  the  qualities  tehieh  t re 
perceive  by  our  senses  mutt  have  a subject , 
which  tee  call  bodyy  and  that  the  thanyhls 
u-e  are  conscious  of  must  have  a subject , 
which  tee  call  mind. 


It  is  not  more  evident  that  two  and  two 
make  four,  than  it  is  that  figure  cannot 
exist,  unless  there  be  something  that  is 
figured,  nor  motion  without  something  that 
is  moved.  I not  only  perceive  figure  and 
motion,  but  I perceive  them  to  be  qualities. 
They  have  a necessary  relation  to  some- 
thing in  which  they  exist  as  their  subject. 
The  difficulty  which  some  philosophers  have 
found  in  admitting  this,  is  entirely  owing  to 
the  theory  of  ideas.  A subject  of  the  sen- 
sible qualities  which  we  perceive  by  oar 
senses,  is  not  an  idea  either  of  sensation  or 
of  consciousness;  therefore  say  they,  we 
have  no  such  idea.  Or,  in  the  style  of  M r 
Ilume,  from  what  impression  is  the  idea  of 
substance  derived  ? It  is  not  a copy  of  any 
impression  ; therefore  there  is  no  such  idea. 

The  distinction  between  sensible  quali- 
ties, and  the  substance  to  which  they  belong, 
and  between  thought  and  the  mind  that 
thinks,  is  not  the  invention  of  philosophers ; 
it  is  found  in  the  structure  of  all  languages, 
and  therefore  must  be  common  to  all  men 
who  speak  with  understanding.  And  I 
believe  no  man,  however  sceptical  he  may 
be  in  speculation,  can  talk  on  the  common 
affairs  of  life  for  half  an  hour,  without  say- 
ing things  that  imply  his  belief  of  the  reality 
of  these  distinctions. 

Mr  Locke  acknowledges,  “ That  we  can- 
not conceive  how  simple  ideas  of  sensible 
qualities  should  subsist  alone ; and  there- 
fore we  suppose  them  to  exist  in,  and  to  be 
supported  by,  some  common  subject,”  Iu 
his  Essay,  indeed,  some  of  his  expressions 
seem  to  leave  it  dubious  whether  this  belief, 
that  sensible  qualities  must  have  a subject, 
be  a true  judgment  or  a vulgar  prejudice. 
[013]  But  in  his  first  letter  to  the  Bishop 
of  Worcester,  he  removes  this  doubt,  and 
quotes  many  passages  of  his  Essay,  to  shew 
that  he  neither  denied  nor  doubted  of  the 
existence  of  substances,  both  thinking  and 
material;  and  that  he  believed  their  ex- 
istence on  the  same  ground  the  Bishop 
did — to  wit,  “ on  the  repugnancy  to  our 
conceptions,  that  modes  and  accidents  should 
subsist  by  themselves.**  He  offers  no  proof 
of  this  repugnancy  ; nor,  I think,  can  any 
proof  of  it  be  given,  because  it  is  a first 
principle. 

It  were  to  be  wished  that  Mr  Locke,  who 
inquired  so  accurately  and  so  laudably  into 
the  origin,  certainty,  and  extent  of  human 
knowledge,  had  turned  his  attention  more 
particularly  to  the  origin  of  these  two 
opinions  which  he  firmly  believed  ; to  wit, 
that  sensible  qualities  must  have  a subject 
which  we  call  body,  and  that  thought  must 
have  a subject  which  we  call  mind.  A due 
attention  to  these  two  opinions  which  go- 
vern the  belief  of  all  men,  even  of  sceptics 
in  the  practice  of  life,  would  probably  have 
led  him  to  perceive,  that  sensation  and 
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consciousness  are  not  the  only  sources  of 
human  knowledge ; ami  that  there  are  prin- 
ciples of  belief  m human  nature,  of  which 
we  can  give  no  other  account  but  that  they 
necessarily  result  from  the  constitution  of 
our  faculties  ; and  that,  if  it  were  in  our 
power  to  throw  off  their  influence  upon  our 
practice  and  conduct,  we  could  neither 
speak  nor  act  like  reasonable  men. 

We  cannot  give  a reason  why  we  believe 
even  our  sensations  to  be  real  and  not  fal- 
lacious ; why  we  believe  what  we  are  con- 
scious of ; w hy  we  trust  any  of  our  natural 
faculties.  We  say,  it  must  be  so,  it  cannot 
be  otherwise.  This  expresses  only  a strong 
belief,  which  is  indeed  the  voice  of  nature, 
and  which  therefore  in  vain  we  attempt  to 
resist.  But  if,  in  spite  of  nature,  we  resolve 
to  go  deeper,  and  not  to  trust  our  faculties, 
without  a reason  to  shew  that  they  cannot 
be  fallacious,  I am  afraid,  that,  seeking  to 
become  wise,  and  to  be  as  gods,  we  shall 
become  foolish,  and,  being  unsatisfied  with 
the  lot  of  humanity,  wo  shall  throw  off  com- 
mon sense. 

The  second  metaphysical  principle  I men- 
tion is — That  whatever  begins  to  exist , must 
have  a cause  which  produced  it.9  [614] 

Philosophy  is  indebted  to  Mr  Hume  in 
this  respect  among  others,  that,  by  calling 
in  question  many  of  the  first  principles  of 
human  knowledge,  he  hath  put  speculative 
men  upon  inquiring  more  carefully  than  was 
done  before  into  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
upon  which  they  rest.  Truth  can  never 
suffer  by  a fair  inquiry ; it  can  bear  to  be 
seen  naked  and  in  the  fullest  light ; and  the 
strictest  examination  will  always  turn  out 
in  the  issue  to  its  advantage.  I believe  Mr 
Hume  was  the  first  who  ever  called  in 
question  whether  things  that  begin  to  exist 
must  have  a cause. 

With  regard  to  this  point,  we  must  hold 
one  of  these  three  things,  either  that  it  is 
an  opinion  for  which  we  have  no  evidence, 
and  which  men  have  foolishly  taken  up 
without  ground ; or,  secondly , That  it  is 
capable  of  direct  proof  by  argument ; or, 
thirdly , That  it  is  self-evident,  and  needs  no 
proof,  but  ought  to  be  received  as  an  axiom, 
which  cannot,  by  reasonable  men,  bo  called 
in  question. 

The  first  of  these  suppositions  would  put 
an  end  to  all  philosophy,  to  all  religion,  to 
all  reasoning  that  would  carry  us  beyond 
the  objects  of  sense,  and  to  all  prudence  in 
the  conduct  of  life. 

As  to  the  second  supposition,  that  this 
principle  may  be  proved  by  direct  reason- 
ing, I am  afraid  we  shall  find  the  proof 
extremely  difficult,  if  not  altogether  im- 
possible. 

I know  only  of  three  or  four  arguments 
* Sec  below.  ••  L*my«oii  the  Active  Power*,"  p.  30. 
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that  have  been  urged  by  philosophers,  in  the 
way  of  abstract  reasoning,  to  prove  that 
thingB  which  begin  to  exist  must  have  a cause. 

One  is  offered  by  Mr  Hobbes,  another 
by  Dr  Samuel  Clarke,  another  by  Mr  I.ockc. 
Mr  Hume,  in  his  Treatise  of  Human 
Nature,''  has  examined  them  all  ;*  and,  in 
my  opinion,  lias  shewn  that  they  take  for 
granted  the  thing  to  be  proved  ; a kind  of 
false  reasoning,  which  men  are  very  apt  to 
fall  into  when  they  attempt  to  prove  what 
is  self-evident.  [611] 

It  has  been  thought,  that,  although  this 
principle  does  not  admit  of  proof  from 
abstract  reasoning,  it  may  be  proved  from 
experience,  and  may  be  justly  drawn  by 
induction,  from  instances  that  fall  within 
our  observation 

I conceive  this  method  of  proof  will  leave 
us  in  great  uncertainty,  for  these  three 
reasons  : 

l«f.  Because  the  proposition  to  be  proved 
is  not  a contingent  but  a necessary  proposi- 
tion. It  is  not  that  things  which  begin  to 
exist  commonly  have  a cause,  or  even  that 
they  always  in  fact  have  a cause ; but  that 
they  must  have  a cause,  and  cannot  begin 
to  exist  without  a cause. 

Propositions  of  this  kind,  from  their 
nature,  are  incapable  of  proof  by  induction. 
Experience  informs  us  only  of  what  is  or 
has  been , not  of  what  must  be  ; and  the 
conclusion  must  be  of  the  same  nature  with 
the  premises. -f* 

For  this  reason,  no  mathematical  propo- 
sition can  be  proved  by  induction.  Though 
it  should  be  found  by  experience  in  a thou- 
sand cases,  that  the  area  of  a plane  triangle 
is  equal  to  the  rectangle  under  the  altitude 
and  half  the  base,  this  would  not  prove  that 
it  must  be  so  in  all  cases,  and  cannot  be 
otherwise ; which  is  wliat  the  mathematician 
affirms.^ 

In  like  manner,  though  we  had  the  most 
ample  experimental  proof  that  things  which 
have  begun  to  exist  had  a cause,  this  would 
not  prove  that  they  must  have  a cause, 
Experience  may  shew  us  what  is  the  esta- 
blished course  of  nature,  but  can  never  shew 
what  connections  of  things  are  in  their 
nature  necessary. 

2 dly.  General  maxims,  grounded  on  ex- 
perience, have  only  a degree  of  probability 
proportioned  to  the  extent  of  our  experience, 
and  ought  always  to  be  understood  so  as  to 
leave  room  for  exceptions,  if  future  expe- 
rience shall  discover  any  such.  [616] 

The  law  of  gravitation  has  as  full  a proof 
from  experience  and  induction  as  any  prin- 
ciple can  be  supposed  to  have.  Y et,  if  any 
philosopher  should,  by  clear  experiment. 


* Vol  i.a  lU-Ufi.—  H. 

f See  below,  p.  627  ; and  " Active  Poweu,"  p.  31, 
and  above,  p.  3*3,  a,  note  H. 
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shew  that  there  is  a kind  of  matter  in  some 
bodies  which  does  not  gravitate,  the  law 
of  gravitation  ought  to  be  limited  by  that 
exception. 

Now  it  is  evident  that  men  have  never 
considered  the  principle  of  the  necessity  of 
causes,  as  a truth  of  this  kind  which  may 
admit  of  limitation  or  exception  ; and  there- 
fore it  has  not  been  received  upon  this  kind 
of  evidence. 

3 dltfy  I do  not  see  that  experience  could 
satisfy  us  that  every  change  in  nature  act- 
ually has  a cause. 

I n the  far  greatest  part  of  the  changes  in 
nature  that  fall  within  our  observation,  the 
causes  are  unknown  ; and,  therefore,  from 
experience,  we  cannot  know  whether  they 
have  causes  or  not. 

Causation  is  not  an  object  of  sense.  The 
only  experience  w’c  can  havo  of  it,  is  in  the 
consciousness  we  have  of  exerting  some 
power  in  ordering  our  thoughts  and  actions. 
But  this  experience  is  surely  too  narrow  a 
foundation  for  a general  conclusion,  that 
all  things  that  have  liad  or  shall  have  a be- 
ginning, must  have  a cause. 

For  these  reasons,  this  principle  cannot 
be  drawn  from  experience,  any  more  than 
from  abstract  reasoning. 

The  third  supposition  is — That  it  is  to  be 
admitted  as  a first  or  self-evident  principle. 
Two  reasons  may  be  urged  for  this. 

1.  The  universal  consent  of  mankind,  not 
of  philosophers  only,  but  of  the  rude  and  un- 
learned vulgar. 

Mr  Hume,  as  far  as  I know,  was  the  first 
that  ever  expressed  any  doubt  of  this  prin- 
ciple. * And  when  we  consider  that  he  has  re- 
jected every  principle  of  human  knowledge, 
excepting  that  of  consciousness,  and  has  not 
even  spared  the  axioms  of  mathematics, 
his  authority  is  of  small  weight.  [Cl  7] 

Indeed,  with  regard  to  first  principles, 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  opinion  of  a 
philosopher  should  have  more  authority 
than  that  of  another  man  of  common  sense, 
who  lias  been  accustomed  to  judge  in  such 
cases.  The  illiterate  vulgar  are  competent 
judges  ; and  the  philosopher  has  no  preroga- 
tive in  matters  of  this  kind  ; but  he  is  more 
liable  than  they  to  be  misled  by  a favourite 
system,  especially  if  it  is  his  own. 

Setting  aside  the  authority  of  Mr  Hume, 
what  has  philosophy  been  employed  in 
since  men  first  began  to  philosophise,  but 
in  the  investigation  of  the  causes  of  things  ? 
This  it  has  always  professed,  when  we  trace 
it  to  its  cradle.  It  never  entered  into  any 
man's  thought,  before  the  philosopher  we 
have  mentioned,  to  put  the  previous  ques- 
tion, whether  things  have  a cause  or  not  ? 
Hod  it  been  thought  possible  that  they 
might  not,  it  may  be  presumed  that,  in  the 


variety  of  absurd  and  contradictory  causes 
assigned,  some  one  would  Itavc  had  recourse 
to  this  hypothesis. 

They  could  conceive  tho  world  to  arise 
from  an  egg,  from  a struggle  between  love 
and  strife,  between  moisture  and  drought, 
between  beat  and  cold  ; but  they  never  sup- 
posed that  it  had  no  cause.  We  know  not 
any  atheistic  sect  that  ever  liad  recourse 
to  this  topic,  though  by  it,  they  might  have 
evaded  every  argumeut  that  could  be 
brought  against  them,  and  answered  all 
objections  to  their  system. 

But  rather  than  adopt  such  an  absurdity, 
they  contrived  some  imaginary  cause— such 
as  chance,  a concourse  of  atoms,  or  neces- 
sity— as  the  cause  of  the  universe,  [618] 

The  accounts  which  philosophers  have 
given  of  particular  phajnomena,  as  well  as 
of  the  universe  in  general,  proceed  upon 
the  same  principle.  Tliat  every  pheno- 
menon must  have  a cause,  was  always  taken 
for  granted.  Nil  htrpius  physica , says 
Cicero,  quam  fieri  sine  causa  quicquum 
dicere.  Though  an  Academic,  he  was  dog- 
matical in  this.  And  Plato,  tho  father  of 
the  Academy,  was  no  less  so.  “ Mem 
ykf  iiita ir»»  Z*(‘{  •itlttt  yitifn  »XM  • ,8  mi  pos- 

sible that  anything  should  have  its  origin 
without  a cause.” — TllUBUJt. 

I believe  Mr  Hume  was  the  first  who 
ever  held  the  contrary.*  This,  indeed,  he 
avows,  and  assumes  the  honour  of  the  dis- 
covery. “It  is,”  says  he,  “ a maxim  in 
philosophy,  that  whatever  begins  to  exist, 
must  have  a cause  of  existence.  Tbis  is 
commonly  taken  for  granted  in  all  reason- 
ings, without  any  proof  given  or  demanded. 
It  is  supposed  to  be  founded  on  intuition, 
ami  to  he  one  of  those  maxims  which, 
though  they  may  be  denied  with  the  lips, 
it  is  impossible  for  men  in  their  hearts 
really  to  doubt  of.  But,  if  we  examine 
this  maxim  by  the  idea  of  knowledge  above 
explained,  we  shall  discover  in  it  no  mark 
of  such  intuitive  certainty.”  The  meaning 
of  this  seems  to  be,  that  it  did  not  suit  with 
his  theory  of  intuitive  certainty,  and,  there- 
fore, he  excludes  it  from  that  privilege. 

The  vulgar  adhere  to  this  maxim  ns 
firmly  and  universally  as  the  philosophers. 
Their  superstitions  have  the  same  origin 
as  the  systems  of  philosophers— to  wit,  a 
desire  to  know  the  causes  of  things.  Felix 
qui  potuit  rerum  cognoscere  causas,  is  the 
universal  sense  of  men  ; but  to  say  that 
anything  cau  happen  without  a cause,  shocks 
the  common  sense  of  a savage. 

This  universal  belief  of  mankind  is  easily 
accounted  for,  if  we  allow  tliat  the  neces- 
sity of  a cause  of  every  event  is  obvious  to 
the  rational  powers  of  a man.  But  it  is 
impossible  to  account  for  it  otherwise.  It 

* See  iMt  note.—  II. 
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cannot  bo  ascribed  to  education,  to  systems 
of  philosophy,  or  to  priestcraft.  One 
would  think  that  a philosopher  who  takes 
it  to  be  a general  delusion. or  prejudice, 
would  endeavour  to  shew  from  what  causes 
in  human  nature  such  a general  error  may 
take  its  rise.  But  I forget  that  Mr  liume 
might  answer  upon  his  own  principles,  that 
since  things  may  happen  without  a cause — 
this  error  and  delusion  of  men  may  be  uni- 
versal without  any  cause.  [019] 

2.  A second  reason  why  I conceive  this 
to  be  a first  principle,  is,  That  mankind  not 
only  assent  to  it  in  speculation,  but  that  the 
practice  of  life  is  grounded  upon  it  in  the 
most  important  matters,  even  in  cases  where 
experience  leaves  us  doubtful ; and  it  is 
impossible  to  act  with  common  prudence  if 
we  set  it  aside. 

In  great  families,  there  are  so  many  bad 
things  done  by  a certain  personage,  called 
Nobody,  that  it  is  proverbial  that  there  is 
a Nobody  about  every  house  who  does  a 
great  deal  of  mischief ; and  even  where 
there  is  the  exactest  inspection  and  govern- 
ment, many  events  will  happen  of  which  no 
other  author  cau  be  found ; so  that,  if  we 
trust  merely  to  experience  in  this  matter,  No- 
body will  be  found  to  bea  very  active  person, 
and  to  have  no  inconsiderable  share  in  the 
management  of  affairs.  But  whatever  coun- 
tenance this  system  may  have  from  experi- 
ence, it  is  too  shocking  to  common  sense  to 
impose  upon  the  most  ignorant.  A child 
knows  that,  when  his  top,  or  any  of  his  play- 
things, are  taken  away,  it  must  be  done  by 
somebody.  Perhaps  it  would  not  be  diffi- 
cult to  persuade  him  that  it  was  done  by 
some  invisible  being,  but  that  it  should  be 
done  by  nobody  he  cannot  believe. 

Suppose  a man’s  house  to  be  broke  open, 
his  money  and  jewels  taken  away.  Such 
things  have  happened  times  innumerable 
without  any  apparent  cause  ; and  were  he 
only  to  reason  from  experience  in  such  a 
case,  how  must  he  behave  ? He  must  put 
in  one  scale  the  instances  wherein  a cause 
was  found  of  such  an  event,  and  in  the  other 
scale  the  instances  where  no  cause  was 
found,  and  the  preponderant  scale  must 
determine  whether  it  be  most  probable  ttiat 
there  was  a cause  of  this  event,  or  that 
there  was  none.  Would  any  man  of  com- 
mon understanding  have  recourse  to  such 
an  expedient  todirect  his  judgment?  [620] 

Suppose  a man  to  be  found  dead  on  the 
highway,  his  skull  fractured,  his  body 
pierced  with  deadly  wounds,  his  watch  and 
money  carried  off.  The  coroner’s  jury  sits 
upon  the  body ; and  the  question  is  put, 
What  was  tho  cause  of  this  man’s  death  ? — 
was  it  accident,  or  feio  de  sey  or  murder  by 
pereons  unknown  ? Let  us  suppose  an 
Adept  in  Mr  Hume’s  philosophy  to  make 
one  of  the  jury,  and  that  he  insists  upon  the 
[619-621] 


previous  question,  whether  there  was  any 
cause  of  the  event,  and  w bother  it  happened 
without  a cause. 

Surely,  upon  Mr  Hume’s  principles,  a 
great  deal  might  be  said  upon  this  point ; 
and,  if  the  matter  is  to  be  determined  by 
past  experience,  it  is  dubious  on  which  side 
the  weight  of  argument  might  stand.  But 
we  may  venture  to  say,  that,  if  Mr  Hume 
had  beeuof  such  a jury,  he  would  have  laid 
aside  his  philosophical  principles,  and  acted 
according  to  tho  dictates  of  common  pru- 
dence. 

Many  passages  might  be  produced,  even 
in  Mr  Hume's  philosophical  writings,  in 
which  he,  unawares,  betrays  the  same  in- 
ward conviction  of  the  necessity  of  causes 
which  is  common  to  other  men.  1 shall 
mention  only  one,  in  the  “Treatise  of  Hu* 
man  Nature,”  aud  in  that  part  of  it  where 
he  combats  this  very  principle  : — “ As  to 
those  impressions,”  says  he,  “ which  arise 
from  the  senses,  their  ultimate  cause  is,  in 
tny  opinion,  perfectly  inexplicable  by  hu- 
man reason  ; and  it  will  always  be  impos- 
sible to  decide  with  certainty  whether  they 
arise  immediately  from  the  object,  or  aro 
produced  by  the  creative  power  of  the  mind, 
or  are  derived  from  the  Author  of  our 
being.” 

Among  these  alternatives,  he  never 
thought  of  their  not  arising  from  any 
cause.*  [621] 

The  arguments  w hich  Mr  Hume  offers  to 
prove  that  this  is  not  a self-evident  prin- 
ciple, are  three.  First , That  all  certainty 
arises  from  a comparison  of  ideas,  and  a 
discovery  of  their  unalterable  relations, 
noue  of  w hich  relations  imply  this  proposi- 
tion, That  whatever  hits  a beginning  must 
have  u cause  of  existence.  This  theory  of 
certainty  lias  been  examined  before. 

The  second  argument  is,  That  whatever 
we  cau  conceive  is  possible.  This  has  like- 
wise been  examined. 

Tho  third  argument  is.  That  wlmt  we  call 
a cause,  is  only  something  antecedent  to, 
and  always  conjoined  with,  the  effect.  This 
is  also  one  of  Mr  Hume’s  peculiar  doctrines, 
which  we  may  have  occasion  to  consider 
afterwards.  It  is  sufficient  here  to  observe, 
that  we  may  learn  from  it  that  night  is  the 
cause  of  day,  and  day  the  cause  of  night : 
for  no  two  things  have  more  constantly 
followed  each  other  since  the  beginning  of 
tiie  world. 

The  [third  and]  last  metaphysical  prin- 
ciple I mention,  which  is  opposed  by  tlie 
same  author,  is,  That  design  and  intelii- 
gence  in  the  cause  may  be  inferred , with 
certainty , from  marks  or  signs  of  it  in  the 
effect . 


* See  above,  p.  441,  no»e  *.  It  it  the  triumph  o I 
K-epticiam  to  thew  that  tptcuUUwn  and  practice  are 
imx-oiKiliible-—  H. 
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Iutelligence,  design,  and  skill,  are  not 
objects  of  the  external  senses,  nor  can  we 
be  conscious  of  them  in  any  person  but  our- 
selves Even  in  ourselves,  we  cannot,  with 
propriety,  bo  said  to  be  corscious  of  the 
natural  or  acquired  talents  we  possess.  We 
are  conscious  only  of  the  operations  of  mind 
in  which  they  are  exerted.  Indeed,  a man 
comes  to  know  his  own  meutal  abilities, 
just  as  he  knows  another  man's,  by  the 
effects  they  produce,  when  there  is  occasion 
to  put  them  to  exercise. 

A man's  wisdom  is  known  to  us  only  by 
the  signs  of  it  in  his  conduct ; his  eloquence 
by  the  signs  of  it  in  his  speech.  In  the  same 
manner,  we  judge  of  his  virtue,  of  his  forti- 
tude, and  of  till  his  talents  and  virtues.  [622] 

Yet  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  we  judge  of 
men's  talents  with  as  little  doubt  or  hesita- 
tion as  we  judge  of  the  immediate  objects 
of  sense. 

One  person,  we  are  sure,  is  a perfect 
idiot ; another,  who  feigns  idiocy  to  screen 
himself  from  punishment,  is  found,  upon 
trial,  to  have  the  understanding  of  a man, 
and  to  be  accountable  for  his  conduct.  We 
perceive  one  man  to  be  open,  another  cun- 
ning ; one  to  be  ignorant,  another  very 
knowing  ; one  to  be  slow  of  understanding, 
another  quick.  Every  man  forms  such 
judgments  of  those  he  converses  with  ; and 
the  common  affairs  of  life  depend  upon  such 
judgments.  We  can  as  little  avoid  them  as 
we  can  avoid  seeing  what  is  before  our  eyes. 

From  this  it  appears,  tliat  it  is  no  less  a 
part  of  the  human  constitution,  to  judge  of 
men's  characters,  and  of  their  intellectual 
powers,  from  the  signs  of  them  in  their 
actions  and  discourse,  than  to  judge  of  cor- 
poreal objects  by  our  senses  ; tliat  such 
judgments  are  common  to  the  whole  human 
race  that  are  endowed  with  understanding ; 
and  that  they  are  absolutely  necessary  in 
the  conduct  of  life. 

Now,  every  judgment  of  this  kind  we 
form,  is  only  a particular  application  of  the 
general  principle,  that  intelligence,  wisdom, 
and  other  mental  qualities  in  the  cause, 
may  be  inferred  from  their  marks  or  signs 
in  the  effect. 

The  actions  and  discourses  of  men  are 
effects,  of  which  the  actors  and  speakers 
are  the  causes.  The  effects  are  |»erc©ived 
by  our  senses ; but  the  causes  are  behind 
the  scene.  We  only  couclude  their  exist- 
ence and  their  degrees  from  our  observa- 
tion of  the  effects. 

From  wise  conduct,  we  infer  wisdom  in 
the  cause ; from  brave  actions,  we  infer 
courage  ; and  bo  in  other  cases.  [623] 

This  inference  is  made  with  perfect  secu- 
rity by  all  men.  We  cannot  avoid  it ; it 
is  necessary  in  the  ordinary  conduct  of 
life  ; it  lias  therefore  the  strongest  marks  of 
being  a first  principle. 


Perhaps  some  may  think  that  this  prin- 
ciple may  be  learned  either  by  reasoning  or 
by  experience,  and  therefore  that  there  is 
no  ground  to  think  it  a first  principle. 

If  it  can  be  shewn  to  be  got  by  reasoning, 
by  all,  or  the  greater  part  ol  those  who  are 
governed  by  it,  I shall  very  readily  ac- 
knowledge that  it  ought  not  to  he  esteemed 
a first  principle.  But  1 apprehend  the  con- 
trary appears  from  very  convincing  argu- 
ments. 

The  principle  is  too  universal  to 
be  the  effect  of  reasoning.  It  is  common 
to  philosophers  and  to  the  vulgar ; to  the 
learned  aud  to  the  most  illiterate ; to  the 
civilized  and  to  the  savage.  And  of  those 
who  are  governed  by  it,  not  oue  in  ten 
thousand  can  give  a reason  for  it. 

Security,  We  find  philosophers,  ancient 
and  modern,  who  can  reason  excellently  in 
subjects  that  admit  of  reasoning,  when  they 
have  occasion  to  defend  this  principle,  not 
offering  reasons  for  it,  or  any  medium  of 
proof,  but  appealing  to  the  common  sense 
of  mankind  ; mentioning  particular  instan- 
ces, to  make  the  absurdity  of  the  contrary 
opinion  more  apparent,  and  sometimes 
using  the  weapous  of  wit  and  ridicule,  which 
are  very  proper  weapons  for  refuting  ab- 
surdities, but  altogether  improper  in  points 
that  are  to  be  determined  by  reasoning. 

To  confirm  this  observation,  I shall  quote 
two  authors,  an  ancient  aud  a modern,  who 
have  more  expressly  undertaken  the  defence 
of  this  principle  than  any  others  1 remem- 
ber to  have  met  with,  and  whose  good 
sense  and  ability  to  reason,  where  reasoning 
is  proper,  will  not  be  doubted.  [624] 

The  first  is  Cicero,  whose  words,  (/  6.  I. 
cap.  13.  De  Divination*,)  may  be  thus 
translated. 

“ Can  anything  done  by  chance  have  all 
the  marks  of  design  ? Four  dice  may  by 
chance  turn  up  four  aces ; but  do  you  think 
tliat  four  hundred  dice,  thrown  by  chance, 
will  turn  up  four  hundred  aces  ? Colours 
thrown  upon  canvas  without  design  may 
have  some  similitude  to  a human  face ; but 
do  you  tbink  they  might  make  as  beautiful 
a picture  as  that  of  the  Co&n  Venus  ? A 
hog  turning  up  the  ground  with  his  nose 
may  make  something  of  the  form  of  the  let- 
ter A ; but  do  you  think  that  a hog  might 
describe  on  the  ground  the  Andromache  of 
Eunius  ? Carneadcs  imagined  that,  in  the 
stone  quarries  at  Chios,  he  found,  in  a stone 
that  was  split,  a representation  of  the  head 
of  a little  Fan,  or  sylvan  deity.  I believe  he 
might  find  a figure  not  unlike ; but  surely  not 
such  a one  as  you  would  say  had  been  formed 
by  an  excellent  sculptor  like  Scopas.  For 
so,  verily,  the  case  is,  that  chance  never 
perfectly  imitates  design."  Thus  Cicero.* 

* See  nlau  Cicero  “ De  Xatura  Deorum,"  I.  ki.  t 
37.— H. 
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Now,  in  all  this  discourse,  I see  very 
good  sense,  and  what  is  apt  to  convince 
every  unprejudiced  mind  ; but  i see  not  in 
the  whole  a single  step  of  reasoning.  It  is 
barely  an  appeal  to  every  man’s  common 
sense. 

* Let  us  next  see  how  the  same  point  is 
handled  by  the  excellent  Archbishop  Tillot- 
son.  (1st  Sermon,  vol.  i.) 

“ For  I appeal  to  any  man  of  reason, 
whether  anything  can  be  more  unreasonable 
than  obstinately  to  impute  an  effect  to  chance 
which  carries  in  the  face  of  it  all  the  argu- 
ments and  diameters  of  design  ? Was  ever 
any  considerable  work,  in  which  there  was 
required  a gn  at  variety  of  parts,  and  an 
orderly  and  regular  adjust  meat  of  these 
parts,  done  by  chance?  Will  chance  fit 
means  to  ends,  and  that  in  ten  thousand 
instances,  and  not  fail  in  any  one  ? [625] 
How  often  might  a man,  after  he  had  jumbled 
a set  of  letters  in  a bag,  fling  them  out  upou 
the  ground  before  they  would  fall  into  an 
exact  poem,  yea,  or  so  much  as  make  a 
good  discourse  in  prose  ? And  may  not  a 
little  book  be  as  easily  made  as  this  great 
volume  of  the  world  ? How  long  might  a 
man  sprinkle  colours  upon  canvass  with  a 
careless  hand,  l»efore  they  would  make  the 
exact  picture  of  a man  ? And  is  a man 
easier  made  by  chance  than  his  picture  ? 
How  long  might  twenty  thousand  blind  men, 
which  should  be  sent  out  from  the  remote 
parts  of  England,  wander  up  and  down  be- 
fore they  would  all  meet  upon  Salisbury 
plains,  and  fall  into  rank  and  file  in  the  exact 
order  of  an  army  ? And  yet  this  is  much 
more  easy  to  be  imagined  than  how  the 
innumerable  blind  parts  of  matter  should 
rendezvous  themselves  into  a word.  A man 
that  sees  Henry  VII.*s  chapel  at  West- 
minster might,  with  as  good  reason,  main- 
tain, (yea,  and  much  better,  considering  the 
vast  difference  between  that  little  structure 
aud  the  huge  fabric  of  the  world,)  that  it 
was  never  contrived  or  built  by  any  man, 
but  that  the  stones  did  by  chance  grow  into 
those  curious  figures  into  which  we  see  them 
to  have  been  cut  and  graven ; and  that,  upon 
a time,  (us  tales  usually  begin,)  the  mate- 
rials of  that  building— the  stone,  mortar, 
timber,  iron,  lead,  and  glass — happily  met 
together,  and  very  fortunately  ranged  them- 
selves into  that  delicate  order  in  which  we 
see  them  now,  so  close  compacted  that  it 
must  be  a very  great  ciiance  that  parts  them 
again.  What  would  the  world  think  of  a 
man  that  should  advance  such  an  opinion 
as  this,  and  write  a book  for  it  ? If  they 
would  do  him  right,  they  ought  to  look  upon 
him  as  mad.  But  vet  he  might  maintain 
this  opinion  with  a little  more  reason  than 
any  man  can  have  to  say  that  the  world  was 
made  by  chance,  or  that  the  first  men  grew 
out  of  the  earth,  as  plants  do  now ; for,  can 
r 625-627] 


anything  be  more  ridiculous  aud  against  all 
reason,  thau  to  ascribe  the  production  of 
men  to  the  first  fruitfulness  of  the  earth, 
without  so  much  as  one  instance  or  experi- 
ment in  any  age  or  history  to  countenance 
so  monstrous  a supposition  ? The  thiug  is 
at  first  sight  so  gross  and  palpable,  that  no 
discourse  about  it  can  make  it  more  appa- 
rent. Aud  yet  these  shameful  beggars  of 
principles,  who  give  this  precarious  account 
of  the  original  of  things,  assume  to  them- 
selves to  be  the  men  of  reason,  the  great 
wits  of  the  world,  the  only  cautious  and  wary 
persons,  who  hate  to  be  imposed  upon,  that 
must  liave  convincing  evidence  for  every- 
thing, and  can  admit  nothing  without  a clear 
demonstration  for  it.”  [626) 

In  this  passage,  the  excellent  author  takes 
what  I conceive  to  be  the  proper  method  of 
refuting  an  absurdity,  by  exposiug  it  in  dif- 
ferent lights,  in  which  every  man  of  common 
understanding  conceives  it  to  be  ridiculous. 
And,  although  there  is  much  good  sense,  as 
well  as  wit,  in  the  passage  I have  quoted,  I 
cannot  find  one  medium  of  proof  in  the 
whole. 

I have  met  with  one  or  two  respectable 
authors  who  draw  an  argument  from  the 
doctrine  of  chances,  to  shew  how  impro- 
bable it  is  that  a regular  arrangement  of 
parts  should  be  the  effect  of  chauce,  or  that 
it  should  not  be  the  effect  of  design. 

I do  not  object  to  this  reasoning ; but  I 
would  observe  that  the  doctrine  of  chances 
is  a branch  of  mathematics  little  more  than 
an  hundred  years  old.  But  the  conclusion 
drawn  from  it  has  been  held  by  all  men  from 
the  beginning  of  the  world.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  be  thought  that  men  have  been 
led  to  this  conclusion  by  that  reasoning. 
Indeed,  it  may  be  doubted  w hether  the  first 
principle  upon  which  all  the  mathematical 
reasoning  about  chances  is  grounded,  is 
more  self-evident  than  this  conclusion  drawn 
from  it,  or  whether  it  is  not  a particular 
instance  of  that  general  conclusion. 

We  are  next  to  consider  whether  we  may 
not  learn  this  truth  from  experience,  That 
effects  which  have  all  the  marks  and  tokens 
of  design,  must  proceed  from  a designing 
cause.  [627] 

I apprehend  that  we  cannot  learn  this 
truth  from  experience  for  two  reasons. 

First,  Because  it  is  a necessary  truth, 
not  a contingent  one.  It  agrees  with  the 
experience  of  mankind  since  the  beginning 
of  the  world,  that  the  area  of  a triangle  is 
equal  to  half  the  rectangle  under  its  base 
and  perpendicular.  It  agrees  no  less  with 
experience,  that  the  sun  rises  in  the  east 
aud  sets  in  the  west.  So  far  as  experience 
goes,  these  truths  are  upon  an  equal  footing. 
But  every  man  perceives  this  distinction 
between  them — that  the  first  is  a necessary 
truth,  and  that  it  is  impossible  it  should  uc» 
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be  true ; but  the  last  is  not  necessary,  but 
contingent,  depending  upon  the  will  of  Him 
who  made  the  world.  As  we  cannot  learn 
from  experience  that  twice  three  must  ne- 
cessarily make  six,  so  neither  can  we  learn 
from  experience  that  certain  effects  must 
proceed  from  a designing  and  intelligent 
cause.  Experience  informs  us  only  of  what 
lias  been,  but  never  of  what  must  be.* 

Secondly,  It  may  be  observed,  that  ex- 
perience can  shew  a connection  between  a 
sign  and  the  thing  signified  by  it,  in  those 
cases  only  w here  both  the  sign  and  thing 
signified  are  perceived  and  have  always 
been  perceived  in  conjunction.  Hut,  if  there 
be  any  case  where  the  sign  only  is  per- 
ceived, experience  can  never  shew  its  con- 
nection with  the  thing  signified.  Thus,  for 
example,  thought  is  a sign  of  a thinking 
principle  or  mind.  But  how  do  we  know 
that  thought  cannot  be  without  a mind  ? If 
Aliy  man  should  say  tliat  he  knows  this  by 
experience,  he  deceives  himself.  It  is  im- 
possible he  can  have  any  experience  of  this  ; 
because,  though  we  have  an  immediate 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  thought  in 
ourselves  by  consciousness,  yet  we  have  no 
immediate  knowledge  of  a mind.  The  mind 
is  not  an  immediate  object  either  of  sense 
or  of  consciousness.  We  may,  therefore, 
justly  conclude,  that  the  necessary  con- 
nection between  thought  and  a nund,  or 
thinking  being,  is  not  learned  from  expe- 
rience. [ 62 8 ] 

The  same  reasoning  may  be  applied  to 
the  connection  between  a work  excellently 
fitted  for  some  purpose,  and  design  in  the 
author  or  cause  of  that  work.  One  of  these 
— to  wit,  the  work— may  be  an  immediate 
object  of  perception.  But  the  design  and 
purpose  of  the  author  cannot  be  an  imme- 
diate object  of  perception ; and,  therefore, 
experience  can  never  inform  us  of  any  con- 
nection between  the  one  and  the  other,  far 
less  of  a necessary  connection. 

Thus,  I think,  it  appears,  tliat  the  prin- 
ciple we  have  been  considering— to  wit, 
that  from  certain  signs  or  indications  in  the 
effect,  we  may  infer  that  there  must  have 
been  intelligence,  wisdom,  or  other  intel- 
lectual or  moral  qualities  in  the  cause,  is  a 
principle  which  we  get,  neither  by  reason- 
ing nor  by  experience  ; and,  therefore,  if  it 
be  a true  principle,  it  must  be  a first  prin- 
ciple. There  is  in  the  human  understand- 
ing a light,  by  which  we  see  immediately 
the  evidence  of  it,  when  there  is  occasion 
to  apply  it. 

Of  how  great  importance  this  principle 
is  iu  common  life,  we  have  already  observed. 
And  I need  hardly  mention  its  importance 
in  natural  theology. 

The  clear  marks  and  signatures  of  wis- 
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dom,  power,  aud  goodness,  in  the  const  i- 
tution  and  government  of  the  world,  is,  of 
all  arguments  that  have  been  advanced  for 
the  being  and  providence  of  the  Deity,  that 
which  iu  all  ages  has  made  the  strongest 
impression  upon  candid  and  thinking  minds  ; 
an  argument,  which  has  this  peculiar  ad- 
vantage, that  it  gathers  strength  as  human 
knowledge  advances,  aud  is  more  convincing 
at  present  than  it  was  some  centuries  ago. 

King  Alphonsus  might  say,  that  he  could 
contrive  a better  planetary  system  than  that 
which  astronomers  held  in  his  day.*  That 
system  was  not  the  work  of  God,  but  the 
fiction  of  men.  [629] 

But  since  the  true  system  of  the  sun, 
moon,  and  planets,  has  been  discovered,  no 
man,  however  atheistically  disposed,  lias 
pretended  to  shew  how  a better  could  be 
contrived. 

When  we  attend  to  the  marks  of  good 
contrivance  which  ap}>ear  in  the  works  of 
God,  every  discovery  we  make  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  material  or  intellectual 
system  becomes  a hymn  of  praise  to  the 
great  Creator  ami  Governor  of  the  world. 
And  a man  who  is  possessed  of  the  genuine 
spirit  of  philosophy  will  think  it  impiety  to 
contaminate  the  divine  workmanship,  by 
mixing  it  with  those  fictions  of  human  fancy, 
called  theories  aud  hypotheses,  which  will 
always  bear  the  signatures  of  human  folly, 
no  less  than  the  other  does  of  divine  wis- 
dom. 

1 know  of  no  person  who  ever  called  in 
question  the  principle  now  under  our  consi- 
deration, when  it  is  applied  to  the  actions 
and  discourses  of  men.  For  this  would  be  to 
deny  that  we  have  any  means  of  discerning 
a wise  man  from  an  idiot,  or  a man  tliat  is 
illiterate  in  the  highest  degree  from  a man 
of  knowledge  and  learning,  which  no  man 
has  the  effrontery  to  deny. 

But,  in  all  ages,  those  who  have  been 
unfriendly  to  the  principles  of  religion,  have 
mode  attempts  to  weaken  the  force  of  the 
argument  for  the  existence  and  perfec- 
tions of  the  Deity,  which  is  founded  on  this 
principle.  That  argument  has  got  the  name 
of  the  argument  from  final  causes  ; and  as 
the  meaning  of  thiB  name  is  well  understood, 
we  shall  use  it. 

The  argument  from  final  causes,  when  re- 
duced to  u syllogism,  lias  these  two  premises : 
— First,  That  design  and  intelligence  in  the 
cause,  may,  with  certainty,  lie  inferred  from 
marks  or  signs  of  it  in  the  effect.  This  is 
the  principle  we  have  been  considering,  aud 

* Alphomo  X.  of  Castile.  He  ftonrUhed  m the 
thirteenth  century — a great  mathematician  and  as- 
tronomer. To  him  we  owe  the  Alphon»ine  Tables. 
Hi.  vaying  was  not  so  pious  and  philosophical  as  Kcid 
aisles;  but  that,  “ Had  he  been  prrsent  with  Uod 
at  the  creation,  be  could  have  supplied  some  useful 
hints  towards  the  batter  ordering  of  the  universe." 
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we  may  call  it  the  maj  r proposition  of  the 
argument.  The  f econ<ly  which  we  call  the 
mmor  proposition,  is,  That  there  are  in  fact 
the  clearest  marks  of  design  and  wisdom  in 
the  works  of  nature  ; and  the  conclusion  is, 
That  the  works  of  nature  are  the  effects 
of  a wise  and  intelligent  Cause.  One  must 
either  assent  to  the  conclusion,  or  deny  one 
or  other  of  the  premises.  I (130] 

Those  among  the  ancients  who  denied  a 
God  or  a Providence,  seem  to  me  to  have 
yielded  the  major  proposition,  and  to  have 
denied  the  minor ; conceiving  that  thero 
are  not  in  the  constitution  of  things  such 
marks  of  wise  contrivance  as  are  sufficient 
to  put  the  conclusion  beyoud  doubt.  This, 

I think,  we  may  learn,  from  the  reasoning 
of  Cotta  the  academic,  in  the  third  book  of 
Cicero,  of  the  Nature  of  the  Gods. 

The  gradual  advancement  made  in  the 
knowledge  of  nature,  hath  put  this  opinion 
quite  out  of  countenance. 

When  the  structure  of  the  human  body 
was  much  less  known  than  it  is  now,  the 
famous  Galen  saw  such  evident  marks  of 
wise  contrivance  in  it,  that,  though  he  had 
been  educated  an  Epicurean,  he  renounced 
that  system,  and  wrote  his  book  of  the  use 
of  the  parts  of  the  human  body,  on  purpose 
to  convince  others  of  wliat  appeared  so  clear 
to  himself,  that  it  was  impossible  that  such 
admirable  contrivance  should  be  the  effect 
of  chance. 

Those,  therefore,  of  later  times,  who  arc 
dissatisfied  with  this  argument  frou  final 
causes,  have  quitted  the  stronghold  of  the 
ancient  atheists,  which  had  become  un- 
tenable, and  have  chosen  rather  to  make  a 
defence  against  the  major  proposition. 

Des  Cartes  seems  to  have  led  the  way  in 
this,  though  he  was  no  atheist.  But,  having 
invented  some  new  arguments  for  the  being 
of  God,  he  was,  perhaps,  led  to  disparage 
those  that  had  been  used  before,  that  he 
might  bring  more  credit  to  his  own.  Or 
perhaps  he  was  offended  with  the  Peripa- 
tetics, because  they  often  mixed  final  causes 
with  physical,  in  order  to  account  for  the 
phenomena  of  nature.  [631  ] 

He  maintained,  therefore,  that  physical 
causes  only  should  be  assigned  for  pheno- 
mena ; that  the  philosopher  has  nothing  to 
do  with  final  causes ; and  that  it  is  pre- 
sumption in  us  to  pretend  to  determine  for 
what  end  any  work  of  nature  is  framed. 
Some  of  those  who  were  great  admirers  of 
Des  Cartes,  and  followed  him  in  many 

Ciints,  differed  from  him  in  this,  particu- 
rly  Dr  Henry  More  and  the  pious  Arch- 
bishop Fenelon  : but  others,  after  the  ex- 
ample of  DesCartes,  have  shewn  a contempt 
of  all  reasoning  from  final  cauMS,  Among 
these,  I think,  we  may  reckon  Maupertuis 
and  Buffon.  But  the  most  direct  attack 
has  been  made  upon  this  principle  by  Mr 
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flume,  who  puts  an  argument  in  the  month 
of  an  Epicurean,  on  which  he  seems  to  lay 
great  stress. 

The  argument  is,  That  the  universe  is  a 
singular  effect,  and,  therefore,  we  can  draw 
no  conclusion  from  it,  whether  it  may  have 
been  made  by  wisdom  or  not.* 

If  I understand  the  force  of  this  argu- 
ment, it  amounts  to  this,  That,  if  we  had 
been  accustomed  to  see  worlds  produced, 
some  by  wisdom  and  others  without  it,  and 
had  observed  that  such  a world  as  this 
which  we  inhabit  was  always  the  effect  of 
wisdom,  we  might  then,  from  past  experi- 
ence, conclude  that  this  world  was  made 
by  wisdom ; but,  having  no  such  experi- 
ence we  have  no  means  of  forming  any 
conclusion  about  it. 

That  this  is  the  strength  of  the  argument 
appears,  because,  if  the  marks  of  wisdom 
seen  in  one  world  be  no  evidence  of  wisdom, 
the  like  marks  seen  in  ten  thousand  will 
give  as  little  evidence,  unless,  in  time  past, 
we  perceived  wisdom  itself  conjoined  with 
the  tokens  of  it ; and,  from  their  perceived 
conjunction  in  time  past,  conclude  that,  al- 
though, in  the  present  world,  we  see  only 
one  of  the  two,  the  other  must  accompany 
it.  IG32] 

Whence  it  appears  that  this  reasoning  of 
Mr  Hume  is  built  on  the  supposition  that 
our  inferring  design  from  the  strongest 
marks  of  it,  is  entirely  owing  to  our  past 
experience  of  having  always  found  these 
two  things  conjoined-  But  1 hope  I have 
made  it  evident  that  this  Is  not  the  case. 
And,  indeed,  it  is  evident  that,  according 
to  this  reasoning,  we  can  have  uo  evidence 
of  mind  or  design  in  any  of  our  fellow- 
men. 

llow  do  I know  that  any  man  of  my  ac- 
quaintance has  understanding  ? 1 never 

saw  his  understanding.  1 see  only  cer- 
tain effects,  which  my  judgment  leads 
me  to  conclude  to  be  marks  and  tokeus 
of  it. 

But,  says  the  sceptical  philosopher,  you 
can  conclude  nothing  from  these  tokens,  un- 
less past  experience  has  informed  you  that 
bucIi  tokens  are  always  joined  with  under- 
standing. Alas  ! sir,  it  is  impossible  1 can 
ever  have  this  experience.  The  understand- 
ing of  another  man  is  no  immediate  object 
of  sight,  or  of  any  other  faculty  which  God 
hath  given  me ; and  unless  1 can  conclude 
its  existence  from  tokens  that  are  visible,  I 
have  no  evidence  that  there  is  understand- 
ing in  any  man. 

It  seeius,  then,  that  the  man  who  main- 
tains that  there  is  no  force  in  the  argument 
from  final  causes,  must,  if  he  will  be  con- 
sistent, see  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
any  intelligent  being  but  himself. 


• See  Stewart'*  “ tHcmcnta,”  ii.  p 579. — It. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

OPINIONS,  ANCIENT  AND  MODERN,  ADOUT 
FIRST  PRINCIPLES. 

I know  do  writer  who  has  treated  ex- 
pressly of  first  principles  before  Aristotle  ; 
but  it  is  probable  that,  in  the  ancieiit  Py- 
thagorean school,  from  which  both  Plato 
and  Aristotle  borrowed  much,  this  subject 
had  not  been  left  untouched.  [G33] 

Before  the  time  of  Aristotle,  considerable 
progress  had  been  made  in  the  mathema- 
tical sciences,  particularly  in  geometry. 

The  discovery  of  the  forty-seventh  pro- 
position of  the  first  book  of  Euclid,  and  of 
the  five  regular  solids,  is,  by  antiquity, 
ascribed  to  Py thagoras  himself ; and  it  is 
impossible  he  could  have  made  those  dis- 
coveries without  knowing  many  other  pro- 
positions in  mathematics.  Aristotle  men- 
tions the  incommensurability  of  the  diagonal 
of  a square  to  its  side,  and  gives  a hint  of 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  demonstrated. 
We  find  likewise  some  of  the  axioms  of 
geometry  mentioned  by  Aristotle  as  axioms, 
and  as  indemonstrable  principles  of  mathe- 
matical reasoning. 

It  is  probable,  therefore,  that,  before  the 
time  of  Aristotle,  there  were  elementary 
treatises  of  geometry,  which  are  now  lost ; 
and  that  in  them  the  axioms  were  distin- 
guished from  the  propositions  which  require 
j roof. 

To  suppose  that  so  perfect  a system  a.s 
that  of  Euclid's  “ £10100018"  was  produced 
by  one  man,  without  any  preceding  model 
or  materials,  would  be  to  suppose  Euclid 
more  than  a man.  We  ascribe  to  him  as 
much  as  the  weakness  of  human  under- 
standing will  permit,  if  we  suppose  that  the 
inventions  in  geometry,  which  hod  been 
made  in  a tract  of  preceding  ages,  were  by 
him  not  only  carried  much  farther,  but 
digested  into  so  admirable  a system  that 
his  work  obscured  all  that  went  before  it, 
and  made  them  be  forgot  and  lost. 

Perhaps,  in  like  mauner,  the  writings  of 
Aristotle  with  regard  to  first  principles,  and 
with  regard  to  many  other  abstract  subjects, 
may  have  occasioned  the  loss  of  what  had 
been  w ritten  upon  thoso  subjects  by  more 
ancient  philosophers.  [634J 

Whatever  may  be  in  this,  in  his  second 
book  upon  demonstration,  he  has  treated 
very  fully  of  first  principles ; and,  though  he 
has  not  attempted  any  enumeration  of  them, 
he  shew's  very  clearly  that  all  demonstra- 
tion must  be  built  upon  truths  which  are 
evident  of  themselves,  but  cannot  be  de- 
monstrated. His  whole  doctrine  of  syllo- 
gisms is  grounded  upon  a few  axioms,  from 
which  he  endeavours  to  demonstrate  the 
rules  of  syllogism  in  a mathematical  way  ; 


and  in  his  topics  he  points  out  many  of  th« 
first  principles  of  probable  reasoning. 

As  long  as  the  philosophy  of  Aristotle 
prevailed,  it  was  held  as  a fixed  point,  that 
all  proof  must  l>e  drawn  from  principles 
already  known  and  granted. 

We  must  observe,  however,  that,  in  that 
philosophy,  many  things  were  assumed  as 
first  principles,  which  have  no  just  claim 
to  that  character  : such  as,  that  the  eai  th 
is  at  rest ; that  nature  abhors  a vacuum  ; 
that  there  is  no  change  in  the  heavens  above 
the  sphere  of  the  moon ; that  the  heavenly 
bodies  move  in  circles,  that  being  the  must 
perfect  figure ; that  bodies  do  not  gravitate 
in  their  pro{>er  place ; and  many  others. 

The  Peripatetic  philosophy,  therefore, 
instead  of  being  deficient  in  first  principles, 
was  redundant ; instead  of  rejecting  those 
that  are  truly  such,  it  adopted,  as  first 
principles,  many  vulgar  prejudices  and  rash 
judgments : and  this  seems  in  general  to 
have  beeu  the  spirit  of  ancient  philosophy.* 

It  is  true,  there  were  among  the  ancients 
sceptical  philosophers,  w ho  professed  to  have 
no  principles,  and  held  it  to  be  the  greatest 
virtue  in  a philosopher  to  withhold  assent, 
and  keep  his  judgment  in  a perfect  equil  - 
Lrium  between  contradictory  opinions.  But, 
though  this  sect  was  defended  by  some  per- 
sons of  great  erudition  and  acuteness,  it  died 
of  itself,  and  the  dogmatic  philosophy  of 
Aristotle  obtained  a complete  triumph  over 
it. 

What  Mr  Hume  says  of  those  who  are 
sceptical  with  regard  to  moral  distinctions 
seems  to  have  had  its  accomplishment  in 
the  ancient  sect  of  Sceptics.  “ The  only 
way,”  says  he,  “ of  converting  antagonists 
of  this  kind  is  to  leave  them  to  themselves  ; 
for,  finding  that  nobody  keeps  up  the  con- 
troversy with  them,  it  is  probable  they  will 
at  last  of  themselves,  from  mere  weariness, 
come  over  to  the  side  of  common  sense  and 
reason." 

Setting  aside  this  small  sect  of  the  Scep- 
tics, which  was  extinct  many  ages  before  the 
authority  of  Aristotle  declined,  1 know  of 
no  opposition  made  to  first  principles  among 
the  ancients.  The  disposition  was,  as  has 
been  observed,  not  to  oppose,  but  to  mul- 
tiply them  beyond  measure. 

Men  have  always  been  prone,  when  they 
leave  one  extreme,  to  run  luto  the  opposite  ; 
and  this  spirit,  in  the  ancient  philosophy,  to 
multiply  first  principles  beyond  reason,  was 
a strong  presage  that,  when  the  authority 
of  the  Beripatetic  system  was  at  an.  end. 


* The  Peripatetic  philosophy  did  not  u?nn<r  any 
Mich  principles  ms  ordinal  and  self. evident  ; but  pro- 
fessed to  establish  them  all  upon  induction  and  gene- 
ralisation. In  practue  its  induction  of  instance* 
might  be  imperfect,  and  it*  generalization  from  par. 
ticnlars  ra>lt : but  in  theory,  at  least,  ii  wa»coriect. 

— H. 
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the  next  reigning  system  would  diminish 
their  number  beyoml  reason. 

This,  accordingly,  happened  in  that  great 
revolution  of  tho  philosophical  republic 
brought  about  by  Des  Cartes.  That  truly 
great  reformer  in  philosophy,  cautious  to 
avoid  the  snare  in  which  Aristotle  was 
taken,  of  admitting  things  as  first  principles 
too  tastily,  resolved  to  doubt  of  everything, 
and  to  withhold  his  assent,  until  it  was  forced 
by  the  clearest  evidence." 

Thus  Des  Cartes  brought  himself  into 
that  very  state  of  suspense  which  the  an- 
cient Sceptics  recommended  as  the  highest 
perfection  of  a wise  man,  and  the  only  road 
to  tranquillity  of  mind.  But  he  did  not 
remain  long  in  this  state ; his  doubt  did 
not  arise  from  despair  of  finding  the  truth, 
but  from  caution,  that  he  might  not  be  im- 
posed upon,  and  embrace  a cloud  instead  of 
a goddess.  [63(1] 

II is  very  doubting  convinced  him  of  his 
own  existence ; for  that  which  does  not  exist 
can  neither  doubt,  nor  believe,  nor  reason. 

Thus  he  emerged  from  universal  scepti- 
cism by  this  short  enthymeme,  Coyito,  eryu 
sum. 

This  enthy meme  consists  of  an  antece- 
dent proposition,  I think,  and  a conclusion 
drawn  from  it,  therefore  1 exist. 

If  it  should  be  asked  how  Des  Cartes 
came  to  be  certain  of  the  antecedent  proposi- 
tion, it  is  evident  that  for  this  he  trusted  to 
the  testimony  of  consciousness.  He  was  con- 
scious that  he  thought,  and  needed  no  other 
argument. 

So  that  the  first  principle  which  he  adopts 
in  this  famous  enth\  memo  is  this,  That  those 
doubts,  and  thoughts,  and  reasonings,  of 
which  he  was  conscious,  did  certainly  exist, 
and  that  his  consciousness  put  their  exist- 
ence beyond  all  doubt. 

It  might  have  been  objected  to  this  first 
principle  of  Des  Cartes,  How  do  you  know 
that  your  consciousne^  cannot  deceive  you  ? 
You  have  supposed  that  all  you  see,  and 
hear,  and  handle,  may  be  an  illusion.  Why, 
therefore,  should  the  power  of  conscious- 
ness have  this  prerogative,  to  be  believed 
implicitly,  when  all  our  other  powers  are 
supposed  fallacious  ’< 

To  this  objection  I know  no  other  answer 
that  can  be  made  but  that  we  find  it  im- 
possible to  doubt  of  things  of  which  we  are 
conscious.  The  constitution  of  our  nature 
forces  this  belief  upon  us  irresistibly. 

This  is  true,  and  is  sufficient  to  justify 
Des  Cartes  in  assuming,  as  a first  principle, 
the  existence  of  thought,  of  which  he  was 
conscious.  [637] 

He  ought,  however,  to  have  gone  farther 
in  this  track,  and  to  have  considered  whe- 
ther there  may  not  be  other  first  principles 


* On  the  Cartesian  doubt.  *oe  Note  R.— H. 

[■636-638] 


which  ought  to  be  adopted  for  the  same 
reason.  But  he  did  not  see  this  to  be  ne- 
cessary, conceiving  that,  upon  this  ons  first 
principle,  he  could  support  the  w hole  fabric 
of  human  knowledge. 

To  proceed  to  the  conclusion  of  Des 
Cartes's  enthymenie.  From  the  existence 
of  his  thought  he  infers  his  own  existence. 
Here  he  assumes  another  first  principle, 
not  a contingent,  but  a necessary  one ; to 
wit,  that,  where  there  is  thought,  there 
must  be  a thinking  being  or  mind. 

Having  thus  established  his  own  exist- 
ence, he  proceeds  to  prove  the  existence  of 
a supreme  and  infinitely  perfect  Being ; 
and,  from  the  perfection  of  the  Deity,  he 
infers  that  his  senses,  his  memory,  and  the 
other  faculties  which  God  had  given  him, 
ore  not  fallacious. 

Whereas  other  men,  from  the  beginning 
of  the  world,  had  taken  for  granted,  as  a . rst 
principle,  the  truth  and  reality  of  what  they 
perceive  by  their  senses,  and  from  thence 
inferred  the  existence  of  a Supreme  Author 
and  Maker  of  the  world,  Des  Cartes  took 
a contrary  course,  conceiving  that  the  tes- 
timony of  our  senses,  and  of  all  our  facul- 
ties, excepting  that  of  consciousness,  ought 
not  to  he  taken  for  granted,  hut  to  be 
proved  by  argument. 

Perhaps  some  may  think  that  Des  Car- 
tes meant  only  to  admit  no  other  first  piin- 
ciple  of  contingent  truths  besides  that  of 
consciousness;  but  that  he  alluwed  the  axi- 
oms of  mathematics,  and  of  other  necessaiy 
truths,  to  be  received  u ithout  proof.  [638  J 

But  1 apprehend  this  was  not  his  inten- 
tion ; for  the  truth  of  mathematical  axioms 
must  depend  upon  the  truth  of  the  faculty 
by  which  we  judge  of  them.  If  the  faculty 
be  fallacious,  we  may  be  deceived  by  tn  si- 
ing  to  it.  Therefore,  as  he  supposes  that 
all  our  faculties,  excepting  consciousness, 
may  be  fallacious,  and  attempts  to  prove 
by  argument  that  they  are  not,  it  follows 
that,  according  to  his  principles,  even  ma- 
thematical axioms  require  proof.  Neither 
did  he  allow  that  there  are  any  necessary 
truths,  but  maintained,  that  the  truths 
which  are  commonly  so  called,  depend  up- 
on the  will  of  God.  And  we  find  his  fol- 
lowers, who  may  be  supposed  to  under- 
stand his  principles,  agree  in  maintaining, 
that  the  knowledge  of  our  own  existence  is 
the  first  aud  fundamental  principle  from 
which  all  knowledge  must  be  deduced  by 
oue  who  proceeds  regularly  in  philosophy. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  a beauty  in  raising  a 
large  fabric  of  knowledge  upon  a few  first 
principles.  The  stately  fabric  of  mathema- 
tical knowledge,  raised  upon  the  foundation 
of  a few  axioms  and  definitions,  charms 
every  beholder.  Des  Cartes,  who  was  well 
acquainted  with  this  beauty  in  the  mathe- 
matical sciences,  seems  to  have  been  am  • 
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bilious  to  give  the  same  beautiful  simplicity 
to  his  system  of  philosophy  ; and  therefore 
sought  only  one  first  principle  as  the  founda- 
tion  of  all  our  knowledge,  at  least  of  con- 
tingent truths. 

And  so  far  has  his  authority  prevailed, 
tliat  those  who  came  after  him  have 
almost  universally  followed  him  in  this 
track.  This,  therefore,  may  be  considered 
as  the  spirit  of  modern  philosophy,  to  allow 
of  no  first  principles  of  contingent  truths 
but  this  one,  that  the  thoughts  and  opera- 
tions of  our  own  minds,  of  which  we  are 
conscious,  are  self-evidently  real  and  true  ; 
but  that  everything  else  that  is  contingent 
is  to  be  proved  by  argument. 

The  existence  of  a material  world,  and 
of  what  we  perceive  by  our  senses,  is  not 
self-evident,  according  to  this  philosophy. 
Des  Cartes  founded  it  upon  this  argument, 
that  God,  who  hath  given  us  our  senses, 
and  all  our  faculties,  is  no  deceiver,  and 
therefore  they  are  not  fallacious.  [039] 

I endeavoured  to  shew  that,  if  it  be  not 
admitted  as  a first  principle,  that  our  facul- 
ties are  not  fallacious,  nothing  else  can  be 
admitted  ; and  that  it  is  impossible  to  prove 
this  by  argument,  unless  God  should  give  us 
new  faculties  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  the  old. 

Father  Malebranche  agreed  with  Des 
Cartes,  that  the  existence  of  a material 
world  requires  proof ; but,  being  dissatisfied 
with  Dos  Cartes’s  argument  from  the  per- 
fection of  the  Deity,  thought  that  the  only 
solid  proof  is  from  divine  revelation. 

Arnauld,  who  was  engaged  in  controversy 
with  Malebranche,  approves  of  his  anta- 
gonist in  offering  an  argument  to  prove  the 
existence  of  the  material  world,  but  objects 
to  the  solidity  of  his  argument,  and  offers 
other  arguments  of  his  own. 

Mr  Norris,  a great  admirer  of  Des  Cartes 
and  of  Malebranche,  seems  to  have  thought 
all  the  arguments  offered  by  them  and  by 
Arnauld  to  be  w*cak,  and  confesses  that  we 
have,  at  best,  only  probable  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  the  material  world. 

Mr  Locke  acknowledges  that  the  evidence 
we  have  of  this  point  is  neither  intuitive 
nor  demonstrative  ; yet  lie  thinks  it  may 
be  called  knowledge,  ami  distinguishes  it 
by  the  name  of  sensitive  knowledge ; and, 
as  the  ground  of  this  sensitive  knowledge, 
he  offers  some  weak  arguments,  which  would 
rather  tempt  one  to  doubt  than  to  believe. 

At  last,  Bishop  Berkeley  and  Arthur 
Collier,  without  any  knowledge  of  each 
other,  as  far  as  appears  by  their  writings, 
undertook  to  prove,  that  there  neither  is 
nor  can  be  a material  world  The  excel- 
lent style  and  elegant  composition  of  the 
former  have  made  his  writings  to  be  known 
and  read,  and  this  system  to  be  attributed 
to  him  only,  as  if  Collier  had  never  ex- 
isted. [CIO] 


Both,  indeed,  owe  so  much  to  Male- 
brunchc,  that,  if  we  take  out  of  his  system 
the  peculiarities  of  our  seeing  all  things  in 
God,  and  our  learning  the  existence  of  an 
external  world  from  divine  revelation,  wluit 
remains  is  just  the  system  of  Bishop  Berke- 
ley. I make  this  observation,  by  the  wav, 
in  justice  to  a foreign  author,  to  whom 
British  authors  seem  not  to  have  allowed 
all  that  is  due.  * 

Mr  Hume  hath  adopted  Bishop  Berke- 
ley’s arguments  against  the  existence  of 
matter,  and  thinks  them  unanswerable. 

We  may  observe,  that  this  great  meta- 
physician, though  in  general  he  declares  in 
favour  of  universal  scepticism,  and  there- 
fore may  seem  to  have  no  first  principles  at 
all,  yet,  with  Des  Cartes,  he  always  acknow  - 
ledges the  reality  of  those  thoughts  and 
operations  of  mind  of  which  we  are  con- 
scious. *f*  So  that  he  yields  the  antecedent 
of  Des  Cartes’s  entbymeme  cogiio , but 
denies  the  conclusion  ergo  sum,  the  mind 
lieing,  according  to  him,  nothing  but  that 
train  of  impressions  and  ideas  of  which  we 
are  conscious. 

Thus,  we  see  that  the  modern  philosophy, 
of  which  Des  Cartes  may  justly  be  ac- 
counted the  founder,  being  built  upon  the 
ruins  of  the  Peripatetic,  lias  a spirit  quite 
opposite,  and  runs  into  a contrary  extreme. 
The  Peripatetic  not  only  adopted  ns  first 
principles  those  which  mankind  have  always 
rested  upon  in  their  most  important  trans- 
actions, but,  along  with  them,  many  vulgar 
prejudices  ; so  that  this  system  was  founded 
upon  a wide  bottom,  but  in  many  parts 
unsound.  The  modern  system  has  nar- 
rowed the  foundation  so  much,  that  every 
superstructure  raised  upon  it  appears  toj>- 
heavy. 

From  the  single  principle  of  the  exist- 
ence of  onr  own  thoughts,  very  little,  if  any 
thing,  can  be  deduced  by  just  reasoning, 
especially  if  we  suppose  that  all  our  other 
faculties  may  be  fallacious. 

Accordingly,  we  find  that  Mr  Hume  was 
not  the  first  that  was  led  into  scepticism  by 
the  want  of  first  principles.  For,  soon  after 
Des  Cartes,  there  arose  a sect  in  France 
called  Egoi»U9  who  maintained  that  we 
have  no  evidence  of  the  existenoe  of  any- 
thing but  ourselves.*  | 64 1 ] 

Whether  these  egoists,  like  Mr  Hume, 


* If  I rocnllcct  aright.  (I  write  this  note  at  adi«- 
tance  from  book*,)  Locke  explicitly  antici|*tf*  the 
Bcrkrleian  idealitm  in  hit  '•  Examination  of  Father 
Malebranche**  Opinion."  ThU  was  alto  done  ny 
Baylc.  In  fact,  Malebranche,  and  many  other*  t»e 
fore  him,  would  inevitably  have  become  Idealist*, 
had  they  not  been  Catholic*.  But  an  Idealist,  a*  I 
hare  already  observed,  no  consistent  Catholic  could 
be.  ^ See  above,  p.  *H5,  note  f»  and  p.  338,  note  *. 

t Sec  above,  p.  44tf,  b,  not  H. 

% See  above  p.  vfG9,  a,  note  t ; and  p.  S03,  b,  note 

H. 
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believed  themselves  to  be  nothing  but  a train 
of  ideas  and  impressions,  or  to  have  a more 
permanent  existence,  I have  not  learned, 
having  never  seen  any  of  their  writings  ; nor 
do  I know  whether  any  of  this  sect  did  write 
in  support  of  their  principles*  One  would 
think  they  who  did  not  believe  that  there 
was  uny  person  to  read,  could  have  little 
inducement  to  write,  unless  they  were 
prompted  by  that  inward  monitor  which 
Persius  makes  to  be  the  source  of  genius 
and  the  teacher  of  arts.  There  can  be  no 
doubt,  however,  of  the  existence  of  such  a 
sect,  as  they  are  mentioned  by  many 
authors,  and  refuted  by  some,  particularly 
by  Buffier,  in  his  treatise  of  first  principles. 

Those  Egoists  and  Mr  Hume  seem  to 
me  to  have  reasoned  more  consequentially 
from  Des  Cartes*  principle  than  he  did  him- 
self ; and,  indeed,  I cannot  help  thinking, 
that  all  who  have  followed  Des  Cartes’ 
method,  of  requiring  proof  by  argument  of 
everything  except  the  existence  of  their 
own  thoughts,  have  escaped  the  abyss  of 
scepticism  by  the  help  of  weak  reasoning 
and  strong  faith  more  than  by  any  other 
means.  And  they  seem  to  me  to  act  more 
consistently,  who,  having  rejected  the  first 
principles  on  which  belief  must  be  grounded, 
have  no  belief,  than  they,  who,  like  the 
others,  rejecting  first  principles,  must  yet 
have  a system  of  belief,  without  any  solid 
foundation  on  which  it  may  stand. 

The  philosophers  I have  hitherto  men- 
tioned, after  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  have 
all  followed  his  method,  in  resting  upon  the 
truth  of  their  own  thoughts  as  a first 
principle,  but  requiring  arguments  for  the 
proof  of  every  other  truth  of  a contingent 
nature;  but  none  of  them,  excepting  Mr 
Locke,  has  expressly  treated  of  first  princi- 
ples, or  given  any  opinion  of  their  utility  or 
inutility.  We  only  collect  their  opinion 
from  their  following  Des  Cartes  in  requir- 
ing proof,  or  pretending  to  offer  proof  of 
the  existence  of  a material  world,  which 
surely  ought  to  be  received  as  a first  princi- 
ple, if  anything  he,  beyond  what  we  are 
conscious  of.  [642] 

I proceed,  therefore,  to  consider  what 
Mr  L«>cke  has  said  on  the  subject  of  first 
principles  or  maxims. 

I have  not  the  least  doubt  of  this  author's 
candour  in  what  he  somewhere  says,  that 
his  essay  was  mostly  spun  out  of  his  own 
thoughts.  Yet,  it  is  certain,  that,  in  many 
of  the  notions  which  we  are  wont  to  ascribe 
to  him,  others  were  before  him,  particularly 
Des  Cartes,  Gassendi,  and  Hobbes.  Nor 
is  it  at  all  to  be  thought  strange,  that  inge- 
nious men,  when  they  are  got  into  the 
same  track,  should  hit  upon  the  same 
things. 

But,  in  the  definition  which  he  gives  of 
knowledge  in  general,  and  in  his  notions 
[64«,  643] 
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concerning  axioms  or  first  principles,  1 
know  none  that  went  before  him,  though 
he  has  been  very  generally  followed  in  both. 

His  definition  of  knowledge,  that  it  con- 
sists solely  in  the  perception  of  the  agree- 
ment or  disagreement  of  our  ideas,  has  been 
already  considered.  But  supposing  it  to  be 
just,  still  it  would  be  true,  that  some  agree- 
ments and  disagreements  of  ideas  must  be 
immediately  perceived ; and  such  agree- 
ments or  disagreements,  when  they  are 
expressed  by  affirmative  or  negative  propo- 
sitions, are  first  principles,  because  their 
truth  is  immediately  discerned  as  soon  as 
they  are  understood. 

This,  I think,  is  granted  by  Mr  Locke, 
book  4,  chap.  2.  “ There  is  a part  of  our 

knowledge,"  says  he,  “ which  we  may  call 
intuitive.  In  this  the  mind  is  at  no  pains 
of  proving  or  examining,  but  perceives  the 
truth  as  the  eye  does  light,  only  by  being 
directed  toward  it.  And  this  kind  of  know- 
ledge is  the  clearest  and  most  certain  that 
human  frailty  is  capable  of.  This  part  of 
knowledge  is  irresistible,  and,  like  bright 
sunshine,  forces  itself  immediately  to  be 
perceived,  as  soon  as  ever  the  mind  turns 
its  view  that  way."  [643] 

He  farther  observes — “ That  this  intui- 
tive knowledge  is  necessary  to  connect  all 
the  steps  of  a demonstration."* 

From  this,  I think,  it  necessarily  follows, 
that,  in  every  branch  of  knowledge,  we 
must  make  use  of  truths  that  are  intuitivel  v 
known,  in  order  to  deduce  from  them  such 
as  require  proof. 

But  I cannot  reconcile  this  with  what  ho 
says,  § 8,  of  the  same  chapter : — ft  The 
necessity  of  this  intuitive  knowledge  in  every 
step  of  scientifical  or  demonstrative  reason- 
ing gave  occasion,  I imagine,  to  that  mis- 
taken axiom,  that  all  reasoning  was  ex  j/rce- 
cognitit  et  praconcessis,  which,  how  far  it  is 
mistaken,  I shall  have  occasion  to  shew 
more  at  large,  when  I come  to  consider 
propositions,  and  particularly  those  proposi- 
tions which  are  called  maxims,  and  to  shew 
that  it  is  by  a mistake  that  they  are  sup* 
posed  to  be  the  foundation  of  all  our  know- 
ledge and  reasonings." 

1 have  carefully  considered  the  chapter 
on  maxims,  which  Mr  Locke  here  refers  to ; 
and,  though  one  would  expect,  from  the 
quotation  last  made,  that  it  should  run  con- 
trary to  what  I have  before  delivered  con- 
cerning first  principles,  I find  only  two  or 
three  sentences  in  it,  and  those  chiefly  inci- 
dental, to  which  I do  not  assent ; and  I am 
always  happy  in  agreeing  with  a philoso- 
pher whom  I so  highly  respect. 

He  endeavours  to  shew  that  axioms  or 
intuitive  truths  are  not  innate. "t* 


* See  Stew.ri’i  " Elements,"  It  p.  *9.— H. 
f He  doe*  more.  He  attempt*  to  *hew  that  they 
are  all  generalisation*  from  experience  j wherea*  ex- 
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To  this  I agree.  I maintain  only,  that 
when  the  understanding  is  ripe,  and  when 
we  distinctly  apprehend  such  truths,  we 
immediately  assent  to  them.  [644] 

He  observes,  that  self-evidence  is  not 
peculiar  to  those  propositions  which  pass 
under  the  name  of  axioms,  and  have  the 
dignity  of  axioms  ascribed  to  them  ' 

I grant  tliat  there  are  innumerable  self- 
evident  propositions,  which  have  neither 
dignity  nor  utility,  and,  therefore,  deserve 
not  the  name  of  axioms,  as  that  name  is 
commonly  understood  to  imply  not  only 
self-evidence,  but  some  degree  of  dignity  or 
utility.  That  a man  is  a man,  and  that  a 
man  is  not  a horse,  are  self-evident  propo- 
sitions ; but  they  are,  as  Mr  Locke  very 
justly  calls  them,  trifling  propositions.  Til- 
lotson  very  wittily  says  of  such  propositions, 
that  they  are  so  surfeited  with  truth,  that 
they  are  good  for  nothing  ; and  as  they  de- 
serve not  the  name  of  axioms,  so  neither 
do  they  deserve  the  name  of  knowledge. 

He  observes,  tliat  such  trifling  self-evi- 
dent propositions  as  we  have  named  are  not 
derived  from  axioms,  and  therefore  that  all 
our  knowledge  is  not  derived  from  axioms. 

I grant  that  they  are  not  derived  from 
axioms,  because  they  are  themselves  self- 
evident.  But  it  is  an  abuse  of  words  to  call 
them  knowledge,  as  it  is,  to  call  them 
axioms ; for  no  man  can  be  said  to  be  the 
wiser  or  more  knowing  for  having  millions  of 
them  in  store. 

He  observes,  that  the  particular  propo- 
sitions contained  under  a general  axiom  are 
no  less  self-evident  than  the  general  axiom, 
and  that  they  are  sooner  known  and  under- 
stood. Thus,  it  is  as  evident  that  my  hand 
is  less  than  my  body,  as  that  a part  is  less 
than  the  whole ; and  I know  the  truth  of 
the  particular  propoaition  sooner  than  that 
of  the  general 

This  is  true.  A man  cannot  perceive  the 
truth  of  a general  axiom,  such  as,  that  a 
part  Is  less  than  the  w hole,  until  he  has  the 
general  notions  of  a part  and  a whole  formed 
in  his  mind  ; and,  before  he  lias  these 
general  notions,  he  may  perceive  that  his 
hand  is  less  than  his  body.  [645] 

A great  part  of  this  chapter  on  maxims 
is  levelled  against  a notion,  which,  it  seems, 
some  have  entertained,  that  all  our  know- 
ledge is  derived  from  these  two  maxims — 
to  wit,  whatever  is,  is  ; and  it  is  impossible 
for  the  same  thing  to  be , ami  not  to  be.  • 

This  I take  to  be  a ridiculous  notion, 
justly  deserving  the  treatment  which  Air 


pericnce  only  affords  the  occasions  on  which  the 
native  (not  innate)  or  u priori  cognitions,  virtually 
possessed  by  the  mind,  actually  manifest  their  exist- 
ence.— H. 

* These  are  called,  the  principle  of  Identity,  and  the 
principle  of  Contradiction , or,  more  properly.  IS  oh- 
contradiction — H. 


Locke  has  given  it,  if  it  at  all  merited  his 
notice.  These  are  identical  propositions ; 
they  are  trifling,  and  surfeited  with  truth. 
No  knowledge  can  he  derived  from  them. 

Having  mentioned  how  far  I agree  with 
Mr  Locke  concerning  maxims  or  first  prin- 
ciples, I shall  next  take  notice  of  two  or 
three  things,  wherein  I cannot  agree  with 
him. 

In  the  seventh  section  of  this  chapter,  he 
says,  That,  concerning  the  real  existence  of 
all  other  beings,  besides  ourselves  and  a 
first  cause,  there  are  no  maxims. 

I have  endeavoured  to  shew  that  there 
are  maxims,  or  first  principles,  with  regard 
to  other  existences.  Mr  Locke  acknowledges 
that  we  have  a knowledge  of  such  existences, 
which,  he  says,  is  neither  intuitive  nor  de- 
monstrative, and  which,  therefore,  he  calls 
sensitive  knowledge.  It  is  demonstrable, 
and  was  long  ago  demonstrated  by  Aristotle, 
that  every  proposition  to  which  we  give  a 
rational  assent,  must  either  have  its  evi- 
dence in  itself,  or  derive  it  from  some  ante- 
cedent proposition.  And  the  same  thing 
may  be  said  of  the  antecedent  proposition. 
As,  therefore,  we  cannot  go  back  to  ante- 
cedent propositions  without  end,  the  evi- 
dence must  at  last  rest  upon  propositions, 
one  or  more,  which  have  their  evidence  in 
themselves — that  is,  upon  first  principles. 

As  to  the  evidence  of  our  own  existence, 
and  of  the  existence  of  a first  cause,  Mr 
Locke  does  not  say  whether  it  rests  upon 
first  principles  or  not.  But  it  is  manifest, 
from  what  he  has  said  upon  both,  that  it 
does.  [646] 

With  regard  to  our  own  existence,  says 
he,  we  perceive  it  so  plainly  and  so  cer- 
tainly that  it  neither  needs  nor  is  capable 
of  any  proof.  This  is  as  much  as  to  say 
tliat  our  own  existence  is  a first  principle  ; 
for  it  is  applying  to  this  truth  the  very 
definition  of  a first  principle. 

He  adds,  that,  if  I doubt,  tliat  very  doubt 
makes  me  perceive  my  own  existence,  aud 
will  not  suffer  me  to  doubt  of  that.  If  I 
feel  pain,  I have  as  certain  perception  of 
my  existence  as  of  the  pain  1 feel. 

Here  we  have  two  first  principles  plainly 
implied — First , That  my  feeling  pain,  or 
being  conscious  of  pain,  is  a certain  evidence 
of  the  real  existence  of  that  pain ; and, 
secontilyy  Tliat  pain  cannot  exist  without  a 
mind  or  being  that  is  pained.  That  these 
are  first  principles,  and  incapable  of  proof, 
Mr  Locke  acknowledges.  And  it  is  certain, 
that,  if  they  are  not  true,  we  can  have  no 
evidence  of  our  own  existence ; for,  if  we 
may  feel  pain  when  no  pain  really  exists,  or 
if  pain  may  exist  without  any  being  that  is 
pained,  then  it  is  certain  that  our  feeling 
pain  can  give  us  no  evidence  of  our  ex- 
istence. 

Thus,  it  appears  that  the  evidence  of  our 
[644-646] 
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own  existence,  according  to  the  view  that 
Mr  Locke  gives  of  it,  is  grounded  upon  two 
of  those  first  principles  which  we  had  occa- 
sion to  mention. 

If  we  consider  the  argument  he  has  given 
for  the  existence  of  a first  intelligent  cause, 
it  is  no  less  evident  that  it  is  grounded  upon 
other  two  of  them.  The  first,  That  what 
begins  to  exist  must  have  a cause  of  its  ex- 
istence ; and  the  second,  That  an  unintelli- 
gent and  unthinking  being  cannot  be  the 
cause  of  beings  that  are  thinking  and  in- 
telligent. Upon  these  two  principles,  he 
argues,  very  convincingly,  for  the  existence 
of  a first  intelligent  cause  of  things.  And, 
if  these  principles  are  not  true,  we  can  have 
no  proof  of  the  existence  of  a first  cause, 
either  from  our  own  existence,  or  from  the 
existence  of  other  things  that  fall  within  our 
view.  [6471 

Another  thing  advanced  by  Mr  Locke 
upon  this  subject  is,  that  no  science  is  or 
hath  been  built  upon  maxims. 

Surely  Mr  Locke  was  not  ignorant  of 
geometry,  which  hath  been  built  upon 
maxims  prefixed  to  the  elements,  as  far  back 
as  we  arc  able  to  trace  it.*  But,  though 
they  had  not  been  prefixed,  which  was  a 
matter  of  utility  rather  than  necessity,  yet 
it  must  be  granted  that  every  demonstra- 
tion in  geometry  is  grounded  either  upon 
propositions  formerly  demonstrated,  or  upon 
self-evident  principles. 

Mr  Locke  farther  says,  that  maxims  are 
not  of  use  to  help  men  forward  in  the  ad- 
vancement of  the  sciences,  or  new  dis- 
coveries of  yet  unknown  truths  ; that  New- 
ton, in  the  discoveries  he  has  made  in  his 
never- enough-to-be-admired  book,  has  not 
been  assisted  by  the  general  maxims — what- 
ever is,  is  ; or,  the  whole  is  greater  than  a 
part ; or  the  like. 

I answer,  the  first  of  these  is,  as  was  be- 
fore observed,  an  identical  trifling  proposi- 
tion, of  no  use  in  mathematics,  or  in  any 
other  science.  The  second  is  often  used  by 
Newton,  and  by  all  mathematicians,  and 
many  demonstrations  rest  upon  it.  In 
general,  Newton,  as  well  as  all  other  mathe- 
maticians, grounds  his  demonstrations  of 
mathematical  propositions  upon  the  axioms 
laid  down  by  Euclid,  or  upon  propositions 
which  have  been  before  demonstrated  by 
help  of  those  axioms.  [648] 

But  it  deserves  to  be  particularly  observed, 
that  Newton,  intending,  in  the  third  book  of 
his  “ Principia,”  to  give  a more  scientific 
form  to  the  physical  part  of  astronomy, 
which  he  had  at  first  composed  in  a popular 
form,  thought  proper  to  follow  the  example 
of  Euclid,  and  to  lay  down  first,  in  what  he 


* Compare  Stewart'#  " Element#,"  U.  pp.  30,  *3, 
IflC  On  thl#  subject,  " satiu#  cat  tilerequam  paruro 
dicere,"—  H. 
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calls  “ Regal ob  Philosophnndi " and  in  his 
“ Phenomena,”  the  first  principles  which  he 
assumes  in  his  reasoning. 

Nothing,  therefore,  could  have  been  more 
unluckily  adduced  by  Mr  Locke  to  support 
his  aversion  to  first  principles,  than  the  ex- 
ample of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  who,  by  laying 
down  the  first  principles  upon  which  he  rea- 
sons in  those  parts  of  natural  philosophy 
which  he  cultivated,  has  given  a stability  to 
that  science  which  it  never  had  before,  and 
which  it  will  retain  to  the  end  of  the  world. 

I am  now  to  give  some  account  of  a philo- 
sopher, w'ho  wrote  expressly  on  the  subject 
of  first  principles,  after  Mr  Locke. 

Here  Buffier,  a French  Jesuit,  first  pub- 
lished his  “ Truitt  des  premiers  Veritez , et 
de  la  Source  de  nos  Jugcment* in  8vo,  if 
I mistake  not,  in  the  year  1724.  It  was 
afterwards  published  in  folio,  as  a part  of 
his  “ Cours  des  Sciences Paris,  1732- 

He  defines  first  principles  to  be  proposi- 
tions so  clear  that  they  can  neither  be 
proved  nor  combated  by  those  that  are  more 
clear. 

The  first  source  of  first  principles  he  men- 
tions, is,  that  intimate  conviction  which 
every  man  has  of  his  own  existence,  and  of 
what  passes  in  his  own  mind.  Some  philo- 
sophers, he  observes,  admitted  these  as  first 
principles,  who  were  unwilling  to  admit  any 
others ; and  he  shews  the  strange  conse- 
quences that  follow  from  this  system. 

A second  source  of  first  principles  he 
makes  to  be  common  sense  ; which,  he  ob- 
serves, philosophers  have  not  been  wont  to 
consider.  He  defines  it  to  be  the  disposi- 
tion which  Nature  has  planted  in  all  men, 
or  the  far  greater  part,  which  leads  them, 
when  they  come  to  the  use  of  reason,  to  form 
a common  and  uniform  judgment  upon 
objects  which  are  not  objects  of  conscious- 
ness, nor  are  founded  on  any  antecedent 
judgment.  [649] 

He  mentions,  not  as  a full  enumeration, 
but  as  a specimen,  the  following  principles 
of  common  sense. 

1.  That  there  are  other  beings  and  other 
men  in  the  universe,  besides  myself. 

2.  Tluit  there  is  in  them  something  that 
is  called  truth,  wisdom,  prudence ; and  that 
these  things  are  not  purely  arbitrary. 

3-  That  there  is  something  in  me  which 
I call  intelligence,  and  something  which  is 
not  that  intelligence,  which  I call  my  body  ; 
and  that  these  things  have  different  pro- 
perties. 

4.  That  all  men  are  not  in  a conspiracy 
to  deceive  me  and  impose  upon  my  cre- 
dulity. 

6.  That  what  has  not  intelligence  cannot 
produce  the  effects  of  intelligence,  nor  can 
pieces  of  matter  thrown  together  by  chance 
form  any  regular  work,  such  as  a clock  or 
watch. 
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He  explains  very  particularly  the  several 
parts  of  his  definition  of  common  sense, 
and  shews  how  the  dictates  of  common 
sense  may  be  distinguished  from  common 
prejudices;  and  then  enters  into  a particular 
consideration  of  the  primary  truths  that 
concern  being  in  general  ; the  truths  that 
concern  thinking  beings;  those  that  concern 
body;  and  those  on  which  the  various 
branches  of  human  knowledge  are  grounded. 

I shall  not  enter  into  a detail  of  his  sen- 
timents on  these  subjects.  I think  there  is 
more  which  I take  to  be  original  in  this 
treatise  than  in  most  books  of  the  meta- 
physical kind  I have  met  with  ; that  many 
of  his  notions  are  solid;  and  that  others, 
which  I cannot  altogether  approve,  are 
ingenious.  [660] 

The  other  writers  I have  mentioned, 
after  Des  Cartes,  may,  I think,  -without 
impropriety,  be  called  Cartesians.  For, 
though  they  differ  from  DesCartes  in  some 
things,  and  contradict  him  in  others,  yet 
they  set-out  from  the  same  principles,  and 
follow  the  same  method,  admitting  no  other 
first  principle  with  regard  to  the  existence 
of  things  but  their  own  existence,  and  the 
existence  of  those  oj>en»tions  of  mind  of 
which  they  are  conscious,  and  requiring 
that  the  existence  of  a material  world,  and 
the  existence  of  other  men  and  tilings, 
should  be  proved  by  argument. 

This  method  of  philosophising  is  common 
to  Des  Cartes,  Malebranche,  Amauld, 
Locke,  Norris, Collier,  Berkeley, and  Hume ; 
and,  as  it  was  introduced  by  Des  Cartes,  I 
call  it  the  Cartesian  system,  and  those  who 
follow  it  Cartesians,  not  intending  any  dis- 
respect by  this  term,  but  to  signify  a parti- 
cular method  of  philosophising  common  to 
them  all,  and  begun  by  Des  Cartes. 

Some  of  these  have  gone  the  utmost 
length  in  scepticism,  leaving  no  existence 
in  nature  but  that  of  ideas  and  impressions. 
Some  have  endeavoured  to  throw  off  the 
belief  of  a material  world  only,  and  to  leave 
us  ideas  and  spirits.  All  of  them  have 
fallen  into  very  gross  paradoxes,  which  can 
never  sit  easy  upon  the  human  understand- 
ing, and  which,  though  adopted  in  the 
closet,  men  find  themselves  under  a ne- 
cessity of  throwing  off  and  disclaiming  when 
they  enter  into  society. 

Indeed,  in  my  judgment,  those  who  have 
reasoned  most  acutely  and  consequentially 
upon  this  system,  are  they  that  have  gone 
deepest  into  scepticism. 

Father  Buffier,  however,  is  no  Cartesian 
in  this  sense-  He  seems  to  have  perceived 
the  defects  of  the  Cartesian  system  while 
it  was  in  the  meridian  of  its  glory,  and  to 
have  been  aware  that  a ridiculous  scepticism 
is  the  natural  issue  of  it,  and  therefore 
nobly  attempted  to  lay  a broader  founda- 
tion for  human  knowledge,  and  has  the 
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honour  of  being  the  first,  as  far  as  I know, 
after  Aristotle,  who  has  given  the  world  a 
just  treatise  upon  first  principles.  [651] 
Some  late  writers,  particularly  Dr  Os- 
wald, Dr  Beattie,  and  Dr  Campbell,  have 
been  led  into  a way  of  thinking  somewhat 
similar  to  that  of  Buffier  ; the  two  former, 
as  I have  reason  to  believe,  without  any  in- 
tercourse with  one  another,  or  any  know- 
ledge of  what  Buffier  had  wrote  on  the  sub- 
ject. Indeed,  a man  who  thinks,  and  who 
is  acquainted  with  the  philosophy  of  Mr 
Hume,  will  very  naturally  he  led  to  appre- 
hend, that,  to  support  the  fabric  of  human 
knowledge,  some  other  principles  are  neces- 
sary than  those  of  Des  Cartes  and  Mr 
Locke.  Buffier  must  be  acknowledged  to 
have  the  merit  of  having  discovered  this, 
before  the  consequences  of  the  Cartesian 
system  were  so  fully  displayed  as  they  have 
been  by  Mr  Hume'  But  I am  apt  to  think 
that  the  man  who  does  not  see  this  now, 
must  have  but  a superficial  knowledge  of 
these  subjects.* 

The  three  writers  above  mentioned  have 
ray  high  esteem  and  affection  as  men ; but 
I intend  to  say  nothing  of  them  as  writers 
upon  this  subject,  that  1 may  not  incur  the 
censure  of  partiality.  Two  of  them  have 
been  joined  so  closely  with  me  in  the  anim- 
adversions of  a celebrated  writer, T that 
we  may  be  thought  too  near  of  kin  to  give 
our  testimony  of  one  another. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

OF  PREJUDICES,  THE  CAUSES  OF  ERROR. 

Our  intellectual  powers  are  wisely  fitted 
by  the  Author  of  our  nature  for  the  disco- 
very of  truth,,  as  far  as  suits  our  present 
state.  Error  is  not  their  natural  issue,  any 
more  than  disease  is  of  the  natural  structure 
of  the  body.  Y et,  as  we  are  liable  to  vari- 
ous diseases  of  body  from  accidental  causes, 
external  and  internal ; so  we  are,  from  like 
causes,  liable  to  wrong  judgments.  [6521 

Medical  writers  have  endeavoured  to  enu- 
merate the  diseases  of  the  body,  and  to  re- 
duce them  to  a system,  under  the  name  of 
nosology  ; and  it  were  to  he  wished  that  we 
had  also  a nosology  of  the  human  under- 
standing. 

When  we  know  a disorder  of  the  body, 
we  are  often  at  a loss  to  find  the  proper 
remedy  ; but  in  most  cases  the  disorders  of 
the  understanding  point  out  their  remedies 
so  plainly,  that  he  who  knows  the  one  must 
know  the  other. 

Many  authors  have  furnished  useful  ma- 
terials for  this  purpose,  and  some  have  en- 
deavoured to  reduce  them  to  a system.  I 


* See  Note  A— H.  « Priestley— H. 
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like  best  the  general  division  given  of  them 
by  Lord  Bacon,  in  his  fifth  book  “ De  Aug- 
mentis  Scienttarum ,**  and  more  fully  treated 
in  his  “ \ovum  Organum.y*  He  divides 
them  into  four  classes — idola  tribusy  idola 
tpecuty  idola  fori,  and  idola  thealri.  The 
names  are  perhaps  fanciful ; but  I think 
the  division  judicious,  like  most  of  the  pro- 
ductions of  that  wonderful  genius.  And  as 
this  division  was  first  made  by  him,  he  may 
be  indulged  the  privilege  of  giving  names 
to  its  several  members. 

I propose  in  this  chapter  to  explain  the 
several  members  of  this  division,  according 
to  the  meaning  of  the  author,  and  to  give 
instances  of  each,  without  confining  myself 
to  those  which  Lord  Bacon  has  given,  and 
without  pretending  to  a complete  enumera- 
tion. 

To  ever}'  bias  of  the  understanding,  by  which 
a man  may  be  misled  in  judging,  or  drawn 
into  error.  Lord  Bacon  gives  the  name  of 
an  idol.  The  understanding,  in  its  natural 
and  best  state,  pays  its  homage  to  truth 
only.  The  causes  of  error  are  considered 
by  him  as  so  many  false  deities,  who  receive 
the  homage  which  is  due  only  to  truth. 
1653] 

A.  The  first  class  are  the  idola  tribus. 
These  are  such  as  beset  the  whole  human 
species  f so  that  every  man  is  in  danger 
from  them.  They  arise  from  principles  of 
the  human  constitution,  which  are  highly 
useful  and  necessary  in  our  present  state  ; 
but,  by  their  excess  or  defect,  or  wrong 
direction,  may  lead  us  into  error. 

As  the  active  principles  of  the  human 
frame  are  wisely  contrived  by  the  Author 
of  our  being  for  the  direction  of  our  ac- 
tions, and  yet,  without  proper  regulation 
and  restraint,  are  apt  to  lead  us  wrong,  so 
it  is  also  with  regard  to  those  parts  of  our 
constitution  that  have  influence  upon  our 
opinions.  Of  this  we  may  take  the  follow- 
ing instances : — 

1.  First, — Men  are  prone  to  be  led  too 
much  by  authority  in  their  opinions. 

In  the  first  part  of  life,  we  have  no  other 
£uide  ; and,  without  a disposition  to  receive 
implicitly  what  we  are  taught,  we  should 
be  incapable  of  instruction,  and  incapable 
of  improvement 

When  judgment  is  ripe,  there  are  nmny 
things  in  which  we  are  incompetent  judges. 
In  such  matters,  it  is  most  reasonable  to 
rely  upon  the  judgment  of  those  whom  we 
believe  to  be  competent  and  disinterested. 
The  highest  court  of  judicature  in  the 
nation  relies  upon  the  authority  of  lawyers 
and  physicians  in  matters  belonging  to 
their  respective  professions. 

Even  in  matters  which  we  have  access 
to  know,  authority  always  will  have,  and 
ought  to  have,  more  or  less  weight,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  evidence  on  which  our  own 
[.653-6551 


judgment  rests,  and  the  opinion  we  have  of 
the  judgment  and  candour  of  those  who 
differ  from  us,  or  agree  with  us  The 
modest  man,  conscious  of  his  own  fal- 
libility in  judging,  is  in  danger  of  giving 
too  much  to  authority ; the  arrogant  of 
giving  too  little.  [654] 

In  all  matters  belonging  to  our  cog- 
nizance, every  man  must  be  determined  by 
his  own  final  judgment,  otherwise  he  does 
not  act  the  part  of  a rational  being. 
Authority  may  add  weight  to  one  scale ; 
but  the  man  holds  the  balance,  and  judges 
what  weight  he  ought  to  allow  to  authority. 

If  a man  should  even  claim  infallibility, 
wc  must  judge  of  his  title  to  that  preroga- 
tive. If  a man  pretend  to  be  an  ambassa- 
dor from  heaven,  we  muBt  judge  of  his 
credentials.  No  claim  can  deprive  us  of 
this  right,  or  excuse  us  for  neglecting  to 
exercise  it. 

As,  therefore,  our  regard  to  authority 
may  be  either  too  great  or  too  small,  the 
bias  of  human  nature  seems  to  lean  to  the 
first  of  these  extremes  ; and  I believe  it  is 
good  for  men  in  general  that  it  should  do  so. 

When  this  bias  concurs  with  an  indiffer- 
ence about  truth,  its  operatiou  will  be  the 
more  powerful. 

The  love  of  truth  is  natural  to  man,  and 
strong  in  every  well-disposed  mind-  But 
it  may  be  overborne  by  party  zeal,  by 
vanity,  by  the  desire  of  victory,  or  even  by 
laziness.  When  it  is  superior  to  these,  it 
is  a manly  virtue,  and  requires  the  exer- 
cise of  industry,  fortitude,  self-denial,  can- 
dour, and  openness  to  conviction. 

As  there  are  persons  in  the  world  of  so 
mean  and  abject  a spirit  that  they  rather 
choose  to  owe  tbeir  subsistence  to  the 
charity  of  others,  than  by  industry  to  ac- 
quire some  property  of  their  own  ; so  there 
are  many  more  who  may  be  called  mere 
beggars  with  regard  to  their  opinions. 
Through  laziness  and  indifference  about 
truth,  they  leave  to  others  the  drudgery  of 
digging  for  this  commodity  ; they  can  have 
enough  at  second  hand  to  serve  their  occa- 
sions. Their  concern  is  not  to  know  what 
is  true,  but  what  is  said  and  thought  on 
such  subjects ; and  their  understanding, 
like  their  clothes,  is  cut  according  to  the 
fashion.  [655] 

This  distemper  of  the  understanding  has 
taken  so  deep  root  in  a great  part  of  man- 
kind, that  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  they 
use  their  ow*n  judgment  in  things  that  do 
not  concern  their  temporal  interest.  Nor  is 
it  peculiar  to  the  ignorant ; it  infects  all 
ranks.  We  may  guess  their  opinions  when 
we  know  where  they  were  born,  of  what 
parents,  how  educated,  and  what  company 
they  have  kept.  These  circumstances  de- 
termine their  opinions  in  religion,  in  politic*, 
and  in  philosophy. 
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2.  A second  general  prejudice  arises  from 
a disposition  to  measure  things  less  known 
and  less  familiar , by  those  that  are  heller 
known  and  more  familiar. 

This  is  the  foundation  of  analogical  rea- 
soning, to  which  we  have  a great  proneness 
by  nature,  and  to  it  indeed  we  owe  a great 
part  of  our  knowledge.  It  would  be  absurd 
to  lay  aside  this  kind  of  reasoningaltogether, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  judge  how  far  we  may 
venture  upon  it.  The  bias  of  human  nature 
is  to  judge  from  too  slight  analogies. 

The  objects  of  sense  engross  our  thoughts 
m the  first  part  of  life,  and  are  most  fami- 
liar through  the  whole  of  it.  Hence,  in  all 
ages  men  have  been  prone  to  attribute  the 
human  figure  and  human  passions  and  frail- 
lies  to  superior  intelligences,  and  even  to 
the  Supreme  Being. 

There  is  a disposition  in  men  to  mate- 
rialize everything,  if  I may  be  allowed  the 
expression  ; that  is,  to  apply  the  notions  we 
have  of  material  objects  to  things  of  another 
nature.  Thought  is  considered  as  analogous 
to  motion  in  a body ; and  as  bodies  are  put 
in  motion  by  impulses,  and  by  impressions 
made  upon  them  by  contiguous  objects,  we 
are  apt  to  conclude  that  the  mind  is  made 
to  think  by  impressions  made  upon  it,  and 
that  there  must  be  some  kind  of  contiguity 
between  it  and  the  objects  of  thought. 
Hence  the  theories  of  ideas  and  impressions 
have  so  generally  prevailed.  [ 1 

Because  the  most  perfect  works  of  .human 
artists  are  made  after  a model,  and  of  ma- 
terials that  before  existed,  the  ancient  phi- 
losophers universally  believed  that  the  world 
was  made  of  a pre-existent  uncreated  matter; 
and  many  of  them,  that  there  were  eternal 
and  uncreated  models  of  every  species  of 
things  which  God  made. 

The  mistakes  in  common  life,  which  are 
owing  to  this  prejudice,  are  innumerable, 
and  cannot  escape  the  slightest  observation. 
Men  judge  of  other  men  by  themselves,  or 
by  the  small  circle  of  their  acquaintance. 
The  selfish  man  thinks  all  pretences  to  be- 
nevolence and  public  spirit  to  be  mere 
* hypocrisy  or  self-deceit.  The  generous  and 
open-hearted  believe  fair  pretences  too 
easily,  and  are  apt  to  think  men  better  than 
they  really  are.  The  abandoned  and  pro- 
fligate can  hardly  be  persuaded  that  there 
is  any  such  thing  as  real  virtue  in  the  world. 
The  rustic  forms  his  notions  of  the  man- 
ners and  characters  of  men  from  those  of 
his  country  village,  and  is  easily  duped  when 
he  comes  into  a great  city. 

It  is  commonly  taken  for  granted,  that 
this  narrow-  way  of  judging  of  men  is  to  be 
cured  only  by  an  extensive  intercourse  with 
men  of  different  ranks,  professions,  and 
nations  ; and  that  the  man  w hose  acquaint- 
ance has  been  confined  within  a narrow 
circle,  must  have  many  prejudices  and  nar- 


row notions,  which  a more  extensive  inter- 
course would  have,  cured. 

3,  Men  are  often  led  into  error  by  the 
love  of  simplicity,  which  disposes  us  to  re- 
duce things  to  feus  principles , and  to  con- 
ceive a greater  simplicity  in  nature  than 
there  realty  is.*  [ 657 ] 

To  love  simplicity,  and  to  be  pleased  with 
it  wherever  we  find  it,  is  no  imperfection, 
but  the  contrary.  It  is  the  result  of  good 
taste.  We  cannot  but  bo  pleased  to  ob- 
serve, that  all  the  changes  of  motion  pro- 
duced by  the  collision  of  bodies,  hard,  soft, 
or  elastic,  are  reducible  to  three  simple 
laws  of  motion,  wbich  the  industry  of  phi- 
losophers has  discovered. 

When  we  consider  what  a prodigious 
variety  of  effects  depend  upon  the  law  of 
gravitation ; how  many  phenomena  in  the 
earth,  sea,  and  air,  which,  in  all  preceding 
ages,  had  tortured  the  wits  of  philosophers, 
and  occasioned  a thousand  vain  theories, 
are  shewn  to  be  the  necessary  consequences 
of  this  one  law  ; how  the  whole  system  of 
sun,  moon,  planets,  primary  and  secondary, 
and  comets,  are  kept  in  order  by  it,  and 
their  seeming  irregularities  accounted  for 
and  reduced  to  accurate  measure — the  sim- 
plicity of  the  cause,  and  the  beauty  and 
variety  of  the  effects,  must  give  pleasure  to 
every  contemplative  mind.  By  this  noble 
discovery,  we  are  taken,  as  it  were,  behind 
the  scene  in  this  great  drama  of  nature, 
and  made  to  behold  some  part  of  the  art  of 
the  divine  Author  of  this  system,  which, 
before  this  discovery,  eye  had  not  seen,  nor 
ear  heard,  nor  had  it  entered  into  the  heart 
of  man  to  conceive. 

There  is,  without  doubt,  in  every  work 
of  nature,  all  the  beautiful  simplicity  that  is 
consistent  with  the  end  for  which  it  was 
made.  But,  if  we  hope  to  discover  how 
nature  brings  about  its  ends,  merely  from 
this  principle,  that  it  operates  in  the  simplest 
and  best  way,  we  deceive  ourselves,  and 
forget  that  the  wisdom  of  nature  is  more 
above  the  wisdom  of  man,  than  man's  wis- 
dom is  above  that  of  a child. 

If  a child  should  sit  down  to  contrive  how 
a city  is  to  be  fortified,  or  an  army  arranged 
in  the  day  of  battle,  he  would,  no  doubt, 
conjecture  what,  to  his  understanding,  ap- 
peared the  simplest  and  best  way.  But 
could  he  ever  hit  upon  the  true  way  ? No 
surely.  When  he  learns  from  fact  how 
these  effects  are  produced,  he  will  then  see 
how  foolish  his  childish  conjectures  were. 
[658] 

We  may  learn  something  of  the  way  in 
which  nature  operates  from  fact  and  ob- 
servation ; but,  if  we  conclude  that  it  ope- 
rates in  such  a manner,  only  because  to  our 


* fire  ••  Inquiry,**  ch.  vii.  I 3,  above,  p 808,  sqq 
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understanding  that  appears  to  be  the  best 
and  simplest  manner,  we  shall  always  go 
wrong. 

It  was  believed,  for  many  ages,  that  all 
the  variety  of  concrete  bodies  we  find  on 
this  globe  is  reducible  to  four  elements,  of 
which  they  are  compounded,  and  into  which 
they  may  be  resolved.  It  was  the  simpli- 
city  of  this  theory,  and  not  any  evidence 
from  fact,  that  made  it  to  be  so  generally 
received  ; for  the  more  it  is  examined,  we 
fiud  the  less  ground  to  believe  it. 

The  Pythagoreans  and  Platonists  were 
carried  farther  by  the  same  love  of  sim- 
plicity. Pythagoras,  by  his  skill  in  mathe- 
matics, discovered,  that  there  can  be  no 
more  than  five  regular  solid  figures,  ter- 
minated by  plain  surfaces,  which  are  all 
similar  and  equal ; to  wit,  the  tetrahedron, 
the  cube,  the  octahedron,  the  dodecahedron, 
and  the  eicosihedron.  As  nature  works  in 
the  most  simple  and  regular  way,  he  thought 
that  all  the  elementary  bodies  must  have 
one  or  other  of  those  regular  figures  ; and 
that  the  discovery  of  the  properties  and 
relations  of  the  regular  solids  would  be  a 
key  to  open  the  mysteries  of  nature. 

This  notion  of  the  Pythagoreans  and 
Platonists  has  undoubtedly  great  beauty 
and  simplicity.  Accordingly  it  prevailed, 
at  least,  to  the  time  of  Euclid.  He  was 
a- Platonic  philosopher,  and  is  said  to  have 
wrote  all  the  books  of  his  “ Elements”  in 
order  to  discover  the  properties  and  rela- 
tions of  the  five  regular  solids.  This  ancient 
tradition  of  the  intention  of  Euclid  iu  writing 
his  u Elements,”  is  countenanced  by  the 
work  itself.  For  the  last  books  of  the 
“ Elements”  treat  of  the  regular  solids,  aud 
all  the  preceding  are  subservient  to  the 
last.  [659] 

So  that  this  most  ancient  mathematical 
work,  which,  for  its  admirable  composition, 
has  served  os  a model  to  all  succeeding 
writers  in  mathematics,  seems,  like  the  two 
first  books  of  Newton’s  “Principia,”  to 
have  been  intended  by  its  author  to  exhibit 
the  mathematical  principles  of  natural  phi- 
sophy. 

It  was  long  believed,  that  all  the  qualities 
of  bodies,*  and  ail  their  medical  virtues, 
were  reducible  to  four — moisture  and  dry- 
ness, heat  and  cold;  and  that  there  are 
only  four  temperaments  of  the  human  body — 
the  sanguine,  the  melancholy,  the  bilious, 
and  the  phlegmatic.  The  chemical  system, 
of  reducing  all  bodies  to  salt,  sulphur,  and 
mercury,  was  of  the  same  kind.  For  how 
many  ages  did  men  believe,  that  the  division 
of  all  the  objects  of  thought  iuto  ten  cate- 
gories, and  of  all  that  can  be  affirmed  or 
Jenied  of  anything,  into  five  universals  or 
predicables,  were  perfect  enumerations  ? 
^*~&nly  the  quuliUMa  prima  of  the  Peripatetic*.— 

[639,  660] 


The  evidence  from  reason  that  could  bo 
produced  for  those  systems  was  next  to  no- 
thing, and  bore  no  proportion  to  the  ground 
they  gaiued  in  the  belief  of  men  ; but  they 
were  simple  and  regular,  and  reduced  things 
to  a few  principles ; aud  this  supplied  their 
want  of  evidence. 

Of  all  the  systems  we  know,  that  of  Des 
Cartes  was  most  remarkable  for  its  sim- 
plicity.* Upon  one  proposition,  I think, 
lie  builds  the  whole  fabric  of  human  know- 
ledge. And  from  mere  matter,  with  a 
certain  quantity  of  motion  given  it  at  first, 
he  accounts  for  all  the  phienomena  of  the 
material  world. 

The  physical  part  of  this  system  was 
mere  hypothesis.  It  bad  nothing  to  re- 
commend it  but  its  simplicity  ; yet  it  had 
force  enough  to  overturn  the  system  of 
Aristotle,  after  that  system  had  prevailed 
for  more  than  a thousand  years. 

The  principle  of  gravitation,  and  other 
attracting  and  repelling  forces,  after  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  had  given  the  strongest  evi- 
dence of  their  real  existence  in  nature,  were 
rejected  by  the  greatest  part  of  Europe  for 
half  a century,  because  they  could  not  be 
accounted  for  by  matter  and  motion.  So 
much  were  men  enamoured  with  the  sim- 
plicity of  the  Cartesian  system.  [660] 

Nay,  I apprehend,  it  was  this  love  of 
simplicity,  more  than  real  evidence,  that  led 
Newton  himself  to  say,  in  the  preface  to  his 
“ Principia,”  speaking  of  the  pheenomena 
of  the  material  world — **  Nam  rnulta  me 
movent  ut  nonnihil  suspicer,  ea  omnia  ex 
viribus  quibusdam  pendere  posse,  quibus 
corporum  particular,  per  causas  nondum 
cognitaa,  vel  in  se  mutuo  impelluntur,  et 
secundum  figures  regulares  collar  rent,  vel 
ab  invicem  fugantur  et  reccdunt.’*  For 
certainly  wc  have  no  evidence  from  fact, 
that  all  the  phenomena  of  the  material 
world  are  produced  by  attracting  or  repell- 
ing forces. 

With  his  usual  modesty,  he  proposes  it 
only  as  a slight  suspicion  ; and  the  ground 
of  this  suspicion  could  only  be,  that  he  saw 
that  many  of  the  phenomena  of  nature  de- 
pended upon  causes  of  this  kind  ; and  there- 
fore was  disposed,  from  the  simplicity  of 
nature,  to  think  that  all  do. 

When  a real  cause  is  discovered,  the 
same  love  of  simplicity  leads  men  to  attri- 
bute effects  to  it  which  are  beyond  its  pro- 
vince. 

A medicine  that  is  found  to  be  of  great 
use  in  one  distemper,  commonly  has  its 
virtues  multiplied,  till  it  becomes  a panacea. 
Those  who  have  lived  long,  can  recollect 
many  instances  of  this.  In  other  branches 
of  knowledge,  the  same  thing  ofteu  happens. 
When  the  attention  of  men  is  turned  to  any 
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particular  cause,  by  discorering  it  to  have 
remarkable  effects,  they  are  in  great  danger 
of  extending  its  influence,  upon  slight  evi- 
dence, to  things  with  which  it  has  no  con- 
nection. Such  prejudices  arise  from  the 
natural  desire  of  simplifying  natural  causes, 
and  of  accounting  for  many  phenomena 
from  the  satne  principle.  [061] 

4.  One  of  the  most  copious  sources  of 
error  in  philosophy  is  the  misapplication  of 
our  nob'esi  intellectual  power  to  purposes  for 
which  it  is  incompetent. 

Of  all  the  intellectual  powers  of  man, 
tliat  of  invention  bears  the  highest  price. 
It  resembles  most  the  power  of  creation, 
and  is  honoured  with  that  name. 

We  admire  the  man  who  shews  a supe- 
riority in  the  talent  of  finding  the  means  of 
accomplishing  an  end  ; who  can,  by  a happy 
combination,  produce  an  effect,  or  make  a 
discovery  beyond  the  reach  of  other  men  ; 
who  can  draw  important  conclusions  from 
circumstances  that  commonly  pass  unob- 
served ; who  judges  with  the  greatest  saga- 
city of  the  designs  of  other  men,  and  the 
consequences  of  his  own  actions.  To  this 
superiority  of  understanding  we  give  the 
name  of  genius,  and  look  up  with  admira- 
tion to  everything  that  bears  the  marks  of  it 

Yet  this  power,  so  highly  valuable  in  it- 
self, and  so  useful  in  the  conduct  of  life, 
may  be  misapplied  ; and  men  of  genius,  in 
all  ages,  have  been  prune  to  apply  it  to  pur- 
poses for  which  it  is  altogether  incompe- 
tent 

The  works  of  men  and  the  works  of 
Nature  are  not  of  the  same  order.  The 
force  of  genius  may  enable  a man  perfectly 
to  comprehend  the  former,  and  see  them  to 
the  bottom.  What  is  contrived  aud  exe- 
cuted by  one  man  may  be  perfectly  under- 
stood by  another  man.  With  great  proba- 
bility, he  may  from  a part  conjecture  the 
whole,  or  from  the  effects  may  conjecture 
the  causes ; because  they  are  effects  of  a 
wisdom  not  superior  to  his  own.  [G62] 

But  the  works  of  Nature  are  contrived 
and  executed  by  a wisdom  and  power  in- 
finitely superior  to  that  of  man  ; and  when 
men  attempt,  by  the  force  of  genius,  to  dis- 
cover the  causes  of  the  phenomena  of  Na- 
ture, they  have  only  the  chance  of  going 
wrong  more  ingeniously.  Their  conjectures 
may  appear  very  probable  to  beings  no 
wiser  than  themselves;  but  they  have  no 
chance  to  hit  the  truth.  They  are  like  the 
conjectures  of  a child  how  a ship  of  war  is 
built,  and  how  it  is  managed  at  sea. 

Let  the  man  of  genius  try  to  make  an 
animal,  even  the  meanest ; to  make  a plant, 
or  even  a single  leaf  of  a plant,  or  a feather 
of  a bird  ; ho  will  find  that  all  his  wisdom 
and  sagacity  can  bear  no  comparison  with 
the  wisdom  of  Nature,  nor  his  power  with 
the  power  of  Nature, 


The  experience  of  all  ages  shews  how 
prone  ingenious  men  have  been  to  invent 
hypotheses  to  explain  the  phenomena  of 
Nature ; how  fond,  by  a kind  of  anticipa- 
tion, to  discover  her  secrets.  Instead  of  a 
slow  and  gradual  ascent  in  the  scale  of  na- 
tural causes,  by  a just  and  copious  induc- 
tion, they  would  shorten  the  work,  and,  by 
a flight  of  genius,  get  to  the  top  at  once. 
This  gratifies  the  pride  of  human  under- 
standing ; but  it  is  an  attempt  beyond  our 
force,  like  that  of  Phaeton  to  guide  the 
chariot  of  the  sun. 

When  a man  has  laid  out  all  his  inge- 
nuity in  fabricating  a system,  he  views  it 
with  the  eye  of  a parent ; he  strains  phae- 
noinena  to  make  them  tally  with  it,  and 
make  it  look  like  the  work  of  Nature. 

The  slow*  and  patient  method  of  induc- 
tion, the  only  way  to  attain  any  knowledge 
of  Nature’s  work,  was  little  understood 
until  it  was  delineated  by  Lord  Bacon,  and 
has  been  little  followed  since.  It  humbles 
tho  pride  of  man,  and  puts  him  constantly  in 
mind  that  his  most  ingenious  conjectures 
with  regard  to  the  works  of  God  are  pitiful 
and  childish.  [663] 

There  is  no  room  here  for  the  favourite 
talent  of  invention.  In  the  humble  method 
of  information,  from  the  great  volume  of 
Nature  wo  must  receive  all  our  knowledge 
of  Nature.  Whatever  is  beyond  a just  in- 
terpretation of  that  volume  is  the  work  of 
man  ; and  the  work  of  God  ought  not  to  be 
contaminated  by  any  mixture  with  it. 

To  a man  of  genius,  self-denial  is  a diffi- 
cult lesson  in  philosophy  os  well  as  in  reli- 
gion. To  bring  his  fine  imaginations  and 
most  ingenious  conjectures  to  the  fiery  trial 
of  experiment  and  induction,  by  w hich  the 
greater  part,  if  not  the  whole,  will  be 
found  to  be  dross,  is  a humiliating  task. 
This  is  to  condemn  him  to  dig  in  a mine, 
when  he  would  fly  with  the  wings  of  an 
eagle. 

in  all  the  fine  arts,  whose  end  is  to 
please,  genius  is  deservedly  supreme.  In 
the  couduct  of  human  affairs,  it  often  does 
wonders ; but  in  all  inquiries  into  the  con- 
stitution of  Nature,  it  must  act  a subor- 
dinate part,  ill-suited  to  the  superiority  it 
boasts.  It  may  combine,  but  it  must  not 
fabricate.  It  may  collect  evidence,  but 
must  not  supply  the  want  of  it  by  conjec- 
ture. It  may  display  its  powers  by  putting 
Nature  to  the  question  in  well-contrived 
experiments,  but  it  must  add  nothing  to  her 
answers. 

6.  In  avoiding  one  ejrtreme1  men  are  very 
apt  to  rush  into  the  opposite . 

Thus,  in  rude  ages,  men,  unaccustomed 
to  search  for  natural  causes,  ascribe  every 
uncommon  appearance  to  the  immediate 
interpoiition  of  invisible  beings ; but  when 
philosophy  has  discovered  natural  causes  of 
£661-663  J 
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nun}'  evcuts,  which,  in  the  days  of  ignor- 
ance, were  ascribed  to  the  immediate  opera- 
tion of  gods  or  durmons,  they  are  apt  to 
think  that  all  the  phenomena  of  Nature 
may  be  accounted  for  in  the  same  way  and 
that  there  is  no  need  of  an  invisible  Maker 
and  Governor  of  the  world.  [664] 

Rude  men  are,  at  first,  disposed  to  ascribe 
intelligence  and  active  power  to  everything 
they  see  move  or  undergo  any  change. 
“ Savages,”  says  the  Abbe  Raynal,  “ where- 
ever  they  see  motion  which  they  cannot 
account  for,  there  they  suppose  a soul.*’ 
When  they  come  to  be  convinced  of  the 
folly  of  this  extreme,  they  are  apt  to  run 
into  the  opposite,  and  to  think  that  every 
thing  moves  only  as  it  is  moved,  and  acts 
as  it  is  acted  upon. 

Thus,  from  the  extreme  of  superstition, 
the  transition  is  easy  to  that  of  atheism  ; 
and  from  the  extreme  of  ascribing  activity 
to  every  part  of  Nature,  to  that  of  exclud- 
ing it  altogether,  and  making  even  the  deter- 
minations of  intelligent  beings,  the  links  of 
one  fatal  chain,  or  the  wheels  of  one  great 
machine. 

The  abuse  of  occult  qualities  in  the  Peri- 
patetic philosophy  led  Des  Cartes  and  his 
followers  to  reject  all  occult  qualities,  to 
pretend  to  explain  all  the  phenomena  of 
Nature  by  mere  matter  and  motion,  and 
even  to  fix  disgrace  upon  the  name  of  occult 
quality. 

6.  Men's  judgments  are  often  perverted 
oy  their  affections  and  passions.  This  is 
so  commonly  observed,  and  so  universally 
acknowledged,  that  it  needs  no  proof  nor 
illustration. 

B.  The  second  class  of  idols  in  Lord 
Bacon's  division  are  the  idola  x pec  u s. 

These  are  prejudices  which  hare  their 
origin , not  from  the  constitution  of  human 
naturey  but  fom  something  peculiar  to  the 
individual. 

As  in  a cave  objects  vary  in  their  appear- 
ance according  to  the  form  of  the  cave  and 
the  manner  in  which  it  receives  the  light, 
Lord  Bacon  conceives  the  mind  of  every 
man  to  resemble  a cave,  which  has  its  par- 
ticular form,  and  its  particular  manner  of 
being  enlightened  ; and,  from  these  circum- 
stances, often  gives  false  colours  and  a delu- 
sive appearance  to  objects  seen  in  it.*  [665] 

For  this'reason  he  gives  the  name  of  idola 
spccus  to  those  prejudices  which  arise  from 
the  particular  way  in  which  a man  has  been 
trained,  from  his  being  addicted  to  some 
particular  profession,  or  from  something 
particular  in  the  turn  of  his  mind. 

A man  whose  thoughts  have  been  con- 

* If  Bacon  took  hi*  sitnile>of  the  cave. from  Plato, 
he  ha*  perverted  it  irotn  it*  proper  meaning;  for,  in 
the  Platon‘c  signification,  ihe  fiWd  spccus  should 
denote  the  prejudices. of  the  species,  and  not  of  the 
individual— .that  Is,  express  what  Bacon  denominate 
by  idola  trikus.—  1 1 . 
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fined  to  a certain  track  by  his  profession  or 
manner  of  life,  is  very  apt  to  judge  wrong 
when  he  ventures  out  of  that  track.  He  is 
apt  to  draw  everything  within  the  sphere  of 
his  profession,  and  to  judge  by  its  maxims 
of  things  that  have  no  relation  to  it. 

The  mere  mathematician  is  apt  to  apply 
measure  and  calculation  to  things  which  do 
not  admit  of  it.  Direct  and  inverse  ratios 
have  been  applied  by  an  ingenious  author  to 
measure  human  affections,  and  the  moral 
worth  of  actions.  An  eminent  mathemati- 
cian* attempted  to  ascertain  by  calculation 
the  ratio  in  which  the  evidence  of  facts 
must  decrease  in  the  course  of  time,  and 
fixed  the  period  when  the  evidence  of  the 
facts  on  which  Christianity  is  founded  shall 
become  evanescent,  and  when  in  conse- 
quence no  faith  shall  be  found  on  the  earth. 
I have  seen  a philosophical  dissertation, 
published  by  a very  good  mathematician, 
wherein,  in  opposition  to  the  ancient  divi- 
sion of  things  into  ten  categories,  he  main- 
tains that  there  are  no  more,  and  can  be  no 
more  than  two  categories,  to  wit,  data  and 
quasita.-f 

The  ancient  chemists  were  wont  to  ex- 
plain all  the  mysteries  of  Nature,  and  even 
of  religion,  by  salt,  sulphur,  and  mercury. 

Mr  Locke,  I think,  mentions  an  eminent 
musician,  who  believed  that  God  created 
the  world  in  six  days,  and  rested  the  se- 
venth, because  there  are  but  seven  notes  in 
music.  I knew  one  of  that  profession,  who 
thought  that  there  could  be  only  three  parts 
in  harmony — to  wit,  bass,  tenor,  and  treble 
— because  there  are  but  three  persons  in  the 
Trinity.  [666] 

The  learned  and  ingenious  Dr  Henry 
More  having  very  elaborately  and  methodi- 
cally compiled  his  “ Enchiridium  Metuphy- 
rtcirm,”  and  “ Enchiridium  Ethicum ,** 
found  all  the  divisions  and  subdivisions  of 
both  to  be  allegorically  taught  in  the  first 
chapter  of  Genesis.  Thus  even  very  inge- 
nious men  are  apt  to  make  a ridiculous 
figure,  by  drawing  into  the  track  in  which 
their  thoughts  have  long  run,  things  alto- 
gether foreign  to  it.£ 

Different  persons,  either  from  temper  or 
from  education,  have  different  tendencies  of 
understanding,  which,  by  their  excess,  are 
unfavourable  to  sound  judgment. 

Some  have  an  undue  admiration  of  anti- 
quity, and  contempt  of  whatever  is  modern ; 
others  go  as  far  into  the  contrary  extreme. 
It  may  be  judged,  thxt  the  former  are  per- 

• Craig.— H. 

f Reid  refers  to  bis  uncle,  J attics  Gregory.  Profit, 
•or of  Mathematic*  in  St  Andrew's  and  Edinburgh 
See  above,  p.  68,  b.  .— H. 

X " Musicians  think  our  souls  are  harmonies  ; 

Physicians  hold  that  they  complexions  be 
Epicures  make  them  swarm*  of  atomics, 
Which  do  by  chance  into  the  body  flee. 

Sir  John  Davies,  in  the  first  and  second  lir.es.  a! 
ludes  to  Arutoxcnu*  and  <>akn.— 11. 
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sons  who  value  themselves  upon  their  ac- 
quaintance with  ancient  authors,  and  the 
latter  such  as  have  little  knowledge  of  this 
kind. 

Some  are  afraid  to  venture  a step  out  of  the 
beaten  track,  and  think  it  safest  to  go  with 
the  multitude  ; others  are  fond  of  singulari- 
ties, and  of  everything  that  has  the  air  of 
paradox. 

Some  are  desultory  and  changeable  in 
their  opinions ; others  unduly  tenacious. 
Most  men  have  a predilection  for  the  teuets 
of  their  sect  or  party,  and  still  more  for 
their  own  inventions. 

C.  The  idola  fori  are  the  fall  acies  arising 
from  the  imj>erfecttoiis  and  the  abuse  of  lan - 
gttage,  which  is  an  instrument  of  thought 
as  well  as  of  the  communication  of  our 
thoughts.  [667] 

Whether  it  be  the  effect  of  constitution 
or  of  habit,  I will  not  take  upon  me  to  de- 
termine ; but,  .from  one  or  both  of  these 
causes,  it  happens  that  no  man  can  pursue 
a train  of  thought  or  reasoning  without  the 
use  of  language.  Words  are  the  signs  of 
our  thoughts ; and  the  sign  is  so  associated 
with  the  thing  signified,  that  the  last  can 
hardly  present  itself  to  the  imagination, 
without  drawing  the  other  along  with  it. 

A man  who  would  compose  in  any  lan- 
guage must  think  in  that  language.  If  he 
thinks  in  one  language  what  he  would  ex- 
press in  another,  be  thereby  doubles  his 
labour ; and,  after  all,  his  expressions  will 
have  more  the  air  of  a translation  than  of 
an  original. 

(This  shews  that  our  thoughts  take  their 
colour  in  some  degree  from  the  language 
I we  use ; and  that,  although  language  ought 
always  to  be  subservient  to  thought,  yet 
thought  must  be,  at  some  times  and  in  some 
degree,  subservient  to  Language. 

As  a servant  that  is  extremely  nBeful  and 
necessary  to  his  master,  by  degrees  acquires 
an  authority  over  him,  so  that  the  master 
must  often  yield  to  the  servant,  such  is  the 
case  with  regard  to  language.  Its  inten- 
tion is  to  be  a servant  to  the  understanding ; 
but  it  is  so  useful  and  so  necessary  that  we 
cannot  avoid  being  sometimes  led  by  it  when 
it  ought  to  follow.  We  cannot  shake  off 
this  impediment — we  must  drag  it  along 
with  us ; and,  therefore,  must  direct  our 
course,  and  regulate  our  pace,  as  it  permits. 

Language  must  have  many  imperfections 
when  applied  to  philosophy,  because  it  was 
not  made  for  that  use.  In  the  early  periods 
of  society,  rude  and  ignorant  men  use  cer- 
tain forms  of  speech,  to  express  their  wants, 
their  desires,  and  their  transactions  with 
one  another.  Their  language  can  reach  no 
farther  than  their  speculations  and  notions; 
nnd,  if  their  notions  be  vague  and  ill-defined, 
the  words  by  which  they  express  them  must 
be  so  likewise. 


It  was  a grand  and  noble  project  of 
Bishop  Wilkins*  to  invent  a philosophical 
language,  which  should  be  free  from  the 
imperfections  of  vulgar  languages.  Whether 
this  attempt  will  ever  succeed,  so  far  as  to 
be  generally  useful,  I shall  not  pretend  to 
determine-  The  great  pains  taken  by  that 
excellent  man  in  this  design  have  hitherto 
produced  no  effect.  Very  few  have  ever 
entered  minutely  into  his  views ; far  less 
have  his  philosophical  language  and  his  real 
character  been  brought  into  use.  [666] 

He  founds  his  philosoph:cal  language  and 
real  character  upon  a systematical  division 
and  subdivision  of  all  the  things  which  may 
be  expressed  by  language ; and,  instead  of 
the  ancient  division  into  ten  categories,  has 
made  forty  categories,  or  summa  genera. 
But  whether  this  division,  though  made  by 
a very  comprehensive  mind,  will  always  suit 
the  various  systems  that  may  be  introduced, 
and  all  the  real  improvements  that  may  be 
made  in  human  knowledge,  may  be  doubted. 
The  difficulty  is  still  greater  in  the  sub- 
divisions ; so  that  it  is  to  be  feared  that 
this  noble  attempt  of  a great  genius  will 
prove  abortive,  until  philosophers  have  the 
same  opinions  and  the  same  systems  in  the 
various  branches  of  human  knowledge. 

There  is  more  reason  to  hope  that  the 
languages  used  by  philosophers  may  be 
gradually  improved  in  copiousness  and  in 
distinctness ; and  that  improvements  in 
knowledge  and  in  language  may  go  hand  in 
hand  and  facilitate  each  other.  But  I fear 
the  imperfections  of  language  can  never  be 
perfectly  remedied  while  our  knowledge  *is 
imperfect 

However  this  may  be,  it  is  evident  that 
the  imperfections  of  language,  and  much 
more  the  abuse  of  it,  are  the  occasion  of 
many  errors;  and  that  in  many  disputes 
which  have  engaged  learned  meu,  the  differ- 
ence has  been  partly,  and  in  some  wholly, 
about  the  meaning  of  words. 

Mr  Locke  found  it  necessary  to  employ  a 
fourth  part  of  his  “ Essay  on  Human  Un- 
derstanding** about  words,  their  various 
kinds,  their  imperfection  and  abuse,  and 
the  remedies  of  both  ; nnd  has  made  many 
observations  upon  tlu.se  subjects  well  worthy 
of  attentive  perusal.  [669] 

D.  The  fourth  class  of  prejudices  are  the 
idola  theatri , by  which  are  meant  prejudice* 
arising  from  the  systems  or  sects  in  tehich 
we  have  been  trained , or  which  tec  have 
adopted. 

A false  system  once  fixed  in  the  mind,  | 
becomes,  as  it  were,  the  medium  through 
which  we  see  objects : they  receive  a tine-  I 
ture  from  it,  and  appear  of  another  colour 
than  when  seen  by  a pure  light. 

Upon  the  same  subject,  a Platonist,  a 


* Sec  above,  p.  403,  noie.— H. 
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Peripatetic,  and  an  Epicurean,  will  think 
differently,  not  only  in  matters  connected 
with  hie  peculiar  tenets,  but  even  in  things 
remote  from  them. 

A judicious  history  of  the  different  sects 
of  philosophers,  and  the  different  methods  of 
philosophising,  which  have  obtained  among 
mankind,  would  be  of  no  small  use  to  direct 
men  in  the  search  of  truth.  In  suoh  a 
history,  what  would  be  of  the  greatest  mo- 
ment is  not  so  much  a minute  detail  of  the 
dogmata  of  each  sect,  as  a just  delineation 
of  the  spirit  of  the  sect,  and  of  that  point 
of  view  in  which  things  appeared  to  its 
founder.  This  was  perfectly  understood, 
and,  as  far  as  concerns  the  theories  of  mo- 
rals, is  executed  with  great  judgment  and 
candour  by  Dr  Smith  in  his  theory  of  moral 
sentiments. 

As  there  arecertaiD  temperaments  of  the 
body  that  dispose  a man  more  to  one  class 
of  diseases  than  to  another,  and,  on  the 


other  hand,  diseases  of  that  kind,  when  they 
happen  by  accident,  are  apt  to  induce  the 
temperament  that  is  suited  to  them — there 
is  something  analogous  to  this  in  the  dis- 
eases of  the  understanding.  [670] 

A certain  complexion  of  understanding 
may  dispose  a man  to  one  system  of  opinions 
more  than  to  another ; and,  on  the  other 
hand,  a system  of  opinions,  fixed  in  the  mind 
by  education  or  otherwise,  gives  that  com- 
plexion to  the  understanding  which  is  suited 
to  them. 

It  were  to  be  wished,  that  the  different 
systems  that  have  prevailed  could  be  classed 
according  to  their  spirit,  as  well  ns  named 
from  their  founders.  Lord  Bacon  has  dis- 
tinguished false  philosophy  into  the  sophis- 
tical, the  empirical,  and  the  superstitious, 
and  has  made  judicious  observations  upon 
each  of  these  kinds.  But  I apprehend  thissub- 
ject  deserves  to  be  treated  more  fully  by  such 
a hand,  if  such  a hand  can  be  found.  [671  ] 


ESSAY  VII. 

OF  REASONING. 


CHAPTER  I. 

or  REASONING  IN  GENERAL,  ANO  OT 
DEMONSTRATION. 

The  power  of  reasoning  is  very  nearly 
allied  to  that  of  judging ; and  it  is  of  little 
consequence  in  the  common  affairs  of  life 
to  distinguish  them  nicely.  On  this  account, 
the  same  name  is  often  given  to  both.  We 
include  both  under  the  name  of  reason.* 
The  assent  we  give  to  a proposition  is  called 
judgment,  whether  the  proposition  be  self- 
evident,  or  derive  its  evidence  by  reasoning 
from  other  propositions. 

Yet  there  is  a distinction  between  rea- 
soning and  judging.  Reasoning  is  the  pro- 
cess by  which  we  pass  from  one  judgment 
to  another,  which  is  the  consequence  of  it. 
Accordingly  our  judgments  are  distinguished 
into  intuitive,  which  are  not  grounded  upon 
any  preceding  judgment,  and  discursive, 
which  are  deduced  from  some  preceding 
judgment  by  reasoning. 

In  all  reasoning,  therefore,  there  must  be 
a proposition  inferred,  and  one  or  more  from 
which  it  is  inferred.  And  this  power  of 
inferring,  or  drawing  a conclusion,  is  only 
another  name  for  reasoning ; the  proposi- 
tion inferred  being  called  the  conclusion, 
• See  Stewart’*  “ Element*,"  ii.  p.  I?.— H. 
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and  the  proposition  or  propositions  from 
which  it  is  inferred,  the  premises.  [672] 

Reasoning  may  consist  of  many  steps : 
the  first  conclusion  being  a premise  to  a 
second,  that  to  a third,  and  so  on,  till  we 
come  to  the  last  conclusion.  A process 
consisting  of  many  steps  of  this  kind,  is  so 
easily  distinguished  from  judgment,  that  it 
is  never  called  by  that  name.  But  when 
there  is  only  a single  step  to  the  conclusion, 
the  distinction  is  less  obvious,  and  the  pro- 
cess is  sometimes  called  judgment,  some- 
times reasoning. 

It  is  not  st. range  that,  in  common  dis- 
course, judgment  and  reasoning  should  not 
be  very  nicely  distinguished,  since  they  are 
in  some  cases  confounded  even  by  logicians. 
We  are  taught  in  logic,  that  judgment  is 
expressed  by  one  proposition,  but  that  rea- 
soning requires  two  or  three.  But  so 
various  are  the  modes  of  speech,  that  what 
in  one  mode  is  expressed  by  two  or  three 
propositions,  may,  in  another  mode,  be  ex- 
pressed by  one.  Thus  I may  say,  God  ia 
pood  ; therefore  good  men  shall  be  happy . 
This  is  reasoning,  of  that  kind  which  logi- 
cians call  an  enthymeme,  consisting  of  an 
antecedent  proposition,  and  a conclusion 
drawn  from  it.  But  this  reasoning  may 


* The  enthymeme  U a mere  abbreviation  of  expre*. 
•ton;  in  the  mental  procw*  there  i*  no  elllpn*.  By 
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be  expressed  by  one  proposition,  thus : — 
Because  Gn>l  is  good,  good  men  shall  be 
happy.  This  is  what  they  call  a causal 
proposition,  and  therefore  expresses  judg- 
ment ; yet  the  enthymeme,  which  is  reason- 
ing, expresses  no  more. 

Reasoning,  as  well  as  judgment,  must  be 
true  or  false  : both  are  grounded  upon  evi- 
dence which  may  be  probable  or  demonstra- 
tive, and  lH>th  are  accompanied  with  assent 
or  belief.  [673] 

The  power  of  reasoning  is  justly  accounted 
one  of  the  prerogat  ives  of  human  nature  ; 
because  by  it  many  important  truths  have 
been  and  may  be  discovered,  which  with- 
out it  would  be  beyond  our  reach ; yet  it 
seems  to  be  only  a kind  of  crutch  to  a 
limited  understanding.  We  can  conceive 
an  understanding,  superior  to  human,  to 
which  that  truth  appears  intuitively,  which 
we  can  only  discover  by  reasoning.  For 
this  cause,  though  wo  must  ascribe  judg- 
ment to  the  Almighty,  we  do  not  ascribe 
reasoning  to  him,  because  it  implies  some 
defect  or  limitation  of  understanding.  Even 
among  men,  to  use  reasoning  in  things  that 
are  self-evident,  is  trifling  ; like  a man 
going  upon  crutches  when  he  can  walk 
upon  his  legs. 

What  reasoning  is,  can  be  understood 
only  by  a man  who  has  reasoned,  and  who 
is  capable  of  reflecting  upon  this  operation 
of  his  own  mind.  We  can  define  it  only  by 
synonymous  words  or  phrases,  such  as  in- 
ferring, drawing  a conclusion,  and  the  like. 
The  very  notion  of  reasoning,  therefore,  can 
enter  into  the  mind  by  no  other  channel 
than  that  of  reflecting  upon  the  operation 
of  reasoning  in  our  own  minds ; and  the 
notions  of  premises  and  conclusion,  of  a 
syllogism  and  all  its  constituent  parts,  of 
an  enthymeme,  sorites,  demonstration,  pa- 
ralogism, and  many  others,  have  the  same 
origin. 

It  is  nature,  undoubtedly,  that  gives  us 
the  capacity  of  reasoning.  When  this  is 
wanting,  no  art  nor  education  can  supply  it. 
But  this  capacity  may  be  dormant  through 
life,  like  the  seed  of  a plant,  which,  for  want 
of  heat  and  moisture,  never  vegetates-  This 
is  probably  the  case  of  some  savages. 

Although  the  capacity  be  purely  the  gift 
of  nature,  and  probably  given  in  very  dif- 
ferent degrees  to  different  persons ; yet  the 
power  of  reasoning  seems  to  be  got  by  habit, 
as  much  as  the  power  of  walking  or  running. 
Its  first  exertions  we  are  not  able  to  recol- 
lect in  ourselves,  or  clearly  to  discern  in 
others.  They  are  very  feeble,  and  need  to 
be  led  by  example,  and  supported  by  autho- 
rity. By  degrees  it  acquires  strength, 
chiefly  by  means  of  imitation  and  exer- 
cise. [674] 

ntfhymrmt.  A riatotlr  alao  ireant  aotnething  rtry  dif- 
Icrrn!  from  what  la  vulgarly  tupf****!.  H. 


The  exercise  of  reasoning  on  various  sul* 
jecta  not  only  strengthens  the  faculty,  but 
furnishes  the  miud  with  a store  of  materials. 
Every  train  of  reasoning,  which  is  familiar, 
becomes  a beaten  track  in  the  way  to  many 
others.  It  removes  many  obstacles  which 
lay  in  our  way,  and  smooths  many  roads 
which  we  may  have  occasion  to  travel  in 
future  disquisitions. 

When  men  of  equal  natural  parts  apply 
their  reasoning  power  to  any  subject,  the 
man  who  has  reasoned  much  on  the  same 
or  on  similar  subjects,  has  a like  advantage 
over  him  who  has  not,  as  the  mechanic 
who  has  store  of  tools  for  his  work,  has  of 
him  who  has  his  tools  to  make,  or  even  to 
invent. 

In  a train  of  reasoning,  the  evidence  of 
every  step,  where  nothing  is  left  to  be  sup- 
plied by  the  reader  or  hearer,  must  be  im- 
mediately discernible  to  every  man  of  ripe 
understanding  who  has  a distinct  compre- 
hension of  the  premises  and  conclusion,  and 
who  compares  them  together.  To  be  able 
to  comprehend,  in  one  view,  a combination 
of  steps  of  this  kind,  is  more  difficult,  and 
seems  to  require  a superior  natural  ability. 
In  all,  it  may  be  much  improved  by  habit. 

But  the  highest  talent  in  reasoning  is  the 
invention  of  proofs ; by  which,  truths  re- 
mote from  the  premises  are  brought  to  light. 
In  all  works  of  understanding,  invention 
has  the  highest  praise  : it  requires  an  ex- 
tensive view  of  what  relates  to  the  subject, 
and  a quickness  in  discerning  those  affinities 
and  relations  which  may  be  subservient  tc 
the  purpose. 

In  all  invention  there  must  be  some  end 
in  view : and  sagneity  in  finding  out  the 
road  that  leads  to  this  end,  is,  I think,  what 
we  call  im'ention.  In  this  chiefly,  as  I ap- 
prehend, and  in  clear  and  distinct  concep- 
tions, consists  that  superiority  of  under- 
standing which  we  call  genius.  [675] 

In  every  chain  of  reasoning,  the  evidence 
of  the  last  conclusion  Can  be  no  greater  than 
that  of  the  weakest  link  of  the  chain,  what- 
ever may  be  the  strength  of  the  rest. 

The  moat  remarkable  distinction  of  rea- 
sonings is,  that  some  are  probable,  others 
demonstrative. 

In  every  step  of  demonstrative  reason- 
ing, the  inference  is  necessary,  and  we  per- 
ceive it  to  be  impossible  that  the  conclusion 
should  not  follow  from  the  premises.  In 
probable  reasoning,  the  connection  between 
the  premises  and  the  conclusion  is  not  neces- 
sary, nor  do  we  perceive  it  to  be  impossible 
that  the  first  should  be  true  while  the  last 
is  false. 

Hence,  demonstrative  reasoning  has  no 
degrees,  nor  can  one  demonstration  be 
stronger  than  another,  though,  in  relation 
to  our  faculties,  one  may  be  more  casilv 
( comprehended  than  another.  Every  do. 

[673-675] 
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monstration  gives  equal  strength  to  the  con- 
clusion, and  leaves  no  possibility  of  its  being 
false. 

It  was,  I think,  the  opinion  of  all  the 
ancients,  that  demonstrative  reasoning  can 
be  applied  only  to  truths  that  are  necessary, 
and  not  to  those  that  are  contingent.  In 
this,  I believe,  they  judged  right.  Of  all 
created  things,  the  existence,  the  attributes, 
and,  consequently,  the  relations  resulting 
from  those  attributes,  are  contingent.  They 
depend  upon  the  will  and  power  of  Him  who 
made  them.  These  are  matters  of  fact,  and 
admit  not  of  demonstration. 

The  field  of  demonstrative  reasoning, 
therefore,  is  the  various  relations  of  things 
abstract,  that  is,  of  things  which  we  con- 
ceive, without  regard  to  their  existence. 
Of  these,  as  they  are  conceived  by  the  mind, 
and  are  nothing  but  what  they  are  conceived 
to  be,  we  inay  have  a clear  and  adequate 
comprehension.  Their  relations  and  attri- 
butes are  necessary  and  immutable.  They 
are  the  things  to  which  the  Pythagoreans 
and  Platon  ists  gave  the  name  of  ideas.  I 
would  beg  leave  to  borrow  this  meaning  of 
the  word  utra  from  those  ancient  philoso- 
phers, and  then  I must  agree  with  them, 
that  ideas  are  the  only  objects  about  which 
we  can  reason  demonstratively.  [676] 

There  are  many  even  of  our  ideas  about 
which  we  can  carry  on  no  considerable  train 
of  reasoning.  Though  they  be  ever  so  well 
defined  and  perfectly  comprehended,  yet 
their  agreements  and  disagreements  are  few, 
and  these  are  discerned  at  once.  We  may 
go  a step  or  two  in  forming  a conclusion 
with  regard  to  such  objects,  but  can  go  no 
farther.  There  are  others,  about  which  we 
may,  by  a long  train  of  demonstrative  rea- 
soning, arrive  at  conclusions  very  remote 
and  unexpected. 

The  reasonings  I have  met  with  that  can 
l*e  called  strictly  demonstrative,  may,  I 
think,  bo  reduced  to  two  classes.  They  arc 
either  metaphysical,  or  they  are  mathe- 
matical. 

In  metaphysical  reasoning,  the  process  is 
always  short.  The  conclusion  is  but  a step 
or  two,  seldom  more,  from  the  first  principle 
or  axiom  on  which  it  is  grounded,  and  the 
different  conclusions  depend  not  one  upon 
another- 

It  is  otherwise  in  mathematical  reason- 
ing. Here  the  field  has  no  limits.  One 
proposition  leads  on  to  another,  that  to  a 
third,  and  so  on  without  end. 

If  it  should  be  asked,  why  demonstrative 
reasoning  has  so  wide  a field  in  mathema- 
tics, while,  in  other  abstract  subjects,  it  is 
confined  within  very  narrow  limits,  I con- 
ceive this  is  chiefly  owing  to  the  nature  of 
quantity,  the  object  of  mathematics. 

Every  quantity,  as  it  has  magnitude,  and 
is  divisible  into  parts  without  end,  so,  in 
[676-678] 


respect  of  its  magnitude,  it  has  a certain 
ratio  to  every  quantity  of  the  kind.  The 
ratios  of  quantities  are  innumerable,  such 
as,  a half,  a third,  a tenth,  double,  triple. 
[677]  AH  the  powers  of  number  are  in- 
sufficient to  express  the  variety  of  ratios. 
For  there  are  innumerable  ratios  which 
cannot  be  perfectly  expressed  by  numbers, 
such  as,  the  ratio  of  the  Bide  to  the  diagonal 
of  a square,  or  of  the  circumference  of  a circle 
to  the  diameter-  Of  this  infinite  variety  of 
ratios,  every  one  may  be  clearly  conceived 
and  distinctly  expressed,  so  os  to  be  in  no 
danger  of  being  mistaken  for  any  other. 

Extended  quantities,  such  as  lines,  sur- 
faces, solids,  besides  the  variety  of  relations 
they  have  in  respect  of  magnitude,  have  no 
less  variety  in  respect  of  figure ; and  every 
mathematical  figure  may  be  accurately 
defined;  so  as  to  distinguish  it  from  all 
others. 

There  is  nothing  of  this  kind  in  other 
objects  of  abstraot  reasoning.  Some  of 
them  have  various  degrees ; but  these  are 
not  capable  of  measure,  nor  can  be  said  to 
have  an  assignable  ratio  to  others  of  the 
kind.  They  arc  cither  simple,  or  com- 
pounded of  a few  indivisible  parts;  and 
therefore,  if  we  may  be  allowed  the  expres- 
sion, can  touch  only  in  few  points.  But 
mathematical  quantities  being  made  up  of 
parts  without  number,  can  touch  in  innu- 
merable points,  and  be  compared  in  innu- 
merable different  ways. 

There  have  been  attempts  made  to  mea- 
sure the  merit  of  actions  by  the  ratios  of 
the  affections  and  principles  of  action  from 
which  they  proceed.  This  may  perhaps, 
in  the  way  of  analogy,  serve  to  illustrate 
what  was  before  known  ; but  I do  not  think 
any  truth  can  be  discovered  in  this  way. 
There  are,  no  doubt,  degrees  of  benevolence, 
self-love,  and  other  affections ; but,  when 
we  apply  ratios  to  them,  I apprehend  we 
have  no  distinct  meaning. 

8ome  demonstrations  are  called  direct, 
others  indirect.  The  first  kind  leads  directly 
to  the  conclusion  to  be  proved.  Of  the 
indirect,  some  are  called  demonstrations  ad 
absurdum.  In  these,  the  proposition  con- 
tradictory to  that  which  is  to  be  proved  is 
demonstrated  to  be  false,  or  to  lead  to  an 
absurdity  ; whence  it  follows,  that  its  con- 
tradictory— that  is,  the  proposition  to  be 
proved — is  true.  This  inference  is  grounded 
upon  an  axiom  in  logic,  that  of  two  contra- 
dictory propositions,  if  one  be  false,  the 
other  must  be  true.*  [678] 

Another  kind  of  indirect  demonstration 
proceeds  by  enumerating  all  the  supposi- 
tious that  can  possibly  be  made  concerning 
the  proposition  to  be  proved,  and  then 


* ThU  is  called  the  principle  of  Excluded  Hindu — 
tI*.,  between  two  contradtaonc*. — H 
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demonstrating  that  all  of  them,  excepting 
that  which  is  to  be  proved,  are  false ; whence 
it  follows,  tliat  the  excepted  supposition  is 
true-  Thus,  one  line  is  proved  to  be  equal 
to  another,  by  proving  first  that  it  cannot  be 
greater,  and  then  that  it  cannot  be  less  : for 
it  must  be  either  greater,  or  less,  or  equal ; 
and  two  of  these  suppositions  being  demon* 
strated  to  be  false,  the  third  must  be  true. 

All  these  kinds  of  demonstration  are  used 
in  mathematics,  and  perhaps  some  others. 
They  have  all  equal  strength.  The  direct 
demonstration  is  preferred  where  it  can  be 
had,  for  this  reason  only,  as  I apprehend, 
because  it  is  the  shortest  road  to  the  con- 
clusion. The  nature  of  the  evidence,  and 
its  strength,  is  the  same  in  all  : only  we 
are  conducted  to  it  by  different  roads. 


CHAPTER  II. 

WHKTHKR  MORALITY  RE  CAPABLE  OP 
DEMONSTRATION. 

What  has  been  said  of  demonstrative 
reasoning,  may  help  us  to  judge  of  on  opi- 
nion of  Mr  Locke,  advanced  in  several  places 
of  his  Essay — to  wit,  “Tliat  morality  is 
capable  of  demonstration  as  well  as  mathe- 
matics. ” 

In  book  III.,  chap.  11,  having  observed 
that  mixed  modes,  especially  thdbe  belong- 
ing to  morality,  being  such  combinations  of 
ideas  as  the  mind  puts  together  of  its  own 
choice,  the  signification  of  their  names 
may  be  perfectly  and  exactly  defined,  be 
adds— [679] 

Sect.  16.  v Upon  this  ground  it  is  that  I 
am  bold  to  think  that  morality  is  capable  of 
demonstration  as  well  as  mathematics ; since 
the  precise  real  essence  of  the  things  moral 
words  stand  for  may  be  perfectly  known, 
and  so  the  congruity  or  incongruity  of  the 
things  themselves  be  certainly  discovered, 
in  which  consists  perfect  knowledge.  Nor 
let  any  one  object,  That  the  names  of  sub- 
stances are  often  to  be  made  use  of  in  mo- 
rality, as  well  as  those  of  modes,  from 
which  will  arise  obscurity ; for,  as  to  sub- 
stances, when  concerned  in  moral  dis- 
courses, their  divers  natures  are  not  so 
much  inquired  into  as  supposed  : v.  g.  When 
we  say  that  man  is  subject  to  law,  we  mean 
nothing  by  man  but  a corporeal  rational 
creature : what  the  real  essence  or  other 
qualities  of  that  creature  are,  in  this  case,  : 
is  no  way  considered.” 

Again,  in  book  IV.,  ch.  iii.,  § 18: — w The 
idea  of  a Supreme  Being,  whose  workman- 
ship we  are,  and  the  idea  of  ourselves,  being 
such  as  are  clear  in  us,  would,  I suppose, 
if  duly  considered  and  pursued,  afford  such 
foundation  of  our  duty  and  rules  of  action 
as  might  place  morality  among  the  sciences  j 


capable  of  demonstration.  The  relation  of 
other  modes  may  certainly  be  perceived,  as 
well  as  those  of  number  and  extension  ; and 
I cannot  see  why  they  should  not  be  cap- 
able of  demonstration,  if  due  methods  were 
thought  on  to  examine  or  pursue  their 
agreement  or  disagreement.” 

He  afterwards  gives,  as  instances,  two 
propositions,  as  moral  propositions  of  which 
we  may  be  as  certain  as  of  any  in  mathe- 
matics ; and  considers  at  large  what  may 
have  given  the  advantage  to  the  ideas  of 
quantity,  and  made  them  be  thought  more 
capable  of  certainty  and  demonstration.  ( 680 ] 
Again,  in  the  12th  chapter  of  the  same 
book,  § 7,  8 : — “ This,  I think,  I may  say. 
that,  if  other  ideas  that  are  the  real  as  w£ll 
os  nominal  essences  of  their  several  species 
were  pursued  in  the  way  familiar  to  mathe- 
maticians, they  would  carry  our  thoughts 
farther,  and  with  greater  evidence  and 
clearness,  than  possibly  we  are  apt  to  ima- 
gine. This  gave  me  the  confidence  to 
advance  that  conjecture  which  I suggest, 

chap  iii viz.,  That  morality  is  cabbie  of 

demonstration  as  well  as  mathematics.” 
From  these  passages,  it  appears  that  this 
opinion  was  not  a transient  thought,  but 
what  he  had  revolved  in  his  mind  on  dif- 
ferent occasions.  He  offers  his  reasons  for 
it,  illustrates  it  by  examples,  and  considers 
at  length  the  causes  that  have  led  men  to 
think  mathematics  more  capable  of  demon- 
stration than  the  principles  of  morals. 

Some  of  his  learned  correspondents,  par- 
ticularly his  friend  Mr  Molyneux,  urged 
and  importuned  him  to  compose  a system 
of  moral*  according  to  the  idea  he  had  ad- 
vanced in  his  Essay  ; and,  in  his  answer  to 
these  solicitations,  he  only  pleads  other  oc- 
cupations, without  suggesting  any  change  of 
his  opinion,  or  any  great  difficulty  in  the 
execution  of  what  was  desired. 

The  reason  he  gives  for  this  opinion  is 
ingenious;  and  his  regard  for  virtue,  the 
highest  prerogative  of  the  human  species, 
made  him  fond  of  an  opinion  which  seemed 
to  be  favourable  to  virtue,  and  to  have  a 
just  foundation  in  reason. 

We  need  not,  however,  be  afraid  that  the 
interest  of  virtue  may  suffer  by  a free  and 
candid  examination  of  this  question,  or  in- 
deed of  any  question  whatever.  For  the 
interests  of  truth  and  of  virtue  can  never 
be  found  in  opposition.  Darkness  and  error 
may  befriend  vice,  but  can  never  be  favour- 
i able  to  virtue-  [681] 

Those  philosophers  who  think  that  our 
determinations  in  morals  are  not  real  judg- 
ments— that  right  and  wrong  in  human  con- 
duct are  only  certain  feelings  or  sensations 
in  the  person  who  contemplates  th  action 
— must  reject  Mr  Locke's  opinion  without 
examination  For,  if  the  principles  of  mo- 
rals be  not  a matter  of  judgment,  but  of 
[679-681] 
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feeling  only,  there  can  be  no  demonstration 
of  them  ; nor  can  any  other  reason  be  given 
for  them,  but  that  men  are  so  constituted 
by  the  Author  of  their  being  as  to  contem- 
plate with  pleasure  the  actions  we  call  vir- 
tuous, and  with  disgust  those  we  call  vicious. 

It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  expected  that 
the  philosophers  of  this  class  should  thiuk 
this  opinion  of  Mr  Locke  worthy  of  ex- 
amination, since  it  is  founded  upon  what 
they  think  a false  hypothesis.  But  if  our 
determinations  in  morality  .be  real  judg- 
ments, and,  like  all  other  judgments,  be 
either  true  or  false,  it  is  not  unimportant 
to  understand  upon  what  kind  of  evidence 
thofie  judgments  rest. 

The  argument  offered  by  Mr  Locke, 
to  shew  that  morality  is  capable  of  demon- 
stration, is,  “ That  the  precise  real  essence 
of  the  things  moral  words  stand  for,  may  be 
perfectly  known,  and  so  the  congruity  or 
incongruity  of  the  things  themselves  be 
perfectly  discovered,  in  which  consists  per- 
fect knowledge.” 

It  is  true,  that  the  field  of  demonstration 
ts  the  various  relations  of  things  conceived 
abstractly,  of  which  we  may  have  perfect 
and  adequate  conceptions.  And  Mr  Locke, 
taking  all  the  things  which  moral  words 
stand  for  to  be  of  this  kind,  concluded  that 
morality  is  as  capable  of  demonstration  as 
mathematics. 

I acknowledge  that  the  names  of  the 
virtues  and  vices,  of  right  and  obligation, 
of  liberty  and  property,  stand  for  thingB 
abstract,  which  may  be  accurately  defined, 
or,  at  least,  conceived  as  distinctly  and 
adequately  as  mathematical  quantities.  And 
thence,  indeed,  it  follows,  that  their  mutual 
relations  may  be  perceived  as  clearly  and 
certainly  as  mathematical  truths.  [682] 

Of  this  Mr  Locke  gives  two  pertinent 
examples.  The  first — “ Where  there  is  no 
property,  there  is  no  injustice,  is,”  says  be, 
” a proposition  as  certain  as  any  demon- 
stration in  Euclid.” 

When  injustice  is  defined  to  be  a viola- 
tion of  property,  it  is  as  necessary  a truth, 
that  there  can  be  no  injustice  where  there 
is  no  property,  as  that  you  cannot  take 
from  a man  that  which  he  has  not. 

The  second  example  is,  “ That  no 
government  allows  absolute  liberty.”  This 
is  a truth  no  less  certain  and  necessary. 

Such  abstract  truths  1 would  call  meta- 
physical rather  than  moral.  We  give  the 
name  of  mathematical  to  truths  that  ex- 
press the  relations  of  quantities  considered 
abstractly;  all  other  abstract  truths  may 
be  called  metaphysical.  But  if  those  men- 
tioned by  Mr  Locke  are  to  be  called  moral 
truths,  I agree  with  him  that  there  are 
many  such  that  are  necessarily  true,  and 
that  have  all  the  evidence  that  mathemati- 
cal truths  can  have, 
f 682.  G6^^ 


It  ought,  however,  to  be  remembered, 
that,  as  was  before  observed,  the  relations 
of  tilings  abstract,  perceivable  by  as,  ex- 
cepting those  of  mathematical  quantities, 
are  few,  and,  for  the  most  part,  immediately 
discerned,  so  as  not  to  require  that  train 
of  reasoning  which  we  call  demonstration. 
Their  evidence  resembles  more  that  of 
mathematical  axioms  than  mathematical 
propositions. 

This  appears  in  the  two  propositions 
given  as  examples  by  Mr  Locke.  The  first 
follows  immediately  from  the  definition  of 
injustice  ; the  second  from  the  definition  of 
government.  Their  evidence  may  more 
properly  be  called  intuitive  than  demon- 
strative. And  this  I apprehend  to  be  the 
case,  or  nearly  the  case,  of  all  abstract 
truths  that  are  not  mathematical,  for  the 
reason  given  in  the  last  chapter,  f 083] 

The  propositions  which  I think  are  pro- 
perly called  moral,  are  those  that  affirm 
some  moral  obligation  to  be,  or  not  to  be 
incumbent  on  one  or  more  individual  per- 
sons. To  such  propositions,  Mr  Locke's 
reasoning  does  not  apply,  because  the  sub- 
jects of  the  proposition  are  not  things  whose 
real  essence  may  be  perfectly  known.  They 
are  the  creatures  of  God  ; their  obligation 
results  from  the  constitution  which  God 
hath  given  them,  arid  the  circumstances 
in  which  he  hath  placed  them.  That  an 
individual  hath  such  a constitution,  and  is 
placed  in  such  circumstances,  is  not  an 
abstract  and  necessary,  but  a contingent 
truth.  It  is  a matter  of  fact,  and,  there- 
fore, not  capable  of  demonstrative  evidence, 
which  belongs  only  to  necessary  truths. 

The  evidence  which  every  man  hath  of 
his  own  existence,  though  it  be  irresistible, 
is  not  demonstrative.  And  the  same  thing 
may  be  said  of  the  evidence  which  every 
man  hath,  that  he  is  a moral  agent,  and 
under  certain  moral  obligations.  In  like 
manner,  the  evidence  we  Imve  of  the  exist- 
ence of  other  men,  is  not  demonstrative; 
nor  is  the  evidence  we  have  of  their  being 
endowed  with  those  faculties  which  make 
them  moral  and  accountable  agents. 

If  man  had  not  the  faculty  given  him  by 
God  of  perceiving  certain  things  in  conduct 
to  be  right,  and  others  to  be  wrong,  and  of 
perceiving  his  obligation  to  do  what  is  right, 
and  not  to  do  what  is  wrong,  he  would  not 
be  a moral  and  accountable  being. 

If  roan  be  endowed  with  such  a faculty, 
there  must  be  some  things  which,  by  this 
faculty,  are  immediately  discerned  to  be 
right,  and  others  to  be  wrong ; and,  there- 
fore, there  must  be  in  morals,  as  in  other 
sciences,  first  principles  which  do  not  de» 
rive  their  evidence  from  any  antecedent 
principles,  but  may  be  said  to  be  intuitively 
discerned. 

Moral  truths,  therefore,  may  be  divided 
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into  two  cla.sses — to  wit,  such  as  are  self- 
evident  to  every  man  whose  understanding 
and  moral  faculty  are  ripe,  and  such  as  are 
deduced  by  reasoning  from  those  that  are 
self-evident.  If  the  first  be  not  discerned 
without  reasoning,  the  last  never  can  be  so 
by  any  reasoning.  [684] 

If  any  man  could  say,  with  sincerity,  that 
he  is  conscious  of  no  obligation  to  consult 
his  own  present  and  future  happiness ; to 
be  faithful  to  his  engagements  ; to  obey  his 
Maker ; to  injure  no  man  ; I know  not 
what  reasoning,  either  probable  or  demon- 
strative, I could  nse  to  convince  him  of  any 
moral  duty.  As  you  cannot  reason  in 
mathematics  with  a man  who  denies  the 
axioms,  as  little  can  you  reason  with  a man 
in  morals  who  denies  the  first  principles  of 
morals.  The  man  who  does  not,  by  the  light 
of  his  own  mind,  perceive  some  things  in 
conduct  to  be  right,  and  others  to  be  wrong, 
is  as  incapable  of  reasoning  about  morals 
as  a blind  man  is  about  colours.  Such  a 
man,  if  any  such  man  ever  wa«,  would  be 
no  moral  agent,  nor  capable  of  any  moral 
obligation. 

Some  first  principles  of  morals  must  be 
immediately  discerned,  otherwise  we  have 
no  foundation  on  which  others  can  rest,  or 
from  which  we  can  reason. 

Every  man  knows  certainly,  that,  what  he 
approves  in  other  men,  he  ought  to  do  in 
like  circumstances,  and  that  he  ought  not  to 
do  what  he  condemns  in  other  men.  Every 
man  knows  that  he  ought,  with  candour,  to 
use  the  best  means  of  knowing  his  duty. 
To  every  man  who  has  a conscience,  these 
things  are  self-evident.  They  are  imme- 
diate dictates  of  our  moral  faculty,  which  is 
a part  of  the  human  constitution ; and  every 
man  condemns  himself,  whether  he  will  or 
not,  when  he  knowingly  acts  contrary  to 
them-  The  evidence  of  these  fundamental 
principles  of  morals,  and  of  others  that 
might  be  named,  appears,  therefore,  to  ine 
to  be  intuitive  rather  thau  demonstrative. 

The  man  who  acts  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  his  conscience,  and  takes  due  pains 
to  be  rightly  informed  of  his  duty,  is  a per- 
fect man  with  regard  to  morals,  and  merits 
no  blame,  whatever  may  be  the  imperfec- 
tions or  errors  of  his  understanding.  He 
who  knowingly  acts  contrary  to  them,  is 
conscious  of  guilt,  and  self-condemned. 
Every  particular  action  that  falls  evidently 
within  the  fundamental  rules  of  morals,  is 
evidently  his  duty;  and  it  requires  no  rea- 
soning to  convince  him  that  it  is  so.  [685] 

Thus,  I think  it  appears,  that  every  man 
of  common  understanding  knows  certainly, 
nud  without  reaaouing,  the  ultimate  ends 
he  ought  to  pursue,  and  that  reasoning  is 
uecessary  only  to  discover  the  most  proper 
means  of  attaining  them  ; and  in  this,  in- 
deed, a good  man  may  often  be  in  doubt. 


Thus,  a magistrate  knows  that  it  is  his 
duty  to  promote  the  good  of  the  community 
which  hath  intrusted  him  with  authority  ; 
and  to  offer  to  prove  this  to  him  by  reason  - 
ing,  would  be  to  affront  him.  But  whether 
such  a scheme  of  conduct  in  his  office,  or 
auother,  may  best  serve  that  end,  he  may 
in  many  cases  be  doubtful.  I believe,  in 
such  cases,  he  can  very  rarely  have  demon- 
strative evidence.  His  conscience  deter- 
mines the  end  he  ought  to  pursde,  and  he 
has  intuitive  evidence  that  his  end  is  good  ; 
but  prudence  must  determine  the  means 
of  attaining  that  end  ; and  prudence  can 
very  rarely  use  demonstrative  reasoning, 
but  must  rest  in  what  appears  most . *oba- 
I ble- 

I apprehend,  that,  in  every  kind  of  duty 
we  owe  to  God  or  man,  the  case  is  similar — 
that  is,  that  the  obligation  of  the  most 
general  rules  of  duty  is  self-evident ; that 
the  application  of  those  rules  to  particular 
actions  is  often  no  less  evident ; and  that, 
when  it  is  not  evident,  but  requires  reason- 
ing, that  reasoning  can  very  rarely  be  of 
the  demonstrative,  but  must  be  of  the  pro- 
bable kind.  Sometimes  it  depends  upon 
the  temper,  and  talents,  and  circumstances 
of  the  man  himself ; sometimes  upon  the 
character  and  circumstances  of  others ; 
sometimes  upon  both  ; and  these  are  things 
which  admit  not  of  demonstration.  [686J 

Every  man  is  bound  to  employ  the  talents 
which  God  hath  given  him  to  the  best  pur- 
pose ; but  if,  through  accidents  which  he 
could  not  foresee,  or  ignorance  which  was 
invincible,  they  he  less  usefully  employed 
than  they  might  have  been,  this  will  not  be 
imputed  to  him  by  his  righteous  Judge. 

It  is  a common  and  a just  observation, 
that  the  man  of  virtue  plays  a surer  game 
in  order  to  obtain  his  cud  than  the  man  of 
the  world.  It  is  not,  however,  because  be 
reasons  better  concerning  the  means  of 
attaining  his  end  ; for  the  children  of  this 
world  are  often  wiser  in  their  generation 
than  the  children  of  light.  But  the  reason 
of  the  observation  is,  that  involuntary 
errors,  unforeseen  accidents,  and  invincible 
ignorance,  which  affect  deeply  all  the  con- 
cerns of  the  present  world,  have  no  effect 
upon  virtue  or  its  reward. 

In  the  common  occurrences  of  life,  a man 
of  integrity,  who  hath  exercised  his  moral 
faculty  in  judging  what  is  right  and  what 
is  wrong,  sees  his  duty  without  reasoning, 
as  he  sees  the  highway.  The  cases  that 
require  reasoning  are  few,  compared  with 
those  that  require  none ; and  a man  may 
be  very  honest  and  virtuous  who  cannot 
reason,  and  who  knows  not  what  demon- 
stration means. 

The  power  of  reasoning,  in  those  that 
have  it,  may  be  abused  in  morals,  as  in 
other  matters.  To  a man  who  uses  it  with 
[684-686] 
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un  upright  heart,  and  a single  eye  to  find 
what  is  his  duty,  it  will  be  of  great  use ; 
but  when  it  is  used  to  justify  what  a man 
has  a strong  inclination  to  do,  it  will  only 
serve  to  deceive  himself  and  others.  W hen 
a man  can  reason,  his  passions  will  reason, 
and  they  are  the  most  cunning  sophists  we 
meet  with. 

If  the  rules  of  virtue  were  left  to  be  dis- 
covered by  demonstrative  reasoning,  or  by 
reasoning  of  any  kind,  sad  would  be  the 
condition  of  the  far  greater  part  of  men, 
who  have  not  the  means  of  cultivating  the 
power  of  reasoning.  As  virtue  is  the  busi- 
ness of  all  men,  the  first  principles  of  it  are 
written  in  their  hearts,  in  characters  so 
legible  that  no  man  can  pretend  ignorance 
of  them,  or  of  his  obligation  to  practise 
them.  [687] 

Some  knowledge  of  duty  and  of  moral 
obligation  is  necessary  to  all  men.  With- 
out it  they  could  not  be  moral  aud  account- 
able creatures,  nor  capable  of  being  mem- 
bers of  civil  society.  It  may,  therefore, 
be  presumed  that  Nature  has  put  this 
knowledge  within  the  reach  of  all  men. 
Reasoning  and  demonstration  are  weapons 
which  the  greatest  part  of  mankind  never 
was  able  to  wield.  The  knowledge  that  is 
necessary  to  all,  must  be  attainable  by  all. 
We  see  it  is  so  in  what  pertains  to  the 
natural  life  of  man. 

Some  knowledge  of  things  that  are  useful 
and  things  that  are  hurtful,  is  so  necessary 
to  all  men,  that  without  it  the  Bpecies  would 
soon  perish.  But  it  is  not  by  reasoning 
that  this  knowledge  is  got,  far  less  by  de- 
monstrative reasoning.  It  is  by  our  senses, 
by  memory,  by  experience,  by  information  ; 
means  of  knowledge  that  are  open  to  all 
men,  and  put  the  learned  and  the  unlearned, 
those  who  can  reason  and  those  who  can- 
not, upon  a level. 

It  may,  therefore,  be  expected,  from  the 
analogy  of  nature,  that  such  a knowledge 
of  morals  as  is  necessary  to  all  men  should 
be  had  by  means  more  suited  to  the  abili- 
ties of  all  men  than  demonstrative  reason- 
ing is. 

This,  I apprehend,  is  in  fact  the  case. 
When  men’s  faculties  are  ripe,  the  first 
principles  of  morals,  into  which  all  moral 
reasoning  may  be  resolved,  are  perceived 
intuitively,  anil  in  a manner  more  analogous 
to  the  perceptions  of  sense  than  to  the  con- 
clusions of  demonstrative  reasoning.  [688] 

Upon  the  whole,  I agree  with  Mr  Locke, 
that  propositions  expressing  the  congruities 
and  incongruities  of  things  abstract,  which 
moral  words  stand  for,  may  have  all  the 
evidence  of  mathematical  truths.  But  this 
is  not  peculiar  to  things  which  moral  words 
stand  for.  It  is  common  to  abstract  pro- 
positions of  every  kind.  For  instance,  you 
cannot  take  from  a man  what  he  lias  not.  | 
[687-689j 


A man  cannot  be  bound  and  perfectly  free 
at  the  same  time.  I think  no  man  will 
call  these  moral  i ruths;  but  they  are  neces- 
sary truths,  and  os  evident  as  auy  in  mathe- 
matics. Indeed,  they  are  very  nearly  allied 
to  the  two  which  Mr  Locke  gives  as  in- 
stances of  moral  propositions  capable  of 
demonstration.  Of  such  abstract  proposi- 
tions, I think  it  may  more  properly  be  said 
that  they  have  the  evidence  of  mathemati- 
cal axioms,  than  that  they  are  capable  of 
demonstration. 

There  are  propositions  of  another  kind, 
which  alone  deserve  the  name  of  moral  pro- 
positions. They  are  such  as  affirm  some- 
thing to  be  the  duty  of  persons  that  really 
exist.  These  are  not  abstract  proposition*  ; 
and,  therefore,  Mr  Locke’s  reasoning  does 
not  apply  to  them.  The  truth  of  all  such 
propositions  depends  upon  the  constitution 
and  circumstances  of  the  persons  to  whom 
they  are  applied. 

Of  such  propositions,  there  are  some  that 
are  self-evident  to  every  man  that  has  a 
conscience ; and  these  are  the  principles 
from  which  all  moral  reasoning  must  be 
drawn.  They  may  be  called  the  axioms  of 
morals.  But  our  reasoning  from  these 
axioms  to  any  duty  that  is  not  self-evident 
can  very  rarely  be  demonstrative.  Nor  is  this 
any  detriment  to  the  cause  of  virtue,  because 
to  act  against  what  appears  most  probable 
in  a matter  of  duty,  is  as  real  a trespass 
against  the  first  principles  of  morality,  as 
to  act  against  demonstration  ; and,  because 
he  who  has  but  one  talent  in  reasoning,  and 
makes  the  proper  use  of  it,  shall  be  ac- 
cepted, as  well  as  he  to  whom  God  has 
given  ten.  [089] 

CHAPTER  III. 

OF  PROBABLE  REASONING. 

The  field  of  demonstration,  as  has  been 
observed,  is  necessary  truth  j the  field  of 
probable  reasoning  is  contingent  truth — not 
what  necessarily  must  be  at  all  times,  but 
what  is,  or  was,  or  shall  be. 

No  contingent  truth  is  capable  of  strict 
demonstration ; but  necessary  truths  may 
sometimes  have  probable  evidence. 

Dr  Wallis  discovered  many  important 
mathematical  truths,  by  that  kind  of  induc- 
tion which  draws  a general  conclusion  from 
particular  premises.  This  is  not  strict  de- 
monstration, but,  in  some  cases,  gives  as 
full  conviction  as  demonstration  itself ; and 
a man  may  be  certain,  that  a truth  is  de- 
monstrable before  it  ever  has  been  demon- 
strated. In  other  cases,  a mathematical 
proposition  may  have  such  probable  evi- 
dence from  induction  or  analogy  as  en- 
courages the  mathematician  to  investigate 
91 
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its  demonstration.  But  still  the  reasoning, 
proper  to  mathematical  and  other  necessary 
truths,  is  demonstration  ; and  that  which  is 
proper  to  contingent  truths,  is  probable 
reasoning. 

These  two  kinds  of  reasoning  differ  in 
other  respects.  In  demonstrative  reason* 
ing,  one  argument  is  as  good  as  a thousand- 
One  demonstration  may  l>e  more  elegant 
than  another ; it  may  be  more  easily  com- 
prehended, or  it  may  be  more  subservient 
to  some  purpose  beyond  the  present.  On 
any  of  these  accounts  it  may  deserve  a 
preference : but  then  it  is  sufficient  by  it- 
self; it  needs  no  aid  from  another ; it  cun 
receive  none.  To  add  more  demonstrations 
of  the  same  conclusion,  would  be  a kind  of 
tautology  in  reasoning ; because  one  de- 
monstration, clearly  comprehended,  gives 
all  the  evidence  we  arc  capable  of  receiv- 
ing.  |6!I0| 

The  strength  of  probable  reasoning,  for 
the  most  part,  depends  not  upon  any  one 
argument,  but  upon  many,  which  unite 
their  force,  and  lead  to  the  same  conclusion. 
Any  one  of  them  by  itself  would  be  insuf- 
ficient to  convince  ; but  the  whole  taken 
together  may  have  a force  that  is  irresistible, 
so  that  to  desire  more  evidence  would  be 
absurd.  Would  any  man  seek  now  argu- 
ments to  prove  that  there  were  such  persons 
as  King  Charles  I.  or  Oliver  Cromwell  ? 

Such  evidence  may  Im?  compared  to  a rope 
made  up  of  many  slender  filaments  twisted 
together.  The  rope  Inis  strength  more 
than  sufficient  to  bear  the  stress  laid  upon 
it,  though  no  one  of  the  filameuts  of  which 
it  is  composed  would  be  sufficient  for  that 
purpose. 

It  is  a common  observation,  tliat  it  is 
unreasonable  to  require  demonstration  for 
things  which  do  not  admit  of  it.  It  is  no 
less  unreasonable  to  require  reasoning  of 
any  kind  for  things  which  are  known  with* 
out  reasoning.  All  reasoning  must  be 
grounded  upon  truths  which  are  known 
without  reasoning.  In  every  branch  of  real 
knowledge  there  must  be  first  principles 
whose  truth  is  known  intuitively,  without 
reasoning,  either  probable  or  demonstrative. 
They  are  not  grounded  on  reasoning,  but 
all  reasoning  is  grounded  on  them.  It  has 
been  shewn,  that  there  are  first  principles 
of  necessary  truths,  and  first  principles  of 
contingent  truths.  Demonstrative  reason- 
ing is  grounded  upon  the  former,  and  pro- 
bable reasoning  upon  the  latter. 

That  we  may  not  be  embarrassed  by  the 
ambiguity  of  words,  it  is  proper  to  observe, 
tliat  there  is  a popular  meaning  of  probable 
evidence,  which  ought  not  to  be  confounded 
with  the  philosophical  meaning,  above  ex- 
plained. [.69!  1 

In  common  language,  probable  evidence 
is  considered  as  an  iuferior  degree  of  evi- 


dence, and  is  opposed  to  certainty  : so  that 
wliat  is  certain  is  more  than  probable,  and 
what  is  only  probable  is  not  certain.  Phi- 
losophers consider  probable  evidence,  not 
as  a degree,  but  as  a species  of  evidence, 
which  is  opposed,  not  to  certainty,  but  to 
another  species  of  evidence,  called  demon- 
stration. 

Demonstrative  evidence  has  no  degrees  ; 
but  probable  evidence,  taken  in  the  philo- 
sophical sense,  has  all  degrees,  from  the 
very  least  to  the  greatest,  which  we  call 
certainty.. 

That  there  is  such  a city  as  Rome,  I am 
as  certain  as  any  proposition  in  Euclid  ; 

I hut  the  evidence  is  not  demonstrative,  but 
, of  tliat  kind  which  philosophers  call  pro- 
! liable.  Yet,  in  common  language,  it  would 
sound  oddly  to  say,  it  is  probable  there  is 
; such  a city  as  Rome,  because  it  would 
i imply  some  degree  of  doubt  or  uncertainty. 

Taking  probable  evidence,  therefore,  in 
1 the  philosophical  sense,  as  it  is  opposed  to 
demonstrative,  it  may  have  any  degrees  of 
| evidence,  from  the  least  to  the  greatest. 

I think,  in  most  cases,  we  measure  the 
degrees  of  evidence  by  the  effect  they  have 
upon  a sound  understanding,  when  com- 
prehended clearly  and  without  prejudice. 
Every  degree  of  evidence  perceived  by  the 
mind,  produces  a proportioned  degree  of 
assent  or  belief.  The  judgment  may  be  in 
perfect  suspense  between  two  contradictory 
opinions,  when  there  is  no  evidence  for 
either,  or  equal  evidence  for  both*  The 
least  preponderancy  on  one  side  inclines  the 
i judgment  in  proportion.  Belief  is  mixed 
with  doubt,  more  or  less,  until  we  come 
to  the  highest  degree  of  evidence,  when 
all  doubt  vanishes,  and  the  belief  is  firm 
and  immovable.  This  degree  of  evidence, 
the  highest  the  human  faculties  cau  attain, 
we  call  certainty.  [69'J] 

Probable  evidence  not  only  differs  in  kind 
from  demonstrative,  but  is  itself  of  different 
kinds.  The  chief  of  these  I shall  mention, 
without  pretending  to  make  a complete 
enumeration. 

The  first  kiud  is  that  of  human  testimony, 
upon  which  the  greatest  part  of  human 
knowledge  is  built. 

The  faith  of  history  depends  upon  it,  as 
w'ell  as  the  judgment  of  solemn  tribunals, 
with  regard  to  men’s  acquired  rights,  and 
with  regard  to  their  guilt  or  innocence, 
when  they  are  charged  with  crimes.  A 
great  part  of  the  business  of  the  judge,  of 
counsel  at  the  bar,  of  the  historian,  the 
critic,  and  the  antiquarian,  is  to  canvass 
and  weigh  this  kiud  of  evidence;  aud  no 
man  can  act  with  common  prudence  in  the 
ordinary  occurrences  of  life,  who  lias  not 
some  competent  judgment  of  it. 

The  belief  we  give  to  testimony,  in  many 
cases,  is  not  solely  grounded  upon  the  vera- 
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city  of  the  testi  .cr.  In  a single  testimony, 
we  consider  the  motives  a man  might  have 
to  falsify.  If  there  be  no  appearance  of 
any  such  motive,  mi  ct  ore  if  there  be 
motives  on  the  other  side,  his  testimony  has 
weight  independent  of  his  moral  character. 
If  the  testimony  be  circumstantial,  we  con- 
sider how  far  the  circumstances  agree  to- 
gether, and  w'ith  things  that  are  known, 
it  is  so  very  difficult  to  fabricate  a story 
which  cannot  be  detected  by  a judicious 
examination  of  the  circumstances,  that  it 
acquires  evidence  by  being  able  to  bear 
such  a trial.  There  is  an  art  in  detecting 
false  evidence  in  judicial  proceedings,  well 
known  to  able  judges  and  barristers ; so 
that  I believe  few  false  witnesses  leave  the 
bar  without  suspicion  of  their  guilt. 

When  there  is  an  agreement  of  many 
witnesses,  in  a great  variety  of  circum- 
stances, without  the  possibility  of  a previous 
concert,  the  evidence  may  be  equal  to  that 
of  demonstration.  [693] 

A second  kind  of  probable  evidence,  is 
the  authority  of  those  who  are  good  judges 
of  the  point  in  question.  The  supreme 
court  of  judicature  of  the  British  nation,  is 
often  determined  by  the  opinion  of  lawyers 
in  a point  of  law,  of  physicians  in  a point  of 
medicine,  and  of  other  artists,  in  what  re- 
lates to  their  several  professions.  And,  in 
the  common  affairs  of  lile,  we  frequently 
rely  upon  the  judgment  of  others,  in  points 
which  we  are  not  proper  judges  our- 
selves. 

A third  kind  of  probable  evidence,  is  that 
by  which  we  recognise  the  identity  of  things 
and  persons  of  our  acquaintance.  That  two 
swords,  two  horses,  or  two  persons,  may  be 
so  perfectly  alike  as  not  to  be  distinguish- 
able by  those  to  whom  they  are  best  known, 
cannot  be  shewn  to  be  impossible.  But  we 
learn  either  from  nature,  or  from  experience, 
that  it  never  happens  j or  so  very  rarely, 
that  a person  or  thing,  well  known  to  us,  is 
immediately  recognised  without  any  doubt, 
when  we  perceive  the  marks  or  signs  by 
which  we  were  in  use  to  distinguish  it  from 
all  other  individuals  of  the  kind. 

This  evidence  wo  rely  upon  in  the  most 
important  affairs  of  life ; and,  by  this  evi- 
dence, the  identity,  both  of  things  and  of 
persons,  is  determined  in  courts  of  judica- 
ture. 

A fourth  kind  of  probable  evidence,  is  ' 
that  which  we  have  of  men's  future  actions 
and  conduct,  from  the  general  principles  of 
action  in  man,  or  from  our  knowledge  of  the 
individuals. 

Notwithstanding  the  folly  and  vice  that 
are  to  be  found  among  men,  there  is  a certain 
degree  of  prudence  and  probity  which  we 
rely  upon  in  every  mail  that  is  not  insane. 
If  it  were  not  so,  no  man  would  be  safe  in 
the  company  of  another,  and  there  could  he 
^693-696] 


no  society  among  mankind.  If  men  were 
as  much  disposed  to  hurt  as  to  do  good,  to 
lie  as  to  speak  truth,  they  could  not  live  to- 
gether ; tliey  would  keep  at  as  great  dis- 
tance from  one  another  us  possible,  and  the 
race  would  soon  perish.  [69*1] 

We  expect  that  men  will  take  some  care 
of  themselves,  of  their  family,  friends,  aid 
reputation  ; that  they  will  not  injure  others 
without  some  temptation  ; that  they  will 
have  some  gratitude  for  good  offices,  and 
some  resentment  of  injuries 

Such  maxima  with  regard  to  human  con- 
duct, are  the  foundation  of  all  political  rea- 
soning, and  of  common  prudence  in  the  con- 
duct of  life.  Hardly  can  a man  form  uny 
project  in  public  or  in  private  life,  which 
does  not  depend  upon  the  conduct  of  other 
men,  as  well  as  his  own,  and  which  does  not 
go  upon  the  supposition  that  men  will  act 
such  a part  in  such  circumstances.  This 
evidence  may  be  probable  in  a very  high 
degree  ; but  can  never  be  demonstrative. 
The  best  concerted  project  may  fail,  and 
wise  counsels  may  lie  frustrated,  because 
some  individual  aeted  a part  which  it  would 
have  been  against  all  reason  10  expect. 

Another  kind  of  probable  evidence,  the 
counterpart  of  the  last,  is  that  by  which  we 
collect  men’s  characters  and  designs  from 
their  actions,  speech,  and  other  external 
signs. 

We  see  not  men’s  hearts,  nor  the  prin- 
i ciples  by  which  they  are  actuated  ; but 
| there  are  external  signs  of  their  principles 
■ and  dispositions,  w hich,  though  not  certain, 
may  sometimes  be  more  trusted  than  their 
professions  ; and  it  is  from  external  signs 
that  we  must  draw  all  the  knowledge  we 
can  attain  of  men’s  characters. 

The  next  kind  of  probable  evidence  I 
mention,  is  that  w hich  mathematicians  call 
the  probability  of  chances. 

We  attribute  some  events  to  chance,  be 
cause  we  know  only  the  remote  cause  which 
must  produce  some  one  event  of  a num- 
ber ; but  know  not  the  more  immediate 
cause  which  determines  a particular  event 
of  that  number  in  preference  to  the  others. 
1695] 

I think  all  the  chances  about  which  we  rea- 
son in  mathematics  are  of  this  kind.  Thus, 
in  throwing  a just  die  upon  a table,  we  say 
it  is  an  equal  chance  which  of  the  six  sides 
shall  be  turned  up ; because  neither  the 
person  who  throws,  nor  the  bystanders, 
know  the  precise  measure  of  force  and  di- 
rection necessary  to  turn  up  any  one  side 
rather  than  another.  There  are  here,  there- 
fore six  events,  one  of  which  must  happen  ; 
and  as  all  arc  supposed  to  have  equal  pro- 
bability, the  probability  of  any  one  side 
being  turned  up,  the  ace,  for  instance,  is  as 
one  to  the  remaining  number,  five. 

The  probability  of  turning  up  two  acc* 
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with  two  dice  is  as  one  to  thirty-five ; because 
here  there  are  thirty-six  events,  each  of 
which  has  equal  probability. 

Upon  such  principles  as  these,  the  doc- 
trine of  chances  has  furnished  a field  of  de- 
monstrative reasoning  of  great  extent,  al- 
though the  events  about  which  this  reason- 
ing is  employed  be  not  necesssary,  but  con- 
tingent, and  be  not  certain,  but  probable. 

This  may  seem  to  contradict  a principle 
before  advanced,  that  contingent  truths  are 
not  capable  of  demonstration  ; but  it  does 
not : for,  in  the  mathematical  reasonings 
about  chance,  the  conclusion  demonstrated, 
is  not,  that  such  an  event  shall  happen,  but 
that  the  probability  of  its  happening  bears 
such  a ratio  to  the  probability  of  its  failing ; 
and  this  conclusion  is  necessary  upon  the 
suppositions  on  which  it  is  grounded. 

The  last  kind  of  probable  evidence  I shall 
mention,  is  that  by  which  the  known  laws 
of  Nature  have  been  discovered,  and  the 
effects  which  have  been  produced  by  them 
in  former  ages,  or  which  may  be  expected 
in  time  to  come. 

The  laws  of  Nature  are  the  rules  by  which 
the  Supreme  Being  governs  the  world.  We 
deduce  them  only  from  facts  that  fall  within 
our  own  observation,  or  are  properly  attested 
by  those  who  have  observed  them.  [G96] 

The  knowledge  of  some  of  the  laws  of 
nature  is  necessary  to  all  men  in  the  con- 
duct of  life.  These  are  soon  discovered 
even  by  savages.  They  know  that  fire 
burns,  that  water  drowns,  that  bodies  gra- 
vitate towards  the  earth.  They  know  that 
day  and  night,  summer  and  winter,  regu- 
larly succeed  each  other.  As  far  back  as 
their  experience  and  information  reach, 
they  know  that  these  have  happened  regu- 
larly ; and,  upon  this  ground,  they  are  led, 
by  the  constitution  of  human  nature,  to  ex- 
pect that  they  will  happen  in  time  to  come, 
in  like  circumstances. 

The  knowledge  which  the  philosopher 
attains  of  the  laws  of  Nature  differs  from 
that  of  the  vulgar,  not  in  the  first  principles, 
on  which  it  is  grounded,  but  in  its  extent 
and  accuracy.  He  collects  with  care  the 
phenomena  that  lead  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion, and  compares  them  with  those  that 
seem  to  contradict  or  to  limit  it.  Ho  ob- 
serves the  circumstances  on  which  every 
phenomenon  depends,  and  distinguishes 
them  carefully  from  those  that  are  accident- 
ally conjoined  with  it.  He  puts  natural 
bodies  in  various  situations,  and  applies 
them  to  one  another  in  various  ways,  on 
purpose  to  observe  the  effect ; and  thus  ac- 
quires from  his  senses  a more  extensive 
knowledge  of  the  course  of  Nature  in  a short 
time,  than  could  be  collected  by  casual  ob- 
servation in  many  ages. 

But  what  is  the  result  of  his  laborious 
researches  ? It  is,  that,  as  far  as  he  has 
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been  able  to  observe,  such  things  have 
always  happened  in  such  circumstances,  and 
such  bodies  have  always  been  found  to  have 
such  properties.  These  are  matters  of  fact, 
attested  by  sense,  memory,  and  testimony, 
just  as  the  few  facts  which  the  vulgar  know 
are  attested  to  them. 

And  what  conclusions  dues  the  philoso- 
pher draw  from  the  facts  he  has  collected  ? 
They  are,  that  like  events  have  happened 
in  former  times  in  like  circumstances,  and 
will  happen  in  time  to  come  ; and  these  con- 
clusions arc  built  on  the  very  same  ground 
on  which  the  simple  rustic  concludes  that 
the  sun  will  rise  to-morrow*.  [697] 

Facts  reduced  to  general  rules,  and  the 
consequences  of  those  general  rules,  are  all 
that  we  really  know  of  the  material  world. 
And  the  evidence  that  such  general  rules 
have  no  exceptions,  as  well  as  the  evidence 
that  they  will  be  the  same  in  time  to  come 
as  they  have  been  in  time  past,  can  never 
be  demonstrative.  It  is  only  that  species 
of  evidence  which  philosophers  call  probable. 
General  rules  may  have  exceptions  or  limit- 
ations which  no  man  ever  had  occasion  to 
observe.  The  laws  of  nature  may  be  changed 
by  him  who  established  them.  But  we  are 
led  by  our  constitution  to  rely  upon  their 
continuance  with  as  little  doubt  as  if  it  was 
demonstrable. 

I pretend  not  to  have  made  a complete 
enumeration  of  all  the  kinds  of  probable 
evidence ; but  those  I have  mentioned  are 
sufficient  to  shew,  that  the  far  greatest  part, 
and  the  most  interesting  part  of  our  know- 
ledge, must  rest  upon  evidence  of  this  kind  ; 
and  that  many  things  are  certain  for  which 
we  have  only  that  kind  of  evidence  which 
philosophers  call  probable. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

OF  MR  HUMS'*  SCEPTICISM  WITH  REGARD  TO 
REASON. 

In  the  “Treatise  of  Human  Nature,** 
book  I.  part  iv.  § 1,  the  author  undertakes 
to  prove  two  points  : — Fir*ff  That  all  that 
is  called  human  knowledge  (meaning  de- 
monstrative knowledge)  is  only  probability  ; 
and,  tftiownpy  That  this  probability,  when 
duly  examined,  evanishes  by  degrees,  and 
leaves  at  last  no  evidence  at  all : so  that, 
in  tho  issue,  there  is  no  ground  to  believe 
any  one  proposition  rather  than  its  contrary ; 
and  “ all  those  are  certainly  fools  who  reason 
or  believe  anything.**  [698] 

According  to  this  account,  reason,  that 
boasted  prerogative  of  man,  and  the  light  of 
his  mind,  is  an  igni*  fatuus,  which  misleads 
the  wandering  traveller,  and  leaves  him  at 
last  in  absolute  darkness. 

How  unhappy  in  the  condition  of  man, 
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born  under  a necessity  of  believing  contra* 
dictions,  and  of  trusting  to  a guide  who  con- 
fesses herself  to  be  a false  one  ! 

It  is  some  comfort,  that  this  doctrine  can 
never  be  seriously  adopted  by  any  man  in 
his  senses.  And  after  this  author  had 
shewn  that  “ all  the  rules  of  logic  require  a 
total  extinction  of  all  belief  and  evidence,” 
he  himself,  and  all  men  that  are  not  insane, 
must  have  believed  many  things,  and  yielded 
assent  to  the  evidence  which  he  had  ex- 
tinguished. 

This,  indeed,  he  is  so  candid  as  to  acknow- 
ledge. “ He  finds  himself  absolutely  and 
necessarily  determined,  to  live  and  talk  and 
act  like  other  people  in  the  common  affairs 
of  life.  And  since  reason  is  incapable  of 
dispelling  these  clouds,  most  fortunately  it 
happens,  that  nature  herself  suffices  to  that 
purpose,  and  cures  him  of  this  philosophical 
melancholy  and  delirium.”  See  § 7- 

This  was  surely  a very  kind  and  friendly 
interposition  of  nature;  for  the  effects  of 
this  philosophical  delirium,  if  carried  into 
life,  must  have  been  very  melancholy. 

But  what  pity  is  it,  that  nature,  (what- 
ever is  meant  by  that  personage,)  so  kind 
in  curing  this  delirium,  should  be  so  cruel 
as  to  cause  it.  Doth  the  same  fountain 
send  forth  sweet  waters  and  bitter  ? Is  it 
not  more  probable,  that,  if  the  cure  was  the 
work  of  nature,  the  disease  came  from 
another  hand,  and  was  the  work  of  the 
philosopher?  [G99J 

To  pretend  to  prove  by  reasoning  that 
there  is  no  force  in  reason,  does  indeed  look 
like  a philosophical  delirium.  It  is  like  a 
man's  pretending  to  see  clearly,  that  he 
himself  and  all  other  men  are  blind. 

A common  symptom  of  delirium  is,  to 
think  that  all  other  men  are  fools  or  mad. 
This  appears  to  have  been  the  case  of  our 
author,  who  concluded,  “ That  all  those  are 
certainly  fools  who  reason  or  believe  any- 
thing.” 

Whatever  was  the  cause  of  this  delirium, 
it  must  be  granted  that,  if  it  was  real  and 
not  feigned,  it  was  not  to  be  cured  by  rea- 
soning ; for  what  can  be  more  absurd  than 
to  attempt  to  convince  a man  by  reasoning 
who  disowns  the  authority  of  reason.  It 
was,  therefore,  very  fortunate  that  Nature 
found  other  means  of  curing  it. 

It  may,  however,  not  be  improper  to 
iuquire,  whether,  as  the  author  thinks,  it 
was  produced  by  a just  application  of  the 
rules  of  logic,  or.  as  others  may  be  apt  to 
think,  by  the  misapplication  and  abuse  of 
them. 

First,  Because  w©  are  fallible,  the  author 
infers  that  all  knowledge  degenerates  into 
probability. 

That  man,  and  probably  every  created 
being,  is  fallible ; and  that  a fallible  being 
cannot  have  that  perfect  comprehension 
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and  assurance  of  truth  which  an  infallible 
being  has — I think  ought  to  be  granted.  It 
becomes  a fallible  being  to  be  modest,  open 
to  new  light,  and  sensible  that,  by  some 
false  bias,  or  by  rash  judging,  he  may  be 
misled.  If  this  be  called  a degree  of  scep- 
ticism, I cannot  help  approving  of  it,  being 
persuaded  that  the  man  who  makes  the  best 
use  he  can  of  the  faculties  which  God  has 
given  him,  without  thinking  them  more  per- 
fect than  they  really  are,  may  have  all  the 
belief  that  is  neeessary  in  the  conduct  of 
life,  and  all  that  is  necessary  to  his  accept- 
ance with  his  Maker.  [700] 

It  is  granted,  then,  that  human  judg- 
ments ought  always  to  be  formed  with  an 
humble  sense  of  our  fallibility  in  judging. 

This  is  all  that  can  be  inferred  by  the 
rules  of  logic  from  our  being  fallible.  And 
if  this  lie  all  that  is  meant  by  our  know- 
ledge degenerating  into  probability,  I know 
no  person  of  a different  opinion. 

But  it  may  be  observed,  that  the  author 
here  uses  the  word  probability  in  a sense 
for  which  I know  no  authority  but  his  own. 
Philosophers  understand  probability  as  op- 
posed to  demonstration ; the  vulgar  as 
opposed  to  certainty ; but  this  author  un- 
derstands it  as  opposed  to  infallibility,  which 
no  man  claims. 

Ono  who  believes  himself  to  be  fallible 
may  still  hold  it  to  be  certain  that  two  and 
two  make  four,  and  that  two  contradictory 
propositions  cannot  both  be  true.  He  may 
believe  some  things  to  be  probable  only, 
and  other  things  to  be  demonstrable,  with- 
out making  any  pretence  to  infallibility. 

If  we  use  words  in  their  proper  meaning, 
it  is  impossible  that  demonstration  should 
degenerate  into  probability  from  the  imper- 
fection of  our  faculties.  Our  judgment  can- 
not change  the  nature  of  the  things  about 
which  we  judge.  What  is  really  demon- 
stration, will  still  be  so,  whatever  judgment 
we  form  concerning  it.  It  may,  likewise, 
be  observed,  that,  when  we  mistake  that  foi 
demonstration  which  really  is  not,  the  con- 
sequence of  this  mistake  is,  not  that  de- 
monstration degenerates  into  probability, 
but  that  what  we  took  to  be  demonstration 
is  no  proof  at  all ; for  one  fnlso  step  in  -a 
demonstration  destroys  the  whole,  but  can- 
not turn  it  into  another  kind  of  proof, 
[701] 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  this  first  conclu- 
sion of  our  author,  That  the  fallibility  of 
human  judgment  turns  all  knowledge  imo 
probability,  if  understood  literally,  is  absurd ; 
but,  if  it  be  only  a figure  of  speech,  and 
means  no  more  but  that,  in  all  our  judg- 
ments, we  ought  to  be  sensible  of  our  falli- 
bility, and  ought  to  hold  our  opinions  with 
that  modesty  that  becomes  fallible  crea- 
tures—which  I take  to  be  what  the  author 
meant — thin,  I think,  nobody  denies,  nor 
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was  it  necessary  to  enter  into  a laborious  ' 
proof  of  it. 

One  is  never  in  greater  danger  of  trans- 
gressing against  the  rules  of  logic  than  in 
attempting  to  prove  what  needs  no  proof. 
Of  this  we  have  an  instance  in  this  very 
case ; for  the  author  begins  his  proof,  that 
all  human  judgments  are  fallible,  with  af- 
firming that  some  are  infallible. 

“ In  all  demonstrative  sciences,"  says 
he,  (*  the  rules  are  certain  and  infallible; 
but  when  we  apply  them,  our  fallible  and 
uncertain  faculties  are  very  apt  to  depart 
from  them,  and  fall  into  error." 

He  had  forgot,  surely,  that  the  rules  of 
demonstrative  sciences  are  discovered  by 
our  fallible  and  uncertain  laeult'ea,  and 
luve  no  authority  but  that  of  human  judg- 
ment. If  they  be  infallible,  some  human 
judgments  are  infallible ; and  there  are  many 
in  various  branches  of  human  knowledge 
which  have  as  good  a claim  to  infallibility 
as  the  rules  of  the  demonstrative  sciences. 

We  have  reason  here  to  find  fault  with 
our  author  for  not  being  sceptical  enough, 
as  well  os  for  a mistake  in  reasoning,  when 
he  claims  infallibility  to  certain  decisions  of 
the  human  faculties,  in  order  to  prove  that 
all  their  decisions  are  fallible. 

The  scion'!  point  wdiich  he  attempts  to 
prove  Is,  That  this  probability,  when  duly 
examined,  suffers  a continual  diminution, 
and  at  last  a total  extinction. 

The  obvious  consequence  of  this  is,  that 
no  fallible  being  can  have  good  reason  to 
bclievo  anything  at  all ; but  let  us  hear  the 
proof.  [702] 

“ In  every  judgment,  w'e  ought  to  cor- 
rect the  first  judgment  derived  from  the 
nature  of  the  object,  by  another  judgment 
derived  from  the  nature  of  the  understand- 
ing. Beside  the  original  uncertainty  inher- 
ent in  the  subject,  there  arises  another, 
derived  from  the  weakness  of  the  faculty 
which  judges.  Having  adjusted  those  two 
uncertainties  together,  we  are  obliged,  by 
our  reason,  to  add  a new  uncertainty,  de- 
rived from  the  possibility  of  error  in  the 
estimation  we  make  of  the  truth  ami  fidelity 
of  our  faculties.  This  is  a doubt  of  which, 
if  we  would  closely  pursue  our  reasoning, 
we  cannot  avoid  giving  a decision.  But 
this  decision,  though  it  should  be  favour- 
able to  our  preceding  judgment,  being 
founded  only  on  probability,  must  weaken 
st.ll  farther  our  first  evidence.  The  third 
uncertainly  must,  in  like  manner  be  criti- 
cised by  a fourth,  and  so  on  without  end. 

“ Now,  as  every  one  of  these  uncertainties 
takes  away  a part  of  the  original  evidence, 
it  must  at  last  be  reduced  to  nothing.  Let 
our  first  belief  be  ever  so  strong,  it  must  in- 
fallil  lpr  perish,  by  ]>assing  through  so  many 
examinations,  each  of  which  carries  off 
somewhat  of  its  force  and  vigour.  No  finite 
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object  can  subsist  under  & decrease  repeated 
•n  infinitum. 

“ When  I reflect  on  the  natural  fallibil- 
ity of  my  judgment,  I have  less  confidence 
in  my  opinions  than  when  I only  consider 
the  objects  concerning  which  1 reason.  And 
when  I proceed  still  farther,  to  turn  the  scru- 
tiny against  every  ruccessive  estimation  l 
make  of  my  faculties,  all  the  rules  of  logic 
require  a continual  diminution,  and  at  lust 
a total  extinction  of  belief  and  evidence." 

This  is  the  author  b Achillean  argument 
against  the  evidence  of  reason,  from  which 
he  concludes,  that  a man  who  would  govern 
his  belief  by  reason  must  believe  nothing  at 
all,  and  that  belief  is  an  act,  not  of  the  co- 
gitative, but  of  the  sensitive  part  of  our 
nature.  [703] 

If  there  be  any  such  thing  as  motion, 
(said  an  ancient  Sceptic,*)  the  swift-footed 
Achilles  could  never  overtake  an  old  man 
in  a journey.  For,  suppose  the  old  man  to 
set  out  a thousand  paces  before  Achilles, 
and  that,  while  Achilles  has  travelled  the 
thousand  paces,  the  old  man  has  gone  five 
hundred  ; when  Achilles  has  gone  the  five 
hundred,  the  old  inan  has  gone  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty ; and  when  Achilles  has 
gone  the  two  hundred  and  fifty,  the  old 
man  is  still  one  hundred  and  twenty-five 
before  him.  Repeat  these  estimations  m 
infinitum , and  you  will  still  find  the  old  man 
foremost ; therefore  Achilles  can  never 
overtake  him  ; therefore  there  can  be  no 
such  thing  as  motion. 

The  reasoning  of  the  modern  Sceptic 
against  reason  is  equally  ingenious,  and 
equally  convincing.  Indeed,  they  have  a 
great  similarity. 

If  we  trace  the  journey  of  Achilles  two 
thousand  paces,  we  shall  find  the  very 
point  where  the  old  man  is  overtaken.  But 
this  short  journey,  by  dividing  it  into  an 
infinite  number  of  stages,  with  correspond- 
ing estimations,  is  made  to  appear  infinite. 
In  like  manner,  our  author,  subjecting 
every  judgment  to  an  infinite  number  of 
successive  probable  estimations,  reduces 
the  evidence  to  nothing. 

To  return  then  to  the  argument  of  the 
modern  Sceptic.  I examine  the  proof  of  a 
theorem  of  Euclid.  It  appears  to  me  to  be 
strict  demonstration-  But  I may  have 
overlooked  some  fallacy;  therefore  I ex- 
amine it  again  and  again,  but  can  find  no 
Haw  in  it.  I find  all  that  have  examined 
it  agree  with  me.  I have  now  that  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  proposition  which  I and 
all  men  call  demonstration,  and  that  belief 
of  it  whieli  we  call  certainty.  [704] 

Here  my  sceptical  friend  interposes,  and 
assures  me,  that  the  rules  of  logic  reduce 
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lilts  demonstration  to  no  evidence  at  all. 

I am  willing  to  hear  what  step  iu  it  he  thinks 
fallacious,  and  why.  He  makes  no  objec- 
tion to  any  part  of  the  demonstration,  but 
pleads  my  fallibility  in  judging.  I have 
made  the  proper  allowance  for  this  already, 
by  being  open  to  conviction.  But,  says  he, 
thereare  two  uncertainties,  the  first  inherent 
in  the  subject,  which  I have  already  shewn 
to  have  only  probable  evidence  ; the  second 
arising  from  the  weakness  of  the  faculty 
that  judges.  1 answer,  it  is  the  weakness  of 
the  faculty  only  that  reduces  this  demonstra- 
tion to  what  you  call  probability.  You 
must  not  therefore  make  it  a second  uncer- 
tainty; for  it  is  the  same  with  the  first. 
To  take  credit  twice  in  an  account  for 
the  same  article  is  not  agreeable  to  the 
rules  of  logic.  Hitherto,  therefore,  there 
is  but  one  uncertainty— to  wit,  my  fallibility 
in  judging. 

But,  says  my  friend,  you  are  obliged  by 
reason  to  add  a new  uncertainty,  derived 
from  the  possibility  of  error  in  the  estima- 
tion you  make  of  the  truth  and  fidelity  of  1 
your  faculties.  I answer — 

This  e.-timation  is  ambiguously  ex-  I 
pressed  ; it  may  either  mean  an  estimation  ! 
of  my  liableuess  to  err  by  the  misapplied*  j 
tion  and  abuse  of  my  faculties ; or  it  may 
mean  an  estimation  of  my  liableness  to  err 
lyr  conceiving  my  faculties  to  be  true  and 
faithful,  while  they  may  ho  false  and  falla- 
cious in  themselves,  even  when  applied  in 
the  best  manner.  I shall  consider  this  : 
estimation  in  each  of  these  senses. 

If  the  first  be  the  estimation  meant,  it  is 
true  that  reason  directs  us,  as  fallible  crea- 
tures, to  carry  along  with  us,  in  all  our  j 
judgments,  a sense  of  our  fallibility.  It  is  j 
true  also,  that  we  are  in  greater  danger  of  j 
erring  in  some  cases,  and  less  in  others ; 
and  that  this  danger  of  erring  may,  accord- 
ing to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  admit 
of  an  estimation,  which  wc  ought  likewise 
to  carry  along  with  us  in  every  judgment  j 
we  form.  [705] 

When  a demonstration  Is  short  and  plain  ; 
when  the  point  to  be  proved  does  not 
touch  our  interest  or  our  passions ; when 
the  faculty  of  judging,  in  such  cases,  has 
acquired  strength  by  much  exercise — there  is  ; 
less  danger  of  erring ; when  the  contrary- 
circumstances  take  place,  there  is  more. 

In  the  present  case,  every  circumstance 
is  favourable  to  the  judgment  I have  formed. 
There  cannot  be  less  danger  of  erring  in 
any  case,  excepting,  perbaps,  when  I judge 
of  a self-evident  axiom- 

Tlie  Sceptic  farther  urges,  that  this  deci- 
sion, though  favourable  to  my  first  judg- 
ment, being  founded  only  on  probability, 
must  still  weaken  the  evidence  of  that  judg- 
ment- 

11  ere  I cannot  help  being  of  a quite  con- 
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trary  opinion  ; nor  can  I imagine  how  an 
ingenious  author  could  impose  upon  himself 
so  grossly ; for  surely  he  did  not  intend  to 
impose  upon  his  render. 

After  re|>eated  examination  of  a propo- 
sition of  Euclid,  I judge  it  to  be  strictly 
demonstrated  ; this  is  my  first  judgment. 
But,  as  I am  liable  to  err  from  various 
causes,  I consider  how  far  I may  have  been 
misled  by  any  of  these  causes  in  this  judg- 
ment. My  decision  upon  this  second  point 
is  favourable  to  my  first  judgment,  and 
therefore,  as  I apprehend,  must  strengthen 
it.  To  say  that  this  decision,  because  it  is 
only  probable,  must  weaken  the  first  evi- 
deuce,  seems  to  me  contrary  to  all  rules  of 
logic,  and  to  common  sense. 

The  first  judgment  may  be  compared  to 
the  testimony  of  a credible  witness ; the 
second,  after  a scrutiny  into  the  character 
of  the  witness,  wipes  off  every  objection 
that  can  lie  made  to  it,  and  therefore  surely 
must  confirm  and  not  weaken  his  testi- 
mony.  [706] 

But  let  us  suppose,  that,  in  another  case, 
I examine  my  first  judgment  upon  some 
point,  ami  find  that  it  was  attended  with 
unfavourable  circumstances,  what,  in  rea- 
son, and  according  to  the  rules  of  logic, 
ought  to  be  the  effect  of  this  discovery  ? 

The  effect  surely  will  be,  and  ought  to 
he,  to  make  me  less  confident  in  my  first 
judgment,  until  I examine  the  point  anew 
in  more  favourable  circumstances.  If  it 
be  a matter  of  importance,  1 return  to 
weigh  the  evidence  of  my  first  judgment. 
If  it  was  precipitate  before,  it  must  now  be 
deliberate  in  every  point  If,  at  first,  I 
was  in  passion,  1 must  now-  be  cool.  If  I 
had  an  interest  in  the  decision,  I must 
place  the  interest  on  the  other  side. 

It  is  evident  that  this  review  of  the  sub- 
ject may  confirm  my  first  judgment,  not- 
withstanding the  suspicious  circumstances 
that  attended  it.  Though  the  judge  was 
biassed  or  corrupted,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  sentence  was  unjust.  The  rectitude  of 
the  decision  does  not  depend  upon  the  cha- 
racter of  the  judge,  but  upon  the  nature  of 
the  case.  From  that  only,  it  must  be  deter- 
mined whether  the  decision  be  just.  The 
circumstances  that  rendered  it  suspicious 
are  mere  presumptions,  which  have  no  force 
against  direct  evidence. 

Thus,  I have  considered  the  effect  of  this 
estimation  of  our  liahlencss  to  err  in  our 
first  judgment,  and  have  allowed  to  it  all 
the  effect  that  reason  and  the  rules  of  logic 
permit.  In  the  case  1 first  supposed,  and 
in  every  case  where  we  can  discover  no 
cause  of  error,  it  affords  a presumption  in 
favour  of  the  first  judgment.  In  other 
cases,  it  may  afford  a presumption  against 
it.  But  the  rules  of  logic  require,  that  we 
should  not  judge  by  presumptions,  where 


oogle 


m 


ON  THE  INTELLECTUAL  POWERS. 


[lssay  vii. 


we  have  direct  evidence.  The  effect  of  an 
unfavourable  presumption  should  only  be, 
to  make  us  examine  the  evidence  with  the 
greater  care.  [707] 

The  sceptic  urges,  in  the  lost  place,  that 
this  estimation  mast  be  subjected  to  another 
estimation,  that  to  another,  and  soon,  in  in- 
finitum ; and  as  every  new  estimation  takes 
away  from  the  evidence  of  the  first  judg- 
ment, it  must  at  last  be  totally  annihilated. 

1 answer,  first.  It  lias  been  Bhewn  above, 
that  the  first  estimation,  supposing  it  un- 
favourable, can  only  afford  a presumption 
against  the  first  judgment ; the  Becond, 
upon  the  same  supposition,  w ill  be  only  the 
presumption  of  a presumption;  and  the 
third,  the  presumption  that  there  is  a pre- 
sumption of  a presumption.  This  infinite 
series  of  presumptions  resembles  an  infinite 
series  of  quantities,  decreasing  in  geome- 
trical proportion,  which  amounts  only  to  a 
finite  sum.  The  infinite  series  of  stages  of 
Achilles'sjouniey  after  the  old  man,  amounts 
only  to  two  thousand  paces ; nor  can  this 
infinite  series  of  presumptions  outweigh  one 
solid  argument  in  favour  of  the  first  judg- 
ment, supposing  them  all  to  be  unfavour- 
able to  it. 

Secondly,  I have  shewn,  that  the  estima- 
tion of  our  first  judgmeut  may  strengthen 
it ; and  the  same  thing  may  be  said  of  all  the 
subsequent  estimations.  It  would,  there- 
fore, l»e  as  reasonable  to  conclude,  that  the 
first  judgment  will  be  brought  to  infalliblo 
certainty  when  this  series  of  estimations  is 
wholly  in  its  favour,  as  that  its  evidence 
w ill  be  brought  to  nothing  by  such  a series 
supposed  to  be  wholly  unfavourable  to  it. 
But,  in  reality,  one  serious  and  cool  re- 
examination of  the  evidence  by  which  our 
first  judgment  is  supported,  has,  and  in 
reason  ought  to  have  more  force  to  strengthen 
or  weaken  it,  than  an  infinite  series  of  such 
estimations  as  our  author  requires. 

Thirdly,  I know  no  reason  nor  rule  in 
logic,  that  requires  that  such  a series  of 
«*timations  should  follow  every  particular 
judgment.  [708] 

A wise  man,  who  has  practised  reasoning, 
know's  that  he  is  fallible,  and  carries  this 
conviction  along  with  him  in  every  judg- 
ment he  forms.  He  knows  likewise  that 
he  is  more  liable  to  err  in  some  cases  than 
in  others.  He  has  a scale  in  hie  mind,  by 
which  he  estimates  his  liableness  to  err,  and 
by  this  he  regulates  the  degree  of  his  assent 
iu  his  first  judgment  upon  any  point- 

The  author’s  reasoning  supposes,  that  a 
man,  when  he  forms  his  first  judgment, 
conceives  himself  to  be  infallible ; that  by  a 
second  and  subsequent  judgment,  he  dis- 
covers that  he  is  not  infallible  ; and  that  by 
a third  judgment,  subsequent  to  the  second, 
he  estimates  his  liableness  to  err  in  such  a 
ease  as  the  present. 


If  the  man  proceed  in  this  order.  I grant, 
that  his  second  judgment  will,  with  good 
reason,  bring  down  the  first  from  supposed 
infallibility  to  fallibility  ; and  that  his  third 
judgment  will,  in  some  degree,  either 
strengthen  or  w eaken  the  first,  as  it  is  cor- 
rected by  the  second. 

But  every  man  of  understanding  proceeds, 
in  a contrary  order.  When  about  to  judge 
iu  any  particular  point,  he  knows  already 
that  he  is  not  infallible.  He  knows  what 
are  the  cases  in  which  he  is  most  or  least 
liable  to  err.  The  conviction  of  these  things 
is  always  present  to  his  mind,  and  influences 
the  degree  of  his  assent  in  his  first  judg- 
ment, as  far  as  to  him  appears  reasonable. 

If  he  should  afterwards  find  reason  to 
suspect  his  first  judgment,  and  desires  to 
have  all  the  satisfaction  his  faculties  can 
give,  reason  will  direct  him  not  to  form 
such  a series  of  estimations  upon  estima- 
tions, as  this  author  requires,  but  to  examine 
the  evidence  of  his  first  judgment  carefully 
and  coolly ; and  this  review  may  very  reason- 
ably, according  toils  result,  either  strengthen 
or  weaken,  or  totally  overturn  his  first 
judgment-  [789] 

This  infinite  series  of  estimations,  there- 
fore, is  not  the  method  that  reason  directs, 
ill  order  to  form  our  judgment  in  any  case. 
It  is  introduced  without  necessity,  without 
any  use  but  to  puzzle  the  understanding, 
and  to  make  us  think,  that  to  judge,  even 
in  the  simplest  and  plainest  cases,  is  a mat- 
ter of  insurmountable  difficulty  and  endless 
labour ; just  os  the  ancient  Sceptic,  to  make 
a journey  of  two  thousand  paces  appear 
endless,  divided  it  into  an  infinite  number 
of  stages. 

But  we  observed,  that  the  estimation 
which  our  author  requires,  may  admit  of 
another  meaning,  which,  indeed,  is  more 
agreeable  to  the  expression,  but  inconsist- 
ent with  what  he  advanced  before. 

By  the  possibility  of  error  in  the  estima- 
tion of  the  truth  and  fidelity  of  our  faculties, 
may  be  meant,  that  we  may  err  l»y  esteem- 
ing our  faculties  true  and  faithful,  while  they 
may  be  false  and  fallacious,  even  when  used 
according  to  the  rules  of  reason  and  logic. 

If  this  he  meant,  I answer,  firtt.  That 
the  truth  and  fidelity  of  our  faculty  of  judg- 
ing is,  and  must  be  taken  for  granted  in 
every  judgment  and  in  every  estimation. 

If  the  sceptic  can  seriously  doubt  of  the 
truth  and  fidelity  of  his  faculty  of  judging 
when  properly  used,  and  suspend  his  judg- 
ment upon  that  point  till  he  finds  proof,  his 
scepticism  admits  of  no  cure  by  reasoning, 
and  lie  must  even  continue  in  it  until  he 
have  new  faculties  given  him,  which  shall 
have  authority  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  the 
i old.  Nor  is  there  any  need  of  an  endless 
I succession  of  doubts  upon  this  subject ; for 
, the  first  puts  an  end  to  all  judgment  and 
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reasoning,  and  to  the  possibility  of  convic- 
tion by  that  means.  The  sceptic  has  here 
g»t  possession  of  a stronghold,  which  is  im- 
pregnable to  reasoning,  and  we  must  leave 
him  in  possession  of  it  till  Nature,  by  other 
means,  makes  him  give  it  up.  [710] 

Secondly , I observe,  that  this  ground  of 
scepticism,  from  the  supposed  infidelity  of 
our  faculties,  contradicts  what  the  author 
before  advanced  in  this  very  argument — to 
wit,  that  “ the  rules  of  the  demonstrative 
sciences  are  certain  and  infallible,  and  that 
truth  is  the  natural  effect  of  reason,  and 
that  error  arises  from  the  irrupaon  oi  other 
causes.*’ 

But,  perhaps,  he  made  these  concessions 
unwarily.  He  is,  therefore,  at  liberty  to 
retract  them,  and  to  rest  his  scepticism  upon 
this  sole  foundation,  That  no  reasoning  can 
prove  the  truth  and  fidelity  of  our  faculties. 
Here  he  stands  upon  firm  ground ; for  it  is 
evident  that  every  argument  offered  to 
prove  the  truth  and  fidelity  of  our  faculties, 
takes  for  granted  the  thing  in  question,  and 
is,  therefore,  that  kind  of  sophism  which 
logicians  call  petitio  principti. 

All  we  would  ask  of  this  kind  of  sceptic 
is,  that  he  would  be  uniform  and  consistent, 
and  that  his  practice  in  life  do  not  belie  his 
profession  of  scepticism,  with  regard  to  the 
fidelity  of  his  faculties;  for  the  want  of  faith, 
as  well  as  faith  itself,  is  best  shewn  by 
works-  If  a sceptic  avoid  the  fire  as  much 
os  those  who  believe  it  dangerous  to  go 
iuto  it,  we  can  hardly  avoid  thinking  his 
scepticism  to  be  feigned,  and  not  real. 

Our  author,  indeed,  was  aware,  that 
neither  his  scepticism  nor  that  of  any  other 
l>erson,  was  able  to  endure  this  trial,  aud, 
therefore,  enters  a caveat  against  it. 
“ Neither  I,”  says  he,  “ nor  any  other  per- 
son was  ever  sincerely  and  constantly  of 
that  opinion.  Nature,  by  an  absolute  and 
uncontrollable  necessity,  has  determined  us 
to  judge,  as  well  as  to  breathe  and  feel.  My 
intention,  therefore,*’  says  he,  “ in  display- 
ing so  carefully  the  arguments  of  that  fan- 
tastic sect,  is  only  to  make  the  reader  sen- 
sible of  the  truth  of  my  hypothesis,  that  all 
our  reasonings  concerning  causes  and  effects, 
are  derived  from  nothing  but  custom,  and 
that  belief  is  more  properly  an  act  of  the 
L? 10-713] 


sensitive  than  of  the  cogitative  part  of  our 
nature.”  [711] 

We  have  before  considered  the  first  part 
of  this  hypothesis,  Whether  our  reasoning 
about  causes  be  derived  only  from  custom  :j 

The  other  part  of  the  autlior*B  hypothesis 
here  mentioned  is  darkly  expressed,  though 
the  expression  seems  to  be  studied,  as  it  is 
put  iu  Italics.  It  cannot,  surely,  mean 
that  belief  is  not  an  act  of  thinking.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  the  power  of  thinking  that 
he  calls  the  cogitative  part  of  our  nature. 
Neither  can  it  be  the  power  of  judging,  for 
all  belief  implies  judgment ; and  to  believe 
a proposition  means  the  same  thing  as  to 
judge  it  to  be  true.  It  seems,  therefore,  to 
be  the  power  of  reasoning  that  he  calls  the 
cogitative  part  of  our  nature. 

If  this  be  the  meaning,  I agree  to  it  in 
part  The  belief  of  first  principles  is  not 
an  act  of  the  reasoning  power  ; for  all  rea- 
soning must  be  grounded  upon  them.  We 
judge  them  to  be  true,  and  believe  them 
without  reasoning.  But  why  this  power  of 
judging  of  first  principles  should  be  called 
the  sensitive  part  of  our  nature,  I do  not 
understand. 

As  our  belief  of  first  principles  is  an  act 
of  pure  judgment  without  reasoning ; so 
our  belief  of  the  conclusions  drawn  by  rea- 
soning from  first  principles,  may,  I think,  be 
called  an  act  of  the  reasoning  faculty. 

17I2J 

Upon  the  whole,  I see  only  two  conclu- 
sions that  can  be  fairly  drawn  from  this 
profound  and  intricate  reasoning  against 
reason.  The  first  is,  That  we  are  fallible 
in  all  our  judgments  and  in  all  our  reason- 
ings. The  second,  That  the  truth  and 
fidelity  of  our  faculties  can  never  be  proved 
by  reasoning  ; and,  therefore,  our  belief  of 
it  cannot  be  founded  on  reasoning.  If  the 
last  be  what  the  author  calls  his  hypothesis, 
I subscribe  to  it,  and  think  it  not  an  hypo- 
thesis, but  a manifest  truth  ; though  I con- 
ceive it  to  be  very  improperly  expressed,  by 
saying  that  belief  is  more  properly  an  act 
of  the  sensitive  than  of  the  cogitative  part 
of  our  nature.  ■ [713] 

* In  the  preceding  stricture*,  the  Sceptic  <«a*tin 
too  often  mailed  a*  a Dogmatist.  See  ai>ove  p.  *44 
not#  H. 
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ESSAY  VIII. 

OF  TASTE. 


CHAPTER  I. 

OP  TA8TK  IN  GENERAL. 

That  power  of  the  mind  by  which  we 
are  capable  of  discerning  and  relishing  the 
beauties  of  Nature,  and  wliatcver  is  excel- 
lent in  the  fine  arts,  is  called  ta*te. 

The  external  sense  of  taste,  by  which  we 
distinguish  and  relish  the  various  kinds  of 
food,  has  given  occasion  to  a metaphorical 
application  of  its  name  to  this  internal 
power  of  the  mind,  by  which  we  perceive 
w hat  is  beautiful  and  what  is  deformed  or 
defective  in  the  various  objects  that  we 
contemplate. 

Like  the  taste  of  the  palate,  it  relishes 
some  things,  is  disgusted  with  others  ; with 
regard  to  many,  is  indifferent  or  dubious ; 
and  is  considerably  influenced  by  habit,  by 
associations,  and  by  opinion.  These  obvious 
analogies  between  external  and  internal 
tuste,  have  led  men,  in  all  ages,  and  in 
all  or  mo-t  polished  languages.*  to  give  the 
name  of  the  external  sense  to  this  power  of 
discerning  what  is  beautiful  with  pleasure, 
and  whut  is  ugly  and  faulty  in  its  kind  w ith 
disgust.  (711) 

In  treating  of  this  ns  an  intellectual 
power  of  the  mind,  I intend  only  to  make 
some  observations,  first  on  its  nature,  and 
then  on  its  objects. 

1.  In  the  external  sense  of  taste,  we  arc 
led  by  reason  and  reflection  to  distinguish 
between  the  agreeable  sensation  we  feel , and 
the  quality  in  the  object  which  occasions  it. 
Doth  have  the  same  name,  and  on  that  ac- 
count are  apt  to  he  confounded  by  the  vulgar, 
and  even  by  philosophers.  The  sensation 
I feel  when  I taste  any  sapid  l>ody  is  in  my 
mind ; but  there  is  a real  quality  in  the 
body  which  is  the  cause  of  this  sensation. 
These  two  things  have  the  same  name  in 
language,  not  from  any  similitude  in  their 
nature,  but  because  the  one  is  the  sign  of 
the  other,  and  because  there  is  little  occa- 
sion in  common  life  to  distinguish  them. 

This  w'as  fully  explained  in  treating  of  the’ 
secondary  qualities  of  bodies.  The  reason 
cf  taking  notice  of  it  now  is,  that  the  in- 
ternal power  of  taste  bears  a great  analogy 
hi  this  respect  to  the  external. 

When  a beautiful  object  is  before  us,  we 


* J his  Is  hardly  correct—  IL 


may  distinguish  the  agreeable  emotion  it 
produces  in  ub,  from  the  quality  of  the  ob- 
ject which  causes  that  emotion.  When  I 
hear  an  air  in  music  that  pleases  me,  I say, 
it  is  fine,  it  is  excellent.  This  excellence  is 
not  in  me ; it  is  in  the  music.  But  the 
pleasure  it  gives  is  not  in  the  music  ; it  is 
in  me.  Perhaps  I cannot  say  what  it  is  in 
i the  tune  that  pleases  my  ear,  as  I cannot 
| say  what  it  is  in  a sapid  body  that  pleases  my 
| palate  ; but  there  is  a quality  in  the  sapid 
i body  which  pleases  my  |>alate,  and  I call  it 
a delicious  taste ; and  there  is  a quality  in 
the  tune  that  pleases  my  taste,  and  I call  it 
a fine  or  an  excellent  air. 

This  ought  the  rather  to  be  observed, 
because  it  is  become  a fashion  among  mo- 
dern philosophers,  to  resolve  all  our  percep- 
tions into  mere  feelings  or  sensations  in  the 
person  that  perceives,  without  anything 
corresponding  to  those  feelings  in  the  ex- 
ternal object.  [715]  According  to  those 
philosophers,  there  is  no  beat  in  the  fire, 
no  taste  in  a sapid  body  ; the  taste  and  the 
j heat  being  only  in  the  person  that  feels 
I them.*  In  like  manner,  there  is  no  beauty 
in  any  object  w hatsoever  ; it  is  only  a sens- 
ation or  feeling  in  the  person  that  per- 
1 ceives  it. 

The  language  and  the  common  sense  of 
I mankind  contradict  this  theory.  Even  those 
I who  hold  it,  find  themselves  obliged  to  use 
a language  that  contradicts  it.  1 had  occa- 
sion to  shew,  that  there  Is  no  solid  founda- 
tion for  it  when  applied  to  the  secondary 
qualities  of  body ; and  the  same  arguments 
! shew  equally,  that  it  has  no  solid  foundation 
when  applied  to  the  beauty  of  objects,  or  to 
any  of  those  qualities  that  are  perceived  by 
a good  taste. 

But,  though  some  of  the  qualities  that 
please  a good  taste  resemble  the  secondary 
qualities  of  body,  and  therefore  may  be 
I called  occult  qualities,  as  we  only  feel  their 
1 effect,  and  have  no  more  knowledge  of  the 
I cause,  but  that  it  is  something  which  is 
I adapted  by  nature  to  produce  that  effect — 
| this  is  not  always  the  case. 

Our  judgment  of  beauty  is  in  many  cases 
more  enlightened.  A work  of  art  may 
appear  beautiful  to  the  most  ignorant,  even 
to  a child.  It  pleases,  but  lie  knows  not 


* Hut  icc,  nbovr , jx  b,  note  *,  and  p.  310  b, 
note  f.— 11. 

[714,  715] 
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wliv.  To  one  who  understands  it  perfectly, 
ana  perceives  how  every  part  is  fitted  with 
exact  judgment  to  its  end,  the  beauty  is  not 
mysterious ; it  is  perfectly  comprehended  ; 
and  he  knows  wherein  it  consists,  as  well 
as  how  it  affects  him. 

2.  W e may  observe,  that,  though  all  the 
tastes-  we  perceive  by  the  palate  are  either 
agreeable  or  disagreeable,  or  indifferent ; 
yet,  among  those  that  are  agreeable,  there 
is  great  diversity,  not  in  degree  only,  but  in 
kind.  Aud,  as  we  have  not  generical  names 
for  all  the  different  kinds  of  taste,  we  dis- 
tinguish them  by  the  bodies  in  which  they 
are  found.  [7 lb] 

In  like  manner,  all  the  objects  of  our 
internal  taste  ore  either  beautiful,  or  dis- 
agreeable, or  indifferent ; yet  of  beauty  there 
is  a great  diversity,  not  only  of  degree,  but 
of  kind.  The  beauty  of  a demonstration, 
the  beauty  of  a poem,  the  beauty  of  a palace, 
the  beauty  of  a piece  of  music,  the  beauty 
of  a fine  woman,  and  many  more  that  might 
be  named,  are  different  kinds  of  beauty  ; 
«nd  we  have  no  names  to  distinguish  them 
but  the  names  of  the  different  objects  to 
which  they  belong. 

As  there  is  such  diversity  in  the  kinds  of 
beauty  as  well  as  in  the  degrees,  we  need 
not  think  it  strange  that  philosophers  have 
gone  into  different  systems  in  analysing  it, 
and  enumerating  its  simple  ingredients. 
They  have  made  many  just  observations  on 
the  subject ; but,  from  the  love  of  simplicity, 
have  reduced  it  to  fewer  principles  than  the 
nature  of  the  thing  will  permit,  having  had 
in  their  eye  some  particular  kinds  of  beauty, 
while  they  overlooked  others. 

There  are  moral  beauties  as  well  as  na- 
tural ; beauties  in  the  objects  of  sense,  and 
in  intellectual  objects  ; in  the  works  of  men, 
and  in  the  works  of  God ; in  things  inani- 
mate, in  brute  animals,  and  in  rational 
beings ; in  the  constitution  of  the  body  of 
man,  and  in  the  constitution  of  his  mind. 
There  is  no  real  excellence  which  has  not 
its  beauty  to  a discerning  eye,  when  placed 
in  a proper  point  of  view ; and  it  is  as  diffi- 
cult to  enumerate  the  ingredients  of  beauty 
as  the  ingredients  of  real  excellence. 

3.  The  taste  of  the  palate  may  he  accounted 
most  just  aud  perfect,  when  we  relish  the 
things  that  are  fit  for  the  nourishment  of 
the  body,  and  are  disgusted  with  things  of 
a contrary  nature.  The  manifest  intention 
of  nature  in  giving  us  this  sense,  is,  that 
we  may  discern  what  it  is  fit  for  us  to  eat 
and  to  drink,  and  what  it  is  not.  Brute 
animals  are  directed  in  the  choice  of  their 
food  merely  by  their  taste.  1717]  Led  by 
this  guide,  they  choose  the  food  that  nature 
intended  for  them,  aud  seldom  make  mis- 
takes, unless  they  be  pinched  by  hunger,  or 
deceived  by  artificial  compositions.  In  in- 
fants likewise  the  taste  is  comm  on  lv  sound 
r 716-71HJ 


and  uncorrupted,  and  of  the  simple  produc- 
tions of  nature  they  relish  the  things  that 
are  most  wholesome. 

In  like  manner,  our  internal  taste  ought 
to  be  accounted  most  just  and  perfect,  when 
we  are  pleased  with  things  that  are  most 
excellent  in  their  kind,  and  displeased  with 
the  contrary.  The  intention  of  nature  is 
no  less  evident  in  this  internal  taste  than 
in  the  external.  Every  excellence  has  a 
real  beauty  and  charm  that  makes  it  an 
agreeable  object  to  those  who  have  the 
faculty  of  discerning  its  beauty  ; and  this 
faculty  is  what  we  call  a good  taste. 

A man  who,  by  any  disorder  in  his  mental 
powers,  or  by  bad  habits,  has  contracted  a 
relish  for  w hat  has  no  real  excellence,  or 
what  is  deformed  and  defective,  has  a de- 
praved taste,  like  one  who  finds  a more 
agreeable  relish  in  ashes  or  cinders  than  in 
the  most  wholesome  food.  As  we  must  ac- 
knowledge the  taste  of  the  palate  to  be  de- 
praved iu  this  case,  there  is  the  same  reason 
to  think  the  taste  of  the  mind  depraved  in 
the  other. 

There  is  therefore  a just  and  rational 
taste,  and  there  is  a depraved  and  corrupted 
taste.  For  it  is  too  evident,  that,  by  bad 
education,  bad  habits,  and  wrong  associa- 
tions, men  may  acquire  a relish  for  nasti- 
ness, for  rudeness,  and  ill-breeding,  and  for 
many  other  deformities.  To  say  that  such 
a tasto  is  not  vitiated,  is  no  less  absuid  than 
to  say,  that  the  sickly  girl  w ho  delights  in 
eating  charcoal  and  tobacco-pipes,  lias  as 
just  and  natural  a taste  as  when  she  is  in 
perfect  health. 

4.  The  force  of  custom,  of  fancy,  and  of 
casual  associations,  is  very  great  both  upon 
the  external  and  internal  taste.  An  E>ki- 
maux  can  regale  himself  with  a draught  of 
whale-oil.  and  a Canadian  am  feast  upon  a 
dog.  A Kamsehatkadale  lives  upon  putrid 
fish,  and  is  sometimes  reduced  to  eat  the 
bark  of  trees.  The  taste  of  runt,  or  of  green 
tea,  is  at  first  as  nauseous  as  that  of  ipeca- 
cuan,  to  some  persons,  who  may  be  brought 
by  use  to  relish  w hat  they  ouce  fouud  so 
disagreeable.  [710] 

When  we  see  such  varieties  in  the  taste 
of  the  palate  produced  by  custom  and  as- 
sociatioi  »,  and  some,  perhaps,  by  coustitu* 
tion,  we  may  be  the  leas  surprised  that  the 
same  causes  should  produce  like  varieties 
in  the  taste  of  beauty  ; that  the  African 
should  esteem  thick  lips  and  a flat  nose  ; 
that  other  nations  should  draw  out  their 
ears,  till  they  hang  over  their  shoulders  | 
that  in  one  nation  ladies  should  paint  their 
faces,  and  in  another  Bhould  make  them 
shine  with  grease. 

5.  Those  who  conceive  that  there  is  no 
standard  in  nature  by  which  taste  may  be 
regulated,  and  that  the  common  proverb, 
“ That  there  ought  to  be  no  dispute  about 
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taste,”  ib  to  be  taken  it  the  utmost  latitude, 
go  upon  slender  and  insufficient  ground. 
The  same  arguments  might  be  used  with 
equal  force  against  any  standard  of  truth. 

Whole  nations  by  the  force  of  prejudice 
are  brought  to  believe  the  grossest  absurdi- 
ties ; and  why  should  it  be  thought  that  the 
taste  is  less  capable  of  being  perverted  than 
the  judgment  ? It  must  indeed  be  acknow- 
ledged, that  men  differ  more  in  the  faculty 
of  taste  than  in  what  we  commonly  call 
judgment ; and  therefore  it  may  be  expected 
that  they  should  be  more  liable  to  have  their 
taste  corrupted  in  matters  of  beauty  and 
deformity,  than  their  judgment  in  matters 
of  truth  and  error. 

If  we  make  due  allowance  for  this,  we 
shall  see  that  it  is  as  easy  to  account  for 
the  variety  of  tastes,  though  there  be  in 
nature  a standard  of  true  beauty,  and  con- 
sequently of  good  taste,  as  it  is  to  account 
for  the  variety  and  contrariety  of  opinions, 
though  there  be  in  nature  a standard  of 
of  truth,  and,  consequently,  of  right  judg- 
ment- [719j 

6.  Nay,  if  we  speak  accurately  and 
strictly,  we  shall  find  that,  in  every  opera- 
tion of  taste,  there  is  judgment  implied. 

When  a man  pronounces  a poem  or  a 
palace  to  be  beautiful,  be  affirms  something 
of  that  poem  or  that  palace ; and  every 
affirmation  or  denial  expresses  judgment. 
For  wo  cannot  better  define  judgment,  than 
by  saying  that  it  is  an  affirmation  or  denial 
of  one  thing  concerning  another.  I had 
occasion  to  shew,  when  treating  of  judg- 
ment, that  it  is  implied  in  every  perception 
of  our  external  senses.  There  is  an  imme- 
diate conviction  and  belief  of  the  existence 
of  the  quality  perceived,  whether  it  be 
colour,  or  sound,  or  figure ; and  the  same 
thing  holds  in  the  perception  of  beauty  or 
deformity. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  perception  of  beauty 
is  merely  a feeling  in  the  mind  that  per- 
ceives, without  any  belief  of  excellence  in 
the  object,  the  necessary  consequence  of 
this  opinion  is,  that  when  I say  Virgil’s 
“ Georgies”  is  a beautiful  poem,  I mean  not 
to  say  anything  of  the  poem,  but  only  some- 
thing concerning  myself  and  my  feelings. 
Why  should  I use  a language  that  expresses 
the  contrary  of  what  I mean  ? 

My  language,  according  to  the  necessary 
rules  of  construction,  can  bear  no  other 
meaning  but  this,  that  there  is  something 
in  the  poem,  and  not  in  me,  which  I call 
beauty.  Even  those  who  hold  beauty  to 
be  merely  a feeling  in  the  person  that  per- 
ceives it,  find  themselves  under  a necessity 
of  expressing  themselves  as  if  beauty  were 
* olely  a quality  of  the  object,  and  not  of 
the  percipient. 


No  reason  can  be  given  why  all  man- 
kind should  express  themselves  thus,  but  that 
they  believe  what  they  say.  It  is  there- 
fore contrary  to  the  universal  sense  of 
mankind,  expressed  by  their  language,  that 
beauty  is  not  really  in  the  object,  but  is 
merely  a feeling  iu  the  person  who  is  said 
to  perceive  it.  Philosophers  should  be  very 
cautious  in  opposing  the  common  sense 
of  mankind  ; for,  when  they  do,  they  rarely 
miss  going  wrong.  [720] 

Our  judgment  of  beauty  is  not  indeed  a 
dry  and  unaflV-cting  judgment,  like  that  of 
n mathematical  or  metaphysical  truth.  By 
the  constitution  of  our  nature,  it  is  accom- 
panied with  an  agreeble  feeling  or  emotion, 
for  which  we  liave  no  other  name  but  the 
sense  of  beauty.  This  sense  of  beauty,  like 
the  perceptions  of  our  other  senses,  implies 
not  only  a feeling,  but  an  opinion  of  some 
quality  in  the  object  which  occasions  that 
feeling. 

I n objects  that  please  the  taste,  we  always 
judge  that  there  is  some  real  excellent, 
some  superiority  to  those  that  do  not 
please.  In  some  coses,  that  superior  ex- 
cellence is  distinctly  perceived,  and  can 
be  pointed  out ; in  other  cases,  we  liave 
only  a general  notion  of  some  excellence 
which  we  cannot  describe.  Beauties  of  the 
former  kind  may  be  compared  to  the 
primary  qualities  perceived  by  the  external 
senses  ; those  of  the  latter  kind,  to  the 
secondary. 

7.  Beauty  or  deformity  in  an  object,  re- 
sults from  its  nature  or  structure.  To  per- 
ceive the  beauty,  therefore,  we  must  per- 
ceive the  nature  or  structure  from  which  it 
results.  In  this  the  internal  sense  differs 
from  the  external.  Our  external  senses 
may  discover  qualities  which  do  not  depeud 
upon  any  antecedent  perception.  Thus,  1 
can  hear  the  sound  of  a bell,  though  I never 
perceived  anything  else  belonging  to  it 
But  it  is  impossible  to  perceive  the  beauty 
of  an  object  without  perceiving  the  object, 
or,  at  least,  conceiving  it.  On  this  account, 
Dr  Hutcheson  called  the  senses  of  beauty 
and  harmony  reflex  or  secondary  senses ; 
because  the  beauty  cannot  be  perceived 
unless  the  objoct  be  perceived  by  some  other 
power  of  the  mind.  Thus,  the  sense  of 
barmony  and  melody  in  sounds  supposes 
the  external  sense  of  hearing,  and  is  a kiud 
of  secondary  to  it.  A man  born  deaf  may 
be  a good  judge  of  beauties  of  another  kind, 
but  can  have  no  notion  of  melody  or  har- 
mony.  The  like  may  be  said  of  beau- 
ties in  colouring  and  in  figure,  which  can 
never  be  perceived  without  the  senses  by 
which  colour  and  figure  are  perceived. 
1721] 
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CHAPTER  II. 

OP  THK  OBJECTS  OP  TASTE  ; AND,  PIRST,  OP 
NOVELTY. 

A philosophical  Analysis  of  the  objects 
of  taste  is  like  applying  the  anatomical  knife 
to  a fine  face.  The  design  of  the  philoso- 
plier,  as  well  as  of  the  anatomist,  is  not  to 
gratify  taste,  but  to  improve  knowledge. 
The  reader  ought  to  be  aware  of  this,  that 
he  may  not  entertain  an  expectation  in 
which  lie  will  be  disappointed. 

By  the  objects  of  taste,  I mean  those 
qualities  or  attributes  of  th'ngs  which  are, 
by  Nature,  adapted  to  please  a good  taste. 
Mr  Addison,  and  Dr  Akenside  after  him, 
have  reduced  them  to  three— to  wit,  novelty , 
ytantirur , and  beauty.  This  division  is 
sufficient  for  all  I intend  to  say  upon  the 
subject,  and  therefore  1 shall  adopt  it — 
observing  only,  that  beauty  is  often  taken 
in  so  extensive  a sense  as  to  comprehend 
all  the  objects  of  taste  ; yet  all  the  authors 
I have  met  with,  who  have  given  a division 
of  the  objects  of  taste,  make  beauty  one 
species* 

I take  the  reason  of  this  to  be,  that  we 
have  specific  names  for  some  of  the  quali- 
ties that  please  the  taste,  hut  not  for  all ; 
and  therefore  all  those  fall  under  the  gene- 
ral name  of  beauty,  for  which  there  is  no 
specific  name  in  the  division. 

There  are,  indeed,  so  many  species  of 
beauty,  that  it  would  he  as  difficult  to  enu- 
merate them  perfectly,  as  to  enumerate  all 
the  tastes  we  perceive  by  the  palate.  Nor 
does  there  appear  to  me  sufficient  renson 
for  making,  as  some  very  ingenious  authors 
have  done,  as  many  different  internal  senses 
as  there  are  different  species  of  beauty  or 
deformity.  [722] 

The  division  of  our  external  senses  is 
taken  from  the  organs  of  perception,  and 
not  from  the  qualities  perceived.  We  have 
not  the  same  means  of  dividing  the  inter- 
nal ; because,  though  some  kinds  of  beauty 
belong  only  to  objects  of  the  eye,  and  others 
to  objects  of  the  ear,  there  are  many  which 
we  cannot  refer  to  any  bodily  organ ; and 
therefore  I conceive  every  division  that  has 
been  made  of  our  internal  senses  to  be  in 
some  degree  arbitral*}'.  They  may  he  made 
more  or  fewer,  according  as  we  have  dis- 
tinct names  for  the  various  kinds  of  beauty 
and  deformity ; and  I suspect  the  most 
cupious  languages  have  not  names  for  them 
all. 

Novelty  is  not  properly  a quality  of  the 
thing  to  which  we  attribute  it,  far  less  is 
it  a sensation  in  the  mind  to  which  it  is 
new ; it  is  a relation  which  the  thing  has 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  person.  What  is 
new  to  one  man,  may  not  he  so  to  another  ; 
[7«,  7*23] 


what  is  new  this  moment,  may  be  familiar 
to  the  same  person  some  time  hence.  When 
an  object  is  first  brought  to  our  know*, 
ledge,  it  is  new,  whether  it  be  agreeable 
or  not. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  with  regard  to 
novelty,  (whatever  may  be  said  of  other 
objects  of  taste,)  that  it  is  not  merely  a 
sensation  in  the  mind  of  him  to  whom  the 
thing  is  new  ; it  is  a real  relation  which 
the  thing  Jias  to  his  knowledge  at  that 
time. 

But  we  are  so  constituted,  that  what  is 
new  to  us  commonly  gives  pleasure  upon 
that  account,  if  it  be  not  in  itself  disagree- 
able. It  rouses  our  attention,  and  occa- 
sions an  agreeable  exertion  of  our  facul- 
ties. 

The  pleasure  we  receive  from  novelty  in 
objects  has  so  great  influence  in  human 
life,  that  it  well  deserves  the  attention  of 
philosophers;  and  several  ingenious  authors 
— particularly  Dr  Gerard,  in  his  “ Essay  on 
Taste” — have,  I think,  successfully  account- 
ed for  it,  from  the  principles  of  the  human 
constitution.  [723] 

We  can  perhaps  conceive  a being  so 
made,  that  his  happiness  consists  in  a con- 
tinuance of  the  same  unvaried  sensations  or 
feelings,  without  any  active  exertion  on  his 
part.  Whether  this  bo  possible  or  not,  it 
is  evident  thnt  man  is  not  such  a being ; 
his  good  consists  in  the  vigorous  exertion 
of  his  active  and  intellective  powers  upon 
their  proper  objects  ; he  is  made  for  action 
and  progress,  and  cannot  be  happy  without 
it ; his  enjoyments  seem  to  be  given  by 
Nature,  not  so  much  for  their  own  sake,  as 
to  encourage  the  exercise  of  his  various 
powers.  That  tranquillity  of  soul  in  w hich 
some  place  human  liappiuess,  is  not  a dead 
rest,  but  a regular  progressive  motion. 

Such  is  the  constitution  of  man  by  the 
appointment  of  Nature.  This  constitution 
is  perhaps  a part  of  the  imperfection  of  our 
nature ; hut  it  is  wisely  adapted  to  our 
state,  which  is  not  intended  to  be  stationary, 
but  progressive.  The  eye  is  not  satiated 
with  seeing,  nor  the  ear  with  hearing ; 
something  is  always  wanted.  Desire  and 
hope  never  cease,  but  remain  to  spur  us  on 
to  something  yet  to  he  acquired;  and,  if 
they  coaid  cease,  human  happiness  must 
end  with  them.  That  our  desire  and  hope 
be  properly  directed,  is  our  part ; that  they 
enn  never  be  extinguished,  is  the  work  of 
Nature. 

It  is  this  that  makes  human  life  so  busy 
a scene.  Man  must  be  doing  something, 
good  or  bad,  trifling  or  important ; and  he 
must  vary  the  employment  of  his  facul- 
ties, or  their  exercise  will  become  languid, 
and  the  pleasure  that  attends  it  sicken  of 
course. 

The  notions  of  enjoyment,  and  of  activity. 
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considered  abstractly,  are  no  doubt  very 
different,  and  we  c annot  perceive  a neces- 
sary connection  between  them.  But,  in  our  I 
constitution,  they  are  so  connected  by  the  ] 
wisdom  of  Nature,  that  they  must  go  hand  ' 
in  hand  ; and  the  first  must  be  led  and  j 
supported  by  the  last.  [724] 

An  object  at  first,  perhaps,  gave  much 
pleasure,  while  attention  was  directed  to  it 
with  vigour.  But  attention  cannot  be  long 
confined  to  o::e  unvaried  object,  nor  can  it  I 
lie  carried  round  in  the  same  narrow  circle,  j 
Curiosity  is  a capital  principle  in  the  human  I 
constitution,  and  its  food  must  be  what  is 
in  some  respect  new.  What  is  said  of  the 
Athenians  may,  in  some  degree,  l>e  applied 
to  all  mankind.  That  their  time  is  spent 
in  hearing,  or  telling,  or  doing  some  new 
thing. 

Into  this  part  of  the  human  constitution, 

I think,  we  may  resolve  the  pleasure  we  ; 
have  from  novelty  in  objects. 

Curiosity  is  commonly  strongest  in  child- 
ren and  in  young  persons,  and  accordingly  I 
novelty  pleases  them  most.  In  all  ages,  in  ! 
proportion  as  novelty  gratifies  curiosity,  and  1 
occasions  a vigorous  exertion  of  any  of  our 
mental  powers  in  attending  to  the  new  ob-  j 
ject,  iu  the  same  proportion  it  gives  plea- 
sure. In  advanced  life,  the  indolent  and 
inactive  have  the  strongest  passion  for  news,  1 
os  a relief  from  a painful  vacuity  of  thought. 

But  the  pleasure  derived  from  new  objects, 
in  many  cases,  is  not  owing  solely  or  chiefly  f 
to  their  being  new,  but  to  some  other  cir- 
cumstance tliut  gives  them  value.  The  new 
fashion  in  dress,  furniture,  equipage,  and 
other  accommodations  of  life,  gives  plea-  1 
sure,  not  so  much,  as  1 apprehend,  because 
it  is  new,  as  because  it  is  a sign  of  rank,  1 
and  distinguishes  a man  from  the  vulgar. 

In  some  things  novelty  is  due,  and  the  I 
want  of  it  a real  imperfection.  Thus,  if  an 
author  adds  to  the  number  of  books  with 
which  the  public  is  already  overloaded,  we 
expect  from  him  something  new;  and,  if  he 
says  nothing  hut  what  has  been  said  before 
in  as  agreeable  a manner,  we  are  justly 
disgusted.  [725] 

When  novelty  is  altogether  separated  ' 
from  the  conception  of  worth  and  utility,  it 
makes  but  a slight  impression  upon  a truly 
correct  taste.  Every  discovery  in  nature,  ' 
in  the  arts,  and  in  the  sciences,  has  a real 
value,  and  gives  & rational  pleasure  to  a 
good  taste.  But  things  that  have  nothing 
to  recommend  them  but  novelty,  are  fit 
only  to  entertain  children,  or  those  who  are 
distressed  from  a vacuity  of  thought.  This 
quality  of  objects  may  therefore  be  com- 
pared to  the  cypher  in  arithmetic,  which 
adds  greatly  to  the  value  of  significant 
figures ; but,  when  put  by  itself,  signifies 
nothing  at  all. 


CHAPTER  III. 

OF  GRANDEUR. 

Tiik  qualities  which  please  the  taste  are 
not  more  various  in  themselves  than  are 
the  emotions  and  feelings  with  which  they 
afbet  our  minds. 

Things  new  and  uncommon  affect  us  with 
a pleasing  surprise,  which  rouses  and  invi- 
gorates our  attention  to  the  object.  But 
this  emotion  soon  Hags,  if  there  is  nothing 
but  novelty  to  give  it  continuance,  and 
leaves  no  effect  upon  the  mind. 

The  emotion  raised  by  grand  objects  is 
awful,  solemn,  and  serious. 

Of  all  objects  of  contemplation,  the  Su- 
preme Being,  is  the  most  grand.  His 
eternity,  his  mmensity,  his  irresistible  power, 
his  infinite  knowledge  and  unerring  wisdom, 
his  inflexible  justice  ami  rectitude,  his  su- 
preme government,  conducting  all  the 
movements  of  this  vast  universe  to  the  no- 
blest ends  and  in  the  wisest  manner — are 
objects  which  fill  the  utmost  capacity  of  the 
soul,  and  reach  far  beyond  its  comprehension. 

The  emotion  which  this  grandest  of  all 
objects  raises  in  the  human  mind,  is  what 
we  call  devotion ; a serious  recollected  tem- 
per, which  inspires  magnanimity,  and  dis- 
poses to  the  most  heroic  acts  of  virtue.  [72fi*J 

The  emotion  produced  by  other  objects 
which  may  lie  called  grand,  though  in  an 
inferior  degree,  is,  in  its  nature  and  in  its 
effects,  similar  to  that  of  devotion.  It  dis- 
uses to  seriousness,  elevates  the  mind 
above  its  usual  state,  to  a kind  of  enthusi- 
asm, and  inspires  magnanimity,  and  a con- 
tempt of  what  is  mean. 

Such,  I conceive,  is  the  emotion  which 
the  contemplation  of  grand  objects  raises  in 
us.  We  are  next  to  consider  what  this 
grandeur  in  objects  is. 

To  me  it  seems  to  he  nothing  else  but 
such  a degree  of  excellence,  in  one  kind  or 
another,  as  merits  our  admiration. 

There  are  some  attributes  of  mind  which 
have  a real  and  intrinsic  excellence,  com- 
pared with  their  contraries,  and  which,  in 
every  degree,  are  the  naturul  objects  of 
esteem,  but,  in  an  uncommon  degree,  are  ob- 
jects of  admiration.  We  put  a value  upon 
them  because  they  are  intrinsically  valuable 
and  excellent. 

The  spirit  of  modem  philosophy  would 
indeed  lead  utfto  think,  that  the  worth  and 
value  we  put  upon  things  is  ouly  a sensation 
in  our  minds,  and  not  anything  inherent  in 
the  object ; and  that  we  might  have  been  so 
constituted  as  to  put  the  highest  value  upon 
the  things  which  wc  now  despise,  and  to 
despise  the  qualities  which  we  now  highly 
esteem. 

[7*4-726 J 
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It  gives  me  pleasure  to  observe,  that  Dr 
Price,  in  his  “ Review  of  the  Questions 
concerning  Morals,’*  strenuously  opposes 
this  opinion,  as  well  as  that  which  resolves 
moral  right  and  wrong  into  a sensation  in 
the  mind  of  the  spectator.  That  judicious 
author  saw  the  consequences  which  these 
opinions  draw  after  them,  and  has  traced 
them  to  their  source — to  wit,  the  account 
given  by  Mr  Locke,  and  adopted  by  the  gen- 
erality of  modern  philosophers,  of  the  ori- 
gin of  all  our  ideas,  which  account  he  shews 
to  be  very  defective.  [727] 

This  proneness  to  resolve  everything  into 
feelings  and  sensations,  is  an  extreme  into 
which  we  have  been  led  by  the  desire  of 
avoiding  an  opposite  extreme,  as  common 
in  the  ancient  philosophy. 

At  first,  men  are  prone  by  nature  and  by 
habit  to  give  all  their  attention  to  things 
external.  Their  notions  of  the  mind,  and 
its  operations,  are  formed  from  some  analogy 
they  bear  to  objects  of  sense  ; and  an  ex- 
ternal existence  is  ascribed  to  thing?  which 
are  only  conceptions  or  feelings  of  the 
mind. 

This  spirit  prevailed  much  in  the  philo- 
sophy both  of  Plato  and  of  Aristotle,  and 
produced  the  mysterious  notions  of  eternal 
and  self-existent  ideas,  of  materia  prtma , of 
substantial  forms,  and  others  of  the  like 
nature. 

From  the  time  of  Des  Cartes,  philosophy 
took  a contrary  turn.  That  great  man  dis- 
covered, that  many  things  supposed  to  have 
an  external  existence,  were  only  conceptions 
or  feelings  of  the  mind.  This  track  has 
been  pursued  by  his  successors  to  such  an 
extreme  as  to  resolve  everything  into  sens- 
ations, feelings,  and  ideas  in  the  mind,  and 
to  leave  nothing  external  at  all. 

The  Peripatetics  thought  that  heat  and 
cold  which  we  feel  to  be  qualities  of  external 
objects.  The  moderns  make  heat  and  cold 
to  be  sensations  only,  and  allow  no  real 
quality  of  body  to  be  called  by  that  name  : 
and  the  same  judgment  they  have  formed 
with  regard  to  all  secondary  qualities. 

So  far  Des  Cartes  and  Mr  Locke  went. 
Their  successors  being  put  into  this  track 
of  converting  into  feelings  things  that  were 
believed  to  have  an  external  existence,  found 
that  extension,  solidity,  figure,  and  all  the 
primary  qualities  of  body,  are  sensations  or 
feelings  of  the  mind  ; and  that  the  material 
world  is  a phenomenon  only,  and  has  no 
existence  but  in  our  mind.  [728] 

1 1 was  then  a very  natural  progress  to  con- 
ceive, that  beauty,  harmony,  and  grandeur, 
the  objects  of  taste,  as  well  as  right  and 
wrong,  the  objects  of  the  moral  faculty,  are 
nothing  but  feeliugs  of  the  mind. 

Those  who  are  acquainted  with  the 
writings  of  modern  philosophers,  cau  easily 
trace  this  doctrine  of  feelings,  from  Des 
[727-729] 


Cartes  down  to  Mr  Hume,  who  put  the 
finishing  stroke  to  it,  by  making  truth  and 
error  to  be  feelings  of  the  mind,  and  belief 
to  be  an  operation  of  the  sensitive  part  of 
our  nature. 

To  return  to  our  subject,  if  we  hearken 
to  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  we  must  be 
convinced  that  there  is  real  excellence  in 
some  things,  whatever  our  feeliugs  or  our 
constitution  be. 

It  depends  no  doubt  upon  our  constitu- 
tion, whether  we  do  or  do  not  perceive  ex- 
cellence where  it  really  is  : but  the  object 
lias  its  excellence  from  its  own  constitution, 
and  not  from  ours. 

The  common  judgment  of  mankind  in  this 
matter  sufficiently  appears  in  the  language 
of  ail  nations,  w hich  uniformly  ascribes  ex- 
cellence, grandeur,  and  beauty  to  the  object, 
and  not  to  the  mind  that  perceives  it.  And 
I believe  in  this,  as  in  most  other  things, 
we  shall  find  the  common  judgment  of  man- 
kind and  true  philosophy  not  to  be  at  va- 
riance- 

Is  not  power  in  its  nature  more  excel- 
lent than  weakness;  knowledge  than  igno- 
rance ; wisdom  than  folly  ; fortitude  than 
pusillanimity  ? 

Is  there  no  intrinsic  excellence  in  self- 
command,  in  generosity,  in  public  spirit  ? 
Is  not  friendship  a belter  affection  of  mind 
than  hatred,  a noble  emulation  than  envy  ? 

[72U] 

Let  us  suppose,  if  possible,  a being  so 
constituted  as  to  have  a high  respect  for 
ignorance,  weakness,  and  folly ; to  venerate 
cowardice,  malice,  and  envy,  and  to  hold 
the  contrary  qualities  in  contempt ; to  have 
an  esteem  for  lying  and  falsehood  ; and  to 
love  most  those  who  imposed  upon  him, 
and  used  him  worst.  Could  we  believe 
such  a constitution  to  be  anything  else  than 
madness  and  delirium  ? It  is  impossible. 
We  can  as  easily  conceive  a constitution, 
by  which  one  should  perceive  two  and  three 
to  make  fifteen,  or  a part  to  be  greater  tlian 
the  w hole. 

Every  one  who  attends  to  the  operations 
of  his  own  mind  will  find  it  to  he  certainly 
true,  as  it  is  the  common  belief  of  mankind, 
that  esteem  is  led  by  opinion,  and  that  every 
person  draw-s  our  esteem,  as  far  only  as  he 
appears  either  to  reason  or  fancy  to  be 
amiable  and  worthy. 

There  is  therefore  a real  intrinsic  excel- 
lence in  some  qualities  of  mind,  as  in  power, 
knowledge,  wisdom,  virtue,  magnanimity. 
These,  in  every  degree,  merit  esteem  ; but 
in  an  uncommon  degree  they  merit  admir- 
ation ; and  that  which  merits  admiration 
we  call  grand. 

In  the  contemplation  of  uncommon  ex- 
cellence, the  mind  feels  a noble  enthusiasm, 
which  disposes  it  to  the  imitation  of  what  it 
admires. 
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When  we  contemplate  the  character  of 
Cato — hia  greatness  of  soul,  his  superiority 
to  pleasure,  to  toil,  and  to  danger;  hia  ar- 
derit  zeal  for  the  liberty  of  hia  country ; 
when  we  see  him  standing  unmoved  in  mis- 
fortunes, the  Inst  pillar  of  the  liberty  of 
Rome,  and  falling  nobly  in  his  country's 
ruin — who  would  not  wish  to  be  Cato  rather 
than  Cajsar  in  all  his  triumph  ? [730] 

Such  a spectacle  of  a great  sold  strug- 
gling with  misfortune,  Seneca  thought  not 
unworthy  of  the  attention  of  Jupiter  him- 
self, “ Ecce  spectaculum  Deo  dignum,  ad 
quod  respiciat  Jupiter  suo  operi  intent  us, 
vir  fortis  cum  mala  fortuna  com  posit  us." 

As  the  Deity  is,  of  all  objects  of  thought, 
the  most  grand,  the  descriptions  given  in 
holy  writ  of  his  attributes  and  works,  even 
w*hen  clothed  in  simple  expression,  are 
acknowledged  to  be  sublime.  The  expres- 
sion of  Moses,  “ And  God  said,  Let  there 
be  light,  and  there  was  light,"*  has  not 
escaped  the  notice  of  Longinus,  a Heathen 
critic,  as  an  example  of  the  sublime. 

What  we  call  sublime  in  description,  or 
in  speech  of  any  kind,  is  a proper  expres- 
sion of  the  admiration  and  enthusiasm  which 
the  subject  produces  in  the  mind  of  the 
speaker.  If  this  admiration  and  enthu- 
siasm appears  to  be  just,  it  carries  the 
hearer  along  with  it  involuntarily,  and  by 
a kind  of  violence  rather  than  by  cool  con- 
t viction  : for  no  passions  are  so  infectious  as 
those  which  hold  of  enthusiasm. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  passion  of 
the  speaker  appears  to  be  in  no  degree  jus- 
tified by  the  subject  or  the  occasion,  it  pro- 
duces in  the  judicious  hearer  no  other  emo- 
tion but  ridicule  and  contempt- 

The  true  sublime  cannot  be  produced 
solely  by  art  in  the  composition ; it  must 
take  its  rise  from  grandeur  in  the  subject, 
and  a corresponding  emotion  raised  in  the 
mind  of  the  speaker.  A proper  exhibition 
of  these,  though  it  should  be  artless,  is 
irresistible,  like  fire  thrown  into  the  midst 
of  combustible  matter.  [731] 

When  we  contemplate  the  earth,  the  sea, 
the  planetary  system,  the  universe,  these 
are  vast  objects;  it  requires  a stretch  of 
imagination  to  grasp  them  in  our  minds. 
But  they  appear  truly  grand,  and  merit  the 
highest  admiration,  when  we  consider  them 
as  the  work  of  God,  who,  in  the  simple 
style  of  scripture,  stretched  out  the  heavens, 
and  laid  the  foundation  of  the  earth  ; or,  in 
the  poetical  language  of  Milton — 

" In  hb  hand 

Hr  ln*.k  the  golden  companc*.  prepar'd 
In  find'*  eternal  *tore,  to  circumscribe 
Thi»  univer*e  and  all  created  tl>ii.|t*. 

One  foot  lie  centr'd,  and  the  * thcr  turn'd 
Round  thro’  the  vaat  piolundity  obscure; 

• Better  translated — “ Be  there  light,  and  lirht  ; 
there  was  ''—11. 


Anil  said,  Thu»  far  extend,  thua  far  thr  bounds 

1 hb  be  thy  |u»t  circumference,  O world.- 

When  we  contemplate  the  world  of  Epi- 
curus, and  conceive  the  universe  to  be  n 
fortuitous  jumble  of  atoms,  there  is  nothing 
grand  in  this  idea.  The  clashing  of  atoms 
by  blind  chance  has  nothing  in  it  fit  to  raise 
our  conceptions,  or  to  elevate  the  mind. 
But  the  regular  structure  of  a vast  system 
of  beings,  produced  by  creating  power,  and 
governed  by  the  best  laws  which  perfect 
wisdom  and  goodness  could  contrive,  is  a 
spectacle  which  elevates  the  understanding, 
and  fills  the  soul  with  devout  admiration. 

A great  work  is  a work  of  great  power, 
great  wisdom,  and  great  goodness,  well  con- 
trived for  some  important  end.  But  power, 
wisdom,  and  goodness,  are  properly  the  at- 
tributes of  mind  only.  They  are  ascribed  to 
the  work  figuratively,  but  are  really  inherent 
in  the  author:  and  by  the  same  figure,  the 
grandeur  is  ascribed  to  the  work,  but  is 
properly  inherent  in  the  mind  that  made  it. 

Some  figures  of  speech  are  so  natural  and 
so  common  in  all  languages,  that  we  are  led 
to  think  them  literal  and  proper  expressions. 
Thus  an  action  is  called  brave,  virtuous, 
generous ; but  it  is  evident,  that  valour, 
virtue,  generosity,  are  the  attributes  of  per- 
sons only,  and  not  of  actions.  In  the  action 
considered  abstractly,  there  is  neither  val- 
our, nor  virtue,  nor  generosity.  The  same 
action  done  from  a different  motive  may 
deserve  none  of  those  epithets.  [732]  The 
change  in  this  case  is  not  in  the  action,  but 
in  the  agent;  yet,in  all  languages,  generosity 
and  other  moral  qualities  are  ascribed  to 
actions.  By  a figure,  we  assign  to  the  effect 
a quality  which  is  inherent  only  in  the 
cause. 

By  the  same  figure,  we  ascribe  to  a work 
that  grandeur  w hich  properly  is  inherent  in 
the  mind  of  the  author. 

When  we  consider  the  “ Iliad"  as  the 
work  of  the  poet,  its  sublimity  was  really 
in  the  mind  of  Homer.  He  conceived 
great  characters,  great  actions,  and  great 
events,  in  a manner  suitable  to  their  nature, 
and  with  those  emotions  which  they  aro 
naturally  fitted  to  produce;  and  he  conveys 
his  conceptions  and  his  emotions  by  the 
most  pmper  signs.  The  grandeur  of  bis 
thoughts  is  reflected  to  our  eye  by  his  work, 
and,  therefore,  it  is  justly  called  a grand 
work. 

When  we  consider  the  things  presented 
to  our  mind  in  the  “ Iliad"  without  regnrd 
to  the  poet,  the  grandeur  is  properly  in 
Hector  and  Achilles,  and  the  other  great 
personages,  human  and  divine,  brought 
upon  the  stage. 

Next  to  the  Deity  and  his  works,  we  ad- 
mire great  talents  and  heroic  virtue  in  men, 
whether  represented  in  history  or  in  fiction. 
The  virtues  of  Cato,  Aristides,  Socrates, 
[730-733] 
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Marcus  Aurelius,  are  truly  grand.  Extra- 
ordinary talents  and  genius,  whether  in 
poets,  orators,  philosophers,  or  lawgivers,  are 
objects  of  admiration,  and  therefore  grand. 
We  find  writers  of  taste  seized  with  a kind 
of  enthusiasm  in  the  description  of  such 
personages. 

What  a grand  idea  does  Virgil  give  of  the 
power  of  eloquence,  when  he  compares  the 
tempest  of  the  sea,  suddenly  calmed  by  the 
command  of  Neptune,  to  a furious  sedition 
in  a great  dty,  quelled  at  once  by  a man  of 
authority  and  eloquence.  [733] 

44  Sic  ait.  ac  dirto  citiun  tumida  aquor*  plac.it : 

Ac  veluil  raagno  in  populo,  si  forte  coorta  eat 
Scditio,  ucvitqtic  anirais  ignobile  vulgua  ; 

Jamque  face*  et  saxa  volant,  furor  arms  mlnietrat  j 
Turn  pietatc  gravcm,  et  merit!*,  »i  forte  vtrum  quern 
Con'pexere,  *ilent,  arrerlUquc  nuribua  adstant. 

Hie  refrit  dicti*  anunoe,  etpertora  inulcet. 

Sic  cunctu*  pdagi  cecidit  fragor." 

The  wonderful  genius  of  Sir  Isaac  New- 
ton, and  his  sagacity  in  discovering  the  laws 
of  Nature,  is  admirably  expressed  in  that 
short  but  sublime  epitaph  by  Pope  : — 

44  Nature  and  Nature'*  law*  lay  hid  in  night ; 

God  wild,  Let  Newton  be— and  all  wa«  ll^ht." 

Hitherto  we  have  found  grandeur  only  in 
qualities  of  mind  ; but,  it  may  be  asked,  Is 
there  no  real  grandeur  in  material  objects  ? 

It  will,  perhaps,  appear  extravagant  to 
deny  that  there  is ; yet  it  deserves  to  be 
considered,  whether  all  the  grandeur  we 
ascribe  to  objects  of  sense  be  not  derived 
from  something  intellectual,  of  which  they 
are  the  effects  or  signs,  or  to  which  they  bear 
some  relation  or  analogy. 

Resides  the  relations  of  effect  and  cause, 
of  sign  and  thing  signified,  there  are  innu- 
merable similitudes  and  analogies  between 
things  of  very  different  nature,  which  lead 
us  to  connect  them  in  our  imagination,  and 
to  ascribe  to  the  one  what  properly  belongs 
to  the  other. 

Every  metaphor  in  language  is  an  instance 
of  this  ; and  it  must  be  remembered,  that  a 
very  great  part  of  language,  which  we  now 
account  proper,  was  originally  metaphorical ; 
for  the  metaphorical  meaning  becomes  the 
proper,  as  soon  as  it  becomes  the  most 
usual ; much  more,  when  that  which  was  at 
first  the  proper  meaning  falls  into  disuse. 
(734) 

The  poverty  of  language,  no  doubt,  con- 
tributes in  part  to  the  use  of  metaphor; 
and,  therefore,  we  find  the  most  barren  and 
uncultivated  languages  the  most  metaphori- 
cal. But  the  most  copious  language  may 
lie  called  barren,  compared  with  the  fertility 
of  human  conceptions,  and  can  never,  with- 
out the  use  of  figures,  keep  pace  with  the 
variety  of  their  delicate  modifications. 

But  another  cause  of  the  use  of  metaphor 
is,  that  we  find  pleasure  in  discovering  rela- 
tions, similitudes,  analogies,  and  even  con- 
trasts, that  are  not  obvious  to  every  eye. 
L733-7351 


All  figurative  speech  presents  something  of 
this  kind ; and  the  beauty  of  poetical  lan- 
guage seems  to  be  derived  in  a great  mea- 
sure from  this  source. 

Of  all  figurative  language,  that  is  the  most 
common,  the  most  natural,  and  the  most 
agreeable,  which  either  gives  a body,  if  we 
may  so  speak,  to  things  intellectual,  and 
clothes  them  with  visible  qualities;  orwhich, 
on  the  other  hand,  gives  intellectual  qualities 
to  the  objects  of  sense. 

To  beings  of  more  exalted  faculties,  intel- 
lectual objects  may,  perhaps,  appear  to  irioat 
advantage  in  their  naked  simplicity.  But 
we  can  hardly  conceive  them  but  by  means 
of  some  analogy  they  bear  to  the  objects  of 
sense.  The  names  we  give  them  are  almost 
all  metaphorical  or  analogical. 

Thus,  the  names  of  grand  and  sublime,  as 
well  as  their  opposites,  mean  and  low,  are 
evidently  borrowed  from  the  dimensions  of 
body ; yet,  it  must  lie  acknowledged,  that 
many  things  are  truly  grand  and  sublime, 
to  which  we  cannot  ascribe  the  dimensions 
of  height  and  extension. 

Some  analogy  there  is,  without  doubt,  be- 
tween greatness  of  dimension,  which  is  an 
object  of  external  sense,  and  that  grandeur 
which  is  an  object  of  taste.  On  account  of 
this  analogy,  the  last  borrows  its  name  from 
the  first ; and,  the  name  being  common, 
leads  us  to  conceive  that  there  is  something 
common  in  the  nature  of  the  things.  [735] 

But  we  shall  find  mauy  qualities  of  mind, 
denoted  by  names  taken  from  some  quality 
of  body  to  which  they  have  some  analogy 
without  anything  common  in  their  nature. 

Sweetness  and  austerity,  simplicity  and 
duplicity,  rectitude  and  crookedness,  are 
names  common  to  certain  qualities  of  mind, 
and  to  qualities  of  body  to  which  they  have 
some  analogy  ; yet  he  would  err  greatly  who 
ascribed  to  a body  that  sweetness  or  that 
simplicity  which  are  the  qualities  of  mind. 
In  like  manner,  greatness  and  meanness 
are  names  common  to  qualities  perceived 
by  the  external  sense,  and  to  qualities 
perceived  by  taste ; yet  he  may  l>e  in  an 
error,  who  ascribes  to  the  objects  of  sense 
that  greatness  or  that  meanuess  which  is 
only  an  object  of  taste. 

As  intellectual  objects  are  made  more 
level  to  our  apprehension  by  giving  them  a 
visible  form  ; so  the  objectB  of  sense  nre 
dignified  and  made  more  august,  by  ascrib- 
ing to  them  intellectual  qualities  which  have 
some  analogy  to  those  they  really  possess. 
The  sea  rages,  the  sky  lowers,  the  meadows 
smile,  the  rivulets  murmur,  the  breezes 
whisper,  the  soil  is  grateful  or  ungrateful — 
such  expressions  are  so  familiar  in  common 
language,  that  they  are  scarcely  accounted 
poetical  or  figurative  ; but  they  give  a kind 
of  dignity  to  inanimate  objects,  and  make 
our  oonceptiou  of  them  more  Agreeable. 
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When  we  consider  matter  as  an  inert, 
extended,  divisible,  and  movable  substance, 
there  seems  to  be  nothing  in  these  qual  ties 
which  we  can  cal  I grand ; and  when  we  ascribe 
grandeur  to  any  portion  of  matter,  however 
modified,  may  it  not  borrow  this  quality 
from  something  intellectual,  of  which  it  is 
the  effect,  or  sigu,  or  instrument,  or  to 
which  it  bears  some  analogy  ? or,  perliaps, 
because  it  produces  in  the  mind  an  emotion 
that  has  some  resemblance  to  that  admira- 
tion  which  truly  grand  objects  raise  ? (73G] 

A very  elegant  writer  on  the  Bublimeand 
beautiful,*  makes  everything  grand  or  sub- 
lime that  is  terrible.  Might  he  not  be  led 
to  this  by  the  similarity  between  dread  and 
admiration  ? Both  are  grave  and  solemn 
passions  ; both  make  a strong  impression 
upon  the  mind ; and  both  are  very  infec- 
tious. But  they  differ  specifically,  in  this 
respect,  that  admiration  supposes  some  un- 
common excellence  in  its  object,  which 
dread  does  not.  We  may  admire  what  we 
see  no  reas-ui  to  dread ; and  we  may  dread 
what  we  do  not  admire.  In  dread,  there  is 
nothing  of  that  enthusiasm  which  naturally 
accomfianies  admiration,  and  is  a chief  in- 
gredient of  the  emotion  raised  by  what  is 
truly  grand  or  sublime. 

U|K»n  the  whole,  I humbly  apprehend 
that  true  grandeur  is  such  a degree  of  ex- 
cellence as  is  fit  to  raise  an  enthusiastical 
admiration ; that  this  grandeur  is  found, 
originally  and  properly,  in  qualities  of  mind  ; 
that  it  is  discerned,  in  objects  of  sense,  only 
by  reflection,  as  the  light  we  perceive  in  the 
moon  and  planets  is  truly  the  light  of  the 
sun  ; and  that  those  who  look  for  grandeur 
in  mere  matter,  seek  the  living  among  the 
dead. 

If  this  be  a mistake,  it  ought,  at  least,  to 
be  granted,  that  the  grandeur  which  we 
perceive  in  qualities  of  mind,  ought  to  have 
a different  name  from  that  which  belougs 
properly  to  the  objects  of  sense,  as  they  are 
very  different  in  their  nature,  and  produce 
very  different  emotions  in  the  mind  of  the 
spectator.  (737] 


CHAPTER  IV. 

OP  BPAUTY. 

Beauty  is  foun 3 in  things  so  various 
and  so  very  different  in  nature,  that  it  is 
difficult  to  say  wherein  it  consists,  or  what 
there  can  be  common  to  all  the  objects  in 
which  it  is  found. 

Of  the  objects  of  sense,  we  find  beauty  in 
colour,  in  sound,  in  form,  in  motion.  There 
are  beauties  of  speech,  and  beauties  of 
thought  $ beauties  in  the  arts,  and  in  the 
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sciences;  beauties  in  actions,  in  affections, 
and  in  characters. 

In  things  so  different  and  so  unlike  is 
there  any  quality,  the  same  in  all,  which  we 
may  call  by  the  name  of  beauty  ? What 
can  it  be  that  is  common  to  the  thought  of 
a mind  and  the  form  of  a piece  of  matter, 
to  an  abstract  theorem  and  a stroke  of  wit  ? 

I am  indeed  unable  to  conceive  any  qua- 
lity in  all  the  different  things  that  are  called 
beautiful,  that  is  the  same  in  them  all. 
There  seems  to  be  no  identity,  nor  even 
similarity,  between  the  beauty  of  a theorem 
and  the  beauty  of  a piece  of  music,  though 
both  may  be  beautiful.  The  kinds  of  beauty 
seem  to  be  as  various  as  the  objects  to  w hich 
it  is  ascribed. 

But  why  should  things  so  different  be 
called  by  the  same  name  ? This  cannot  be 
w ithout  a reason.  If  there  be  nothing  com- 
mon in  flie  things  themselves,  they  must 
have  some  common  relation  to  us,  or  to 
something  else,  which  leads  us  to  give  them 
the  same  name.  [738] 

All  the  objects  we  call  beautiful  agree  in 
two  things,  which  seem  to  concur  in  our 
sense  of  beauty.  First,  When  they  arc 
perceived,  or  even  imagined,  they  prt»duce 
a certain  agreeable  emotion  or  feeling  in  the 
mind;  and,  second!'/ , Thisagreeableemotion 
is  accout|>anied  with  an  opinion  or  belief  of 
their  having  some  perfection  or  excellence 
belonging  to  them. 

Whether  the  pleasure  we  feel  in  contem- 
plating beautiful  objects  may  have  any  ne- 
cessary connection  with  the  belief  of  their 
excellence,  or  whether  that  pleasure  be  con- 
joined with  this  belief,  by  the  good  pleasure 
only  of  our  Maker,  I will  n<»t  determine. 
The  reader  may  see  Dr  Price’s  sentiments 
upon  this  subject,  which  merit  considera- 
tion, in  the  second  chapter  of  his  “ Review 
of  the  Questions  concerning  Morals.” 

Though  we  may  be  able  to  conceive  these 
two  ingredients  of  our  sense  of  beauty  dis- 
joined, this  affords  no  evidence  that  they 
have  no  necessary  connection.  It  has  in- 
deed been  maintained,  that  whatever  we  can 
conceive,  is  possible  ; but  I endeavoured, 
in  treating  of  conception,  to  shew,  that  this 
opinion,  though  very  common,  is  a mistake. 
There  may  be,  and  probably  are,  man} 
necessary  connections  of  things  in  nature, 
which  we  are  too  dim-sighted  to  discover. 

The  emotion  produced  by  beautiful  ob- 
jects is  gay  and  pleasant.  It  sweetens  and 
humanises  the  temper,  is  friendly  to  every 
benevolent  affection,  and  tends  to  allay 
sullen  and  angry  passions.  It  enlivens  the 
mind,  and  disposes  it  to  other  agreeable 
emotions,  such  as  those  of  love,  hope,  and 
joy.  It  gives  a value  to  the  object,  ab- 
stracted from  its  utility. 

In  things  that  may  be  possessed  as  pro- 
perty, beauty  greatly  enhances  the  price. 
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A beautiful  dog  or  horse,  a beautiful  coach 
or  house,  a beautiful  picture  or  prospect,  is 
valued  by  its  owner  and  by  others,  not  only 
for  its  utility,  but  for  its  beauty.  [739] 

If  the  beautiful  object  be  a person,  his 
company  and  conversation  are,  on  that  ac- 
count, the  more  agreeable,  and  we  are  dis- 
posed to  love  and  esteem  him.  Even  in  a 
perfect  stranger,  it  is  a powerful  recom- 
mendation, and  disposes  us  to  favour  and 
think  well  of  him,  if  of  our  own  sex,  and 
still  more  if  of  the  other. 

“ There  is  nothing,'*  says  Mr  Addison, 
“ that  makes  its  way  more  directly  to  the  soul 
than  beauty,  which  immediately  diffuses  a 
secret  satisfaction  and  complacence  through 
the  imagination,  and  gives  a finishing  to 
anything  that  is  great  and  uncommon. 
The  very  first  discovery  of  it  strikes  the 
mind  with  an  inward  joy,  and  spreads  a 
cheerfulness  and  delight  through  all  its 
faculties." 

As  we  ascribe  beauty,  not  only  to  per- 
sons, but  to  inanimate  things,  we  give  the 
name  of  love  or  liking  to  the  emotion,  which 
beauty,  in  both  these  kinds  of  objects, 
produces.  It  is  evident,  however,  that 
liking  to  a person  is  a very  different  affec- 
tion of  mind  from  liking  to  an  inanimate 
thing.  The  first  always  implies  benevo- 
lence ; but  what  is  inanimate  cannot  be  the 
object  of  benevolence  The  two  affections, 
however  different,  have  a resemblance  in 
some  respects ; and,  on  account  of  that 
resemblance,  have  the  same  name.  And 
perhaps  beauty,  in  these  two  different  kinds 
of  objects,  though  it  has  one  name,  may  be 
as  different  in  its  nature  as  the  emotions 
which  it  produces  in  us. 

Besides  the  agreeable  emotion  which 
beautiful  objects  produce  in  the  mind  of 
the  spectator,  they  produce  also  an  opinion 
or  judgment  of  some  perfection  or  excel- 
lence in  the  object.  This  I take  to  be  a 
second  ingredient  in  our  sense  of  beauty, 
though  it  seems  not  to  be  admitted  by 
modern  philosophers.  [740] 

The  ingenious  Dr  Hutcheson,  who  per- 
ceived some  of  the  defects  of  Mr  Locke's 
system,  and  made  very  important  improve- 
ments upon  it,  seems  to  have  been  carried 
away  by  it,  in  his  notion  of  beauty.  In 
his  “ Inquiry  concerning  Beauty,"  § I, 
“ Let  it  be  observed,"  says  he,  “that  in  the 
following  papers,  the  word  beauty  is  taken 
for  the  idea  raised  in  us,  and  the  sense  of 
beauty  for  our  power  of  receiving  that  idea." 
And  again— “Only  let  it  be  observed,  that, 
by  absolute  or  original  beauty,  is  not  under- 
stood any  quality  supposed  to  be  in  the 
object  which  should,  of  itself,  be  beautiful, 
without  relation  to  any  mind  which  per- 
ceives it : for  beauty,  like  other  names  of 
sensible  ideas,  properly  denotes  the  per- 
ception of  some  mind  ; so  cold,  hot,  sweet, 
[739-741] 


bitter,  denote  the  sensations  in  our  minds, 
to  which,  perhaps,  there  is  no  rt semblance 
in  the  objects  which  excite  these  ideas  in 
us  ; however,  we  generally  imagine  other- 
wise. Were  there  no  mind,  with  a sense 
of  beauty,  to  contemplate  objects,  I see  not 
how  they  could  be  called  beautiful." 

There  is  no  doubt  an  analogy  between 
the  external  senses  of  touch  and  taste,  and 
the  internal  sense  of  beauty.  This  analogy 
led  Dr  Hutcheson,  and  other  modern  phi- 
losophers, to  apply  to  beauty  what  Des 
Cartes  and  Locke  had  taught  concerning 
the  secondary  qualities  perceived  by  the 
external  senses. 

Mr  Locke’s  doctrine  concerning  the  se- 
condary qualities  of  body,  is  not  so  much 
an  error  in  judgment  as  an  abuse  of  words. 
He  distinguished  very  properly  between 
the  sensations  we  have  of  heat  and  cold, 
and  that  quality  or  structure  in  the  body 
which  is  adapted  by  Nature  to  produce 
those  sensations  in  us.  He  observed  very 
justly,  that  there  can  be  no  similitude  be- 
tween one  of  these  and  the  other.  They 
have  the  relation  of  an  effect  to  its  cause, 
but  no  similitude.  This  was  a very  just 
and  proper  correction  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Peripatetics,  who  taught,  that  all  our  sens- 
ations are  the  very  form  and  image  of  the 
quality  in  the  object  by  which  they  are 
produced.  1741] 

What  remained  to  be  determined  was, 
whether  the  words,  heat  and  cold,  in  com- 
mon language,  signify  the  sensations  we 
feel,  or  the  qualities  of  the  object  which 
are  the  cause  of  these  sensations.  Mr 
Locke  made  heat  and  cold  to  signify  only 
the  sensations  we  feel,  and  not  the  qualities 
which  are  the  cause  of  them.  And  in  this, 
1 apprehend,  lay  his  mistake.  For  it  is 
evident,  from  the  use  ot  language,  tliat  hot 
and  cold,  sw  eet  and  bitter,  are  attributes  of 
external  objects,  and  not  of  the  person  who 
perceives  them.  Hence,  it  appears  a mon- 
strous paradox  to  say,  there  is  no  heat  in 
the  fire,  no  sweetness  in  sugar;  but,  when 
explained  according  to  Mr  Locke’s  meaning, 
it  is  only,  like  most  other  paradoxes,  an 
abuse  of  words.* 

The  sense  of  beauty  may  be  analysed  in 
a manner  very  similar  to  the.sense  of  sweet- 
ness. It  is  an  agreeable  feeling  or  emotion, 
accompanied  with  an  opinion  or  judgment 
of  some  excellence  in  the  object,  which  is 
fitted  by  Nature  to  produce  that  feeling. 

The  feeling  is,  no  doubt,  in  the  mind, 
and  so  also  is  the  judgment  we  form  of  the 
object : but  this  judgment,  like  all  others, 
must  be  true  or  false.  If  it  be  a true  judg- 
ment, there  is  some  real  excellence  in  the 
object.  And  the  use  of  all  languages  shews 
that  the  narao  of  beauty  belongs  to  this  ex- 


* See  Above,  p.  ¥05,  b,  note  H 
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rellencc  of  the  object,  and  not  to  the  feel- 
ings of  the  spectator. 

To  say  that  there  is,  in  reality,  no  beauty 
in  those  objects  in  which  all  men  perceive 
beauty,  is  to  attribute  to  man  fallacious 
senses.  But  we  have  no  ground  to  think 
so  disrespectfully  of  the  Author  of  our 
being ; the  faculties  he  hath  given  us  are 
not  fallacious ; nor  is  that  beauty  which 
he  hath  so  liberally  diffused  over  all  the 
works  of  his  Itands,  a mere  fancy  in  us,  but 
a real  excellence  in  his  works,  which  express 
the  perfection  of  their  Divine  Author. 

We  have  reason  to  believe,  not  only  that 
the  beauties  we  see  in  nature  are  real,  and 
not  fanciful,  but  that  there  are  thousands 
which  our  faculties  are  too  dull  to  perceive. 
We  see  many  beauties,  both  of  human  and 
divine  art,  which  the  brute  animals  arc  in- 
capable of  perceiving ; and  superior  beings 
may  excel  us  as  far  in  their  discernment  of 
true  beauty  as  wo  excel  the  brutes.  17-12] 

The  man  who  is  skilled  in  {minting  or 
statuary  sees  more  of  the  beauty  of  a fine 
picture  or  statue  than  a common  specta- 
tor. The  same  thing  holds  in  all  the  fine 
arts.  The  most  perfect  works  of  art  have 
a beauty  that  strikes  even  the  rude  and  ig- 
norant ; but  they  see  only  a small  part  of 
that  beauty  which  is  seen  in  such  works  by 
those  who  understand  them  perfectly,  and 
can  produce  them. 

This  may  be  applied,  with  no  less  justice, 
to  the  works  of  Nature.  They  have  a 
beauty  that  strikes  even  the  ignorant  and 
inattentive.  But  the  more  wc  discover  of 
their  structure,  of  their  mutual  relations, 
and  of  the  laws  by  which  they  are  governed, 
the  greater  beauty,  and  the  more  delightful 
marks  of  art,  wisdom,  and  goodness,  we 
discern. 

Thus  the  expert  anatomist  sees  number- 
less beautiful  contrivances  in  the  structure 
of  the  human  body,  which  are  unknown  to 
the  ignorant. 

Although  the  vulgar  eye  sees  much  beauty 
in  the  face  of  the  heavens,  and  in  the  various 
motions  and  changes  of  the  heavenly  bodies, 
the  expert  astronomer,  who  knows  their 
order  and  distances,  their  periods,  the  orbits 
they  describe  in  the  vast  regions  of  space, 
and  the  simple  and  beautiful  laws  by  which 
their  motions  are  governod,  and  all  the 
appearances  of  their  stations,  progressions, 
and  retrogradations,  their  eclipses,  occupa- 
tions, ana  transits  are  produced — sees  a 
beauty,  order,  and  harmony  reign  through 
the  whole  planetary  system,  which  delights 
the  mind.  The  eclipses  of  the  sun  and 
moon,  and  the  blazing  tails  of  comets, 
which  strike  terror  into  barbarous  nations, 
furnish  the  most  pleasing  entertainment  to 
bis  eye,  and  a feast  to  his  understanding 
1743] 

In  every  part  of  Nature's  works,  there 


j are  numberless  beauties,  which,  on  account 
of  our  ignorance,  we  are  unable  to  perceive. 
Superior  beings  may  see  more  than  we  ; but 
He  only  who  made  them,  and,  upon  a re- 
view, pronounced  them  all  to  be  very  good, 
can  see  all  their  beauty. 

Our  determinations  with  regard  to  the 
beauty  of  objects,  may,  I think,  be  distin- 
guished into  two  kinds ; the  first  wo  may 
call  instinctive,  the  other  rational. 

Sonic  objects  strike  us  at  once,  and  ap- 
pear beautiful  at  first  sight,  without  any  re- 
flection, without  our  being  able  to  say  why 
we  call  them  beautiful,  or  being  able  to  spe 
cify  any  perfection  which  justifies  our  judg- 
ment, Something  of  this  kind  there  seems 
to  be  in  brute  animals,  and  in  children 
before  the  use  of  reason  ; nor  docs  it  end 
with  infancy,  but  continues  through  life. 

In  the  plumage  of  birds  and  of  butterflies, 
in  the  colours  and  form  of  flowers,  of  shells, 
and  of  many  other  objects,  we  perceive  a 
beauty  that  delights  ; but  cannot  say  what 
it  is  in  the  object  tliut  should  produce  that 
emotion. 

The  beauty  of  the  object  may  in  such 
cases  be  called  an  occult  quality.  We  know 
well  how  it  affects  our  senses ; but  what  it 
is  in  itself  we  know  not.  But  this,  as  well 
as  other  occult  qualities,  is  a proper  subject 
of  philosophical  disquisition  ; and,  by  a care- 
ful examination  of  the  objects  to  which  Na- 
ture hath  given  this  amiable  quality,  we 
may  perhaps  discover  some  real  excellence 
in  the  object,  or,  at  least,  some  valuable 
purpose  that  is  served  by  the  effect  which 
it  produces  upon  us. 

This  instinctive  sense  of  beauty,  in  differ- 
ent species  of  animals,  may  differ  as  much 
as  the  external  sense  of  taste,  and  in  each 
species  be  adapted  to  its  manner  of  life.  By 
this  perhaps  the  various  tribes  are  led  to 
associate  with  their  kind,  to  dwell  among 
certain  objects  rather  than  others,  and  to 
construct  their  habitation  in  a particular 
manner.  1744] 

There  seeiu  likewise  to  be  varieties  in 
the  sense  of  beauty  in  the  individuals  of  the 
same  species,  by  which  they  are  directed  in 
the  choice  of  a mate,  and  in  the  love  and 
care  of  their  offspring. 

**  We  see,**  says  Mr  Addison,  “ that 
every  different  species  of  sensible  creatures 
lias  its  different  notions  of  beauty,  and  that 
each  of  them  is  most  affected  with  the 
beauties  of  its  own  kind.  This  is  nowhere 
more  remarkable  than  in  birds  of  the  same 
shape  and  proportion,  where  we  often  sec 
the  mate  determined  in  his  courtship  by  the 
single  grain  or  tincture  of  a feather,  and 
never  discovering  any  charms  but  in  the 
colour  of  its  own  species.” 

" Sclt  thalaroo  aerrare  Man,  aanrta.que  Tcrrtur 
Onnubii  lege*  ; non  ilium  in  pretnre  candor 
Sollicitat  niveut ; neque  pravum  cccendit  amo- 
rem 
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Sflcnrild*  lanugo,  vel  honwta  in  vortice  crtcta  ; 
Puri>ureu*ve  tutor  pennarum  , act  a^tnuu  late 
I-  a.-m.tu  a expiorat  cautiic,  macula*que  requ  nt 
C'ngnataH,  panbu«que  interlita  c r|ioia  guttia  : 

Ni  facvret,  picti*  tylvam  circum  umiique  mens. 

Itic 

ConfuMm  a»picer«  vulgo,  partucque  hi  forme*, 

Et  genu*  ambiguum,  et  venexi*  monument*  ne. 

famlae. 

«•  Mine  morula  in  nigro  «e  nblectat  nigra  man  to ; 
Hinc  aocium  lacctva  petit  philomela  canorum, 
Agnoacitqup  pare,  aonitua;  hinc  nodua  teirain 
Canitieni  alarum,  et  glaucm  miratur  ocelloc. 

Nerape  »ii>i  temper  con»tat,cre-*otqu  quotannia 
I.iiitda  prfqretiu-*,  cm*  to*  conft**»a  parentea: 

Vere  novo  exultat,  pluma»quc  decora  jiiventu* 
hxpiieat  ad  aoiem,  patriiaque  coloribua  ardet," 

In  the  human  kind  there  are  varieties  in 
the  taste  of  beauty,  of  which  we  can  no  ( 
more  assign  h reason  than  of  the  variety  of  j 
their  features,  though  it  is  easy  to  perceive  ; 
that  very  important  ends  are  answered  by 
both.  These  varieties  are  most  observable 
in  the  judgments  we  form  of  the  features  of 
the  other  sex  ; and  in  this  the  intention  of 
nature  is  most  apparent.  [745] 

As  far  as  our  determinations  of  the  com- 
parative beauty  of  objects  are  instinctive, 
they  arc  no  subject  of  reasoning  or  of  criti- 
cism ; they  are  purely  the  gift  of  nature, 
and  we  have  no  standard  by  which  they  may 
be  measured. 

But  there  are  judgments  of  beauty  that 
may  be  called  rational,  being  grounded  on 
some  agreeable  quality  of  the  object  which  is 
distinctly  conceived,  and  may  be  specified. 

This  distinction  between  a rational  judg- 
ment of  beauty  and  that  which  is  instinc- 
tive, may  be  illustrated  by  an  instance. 

In  a heap  of  pebbles,  one  that  is  remark- 
able for  brilliancy  of  colour  and  regularity 
of  figure,  will  be  picked  out  of  the  heap  by  a 
child.  He  perceives  a beauty  in  it,  puts  a 
value  upon  it,  and  is  fond  of  the  property  ot 
it.  For  this  preference,  no  reason  can  be 
given,  but  that  children  are,  by  their  con- 
si  itution,  fond  of  brilliant  colours,  and  ol 
regular  figures. 

Suppose  again  that  an  expert  mechanic 
views  a well  constructed  machine.  He  sees 
all  its  parts  to  be  made  of  the  fittest  mate- 
rials, and  of  the  most  proper  form ; no- 
thing superfluous,  nothing  deficient ; every 
part  adapted  to  its  use,  and  the  whole  fitted 
in  the  most  perfect  manner  to  the  end  for 
which  it  is  intended.  He  pronounces  it  to 
t>e  a beautiful  machine.  He  views  it  with 
the  same  agreeable  emotion  as  the  child 
viewed  the  pebble  ; but  he  can  give  a reason 
for  his  judgment,  and  point  out  the  particu- 
lar perfections  of  the  object  on  which  it  is 
grounded.  [746] 

Although  the  instinctive  and  the  rational 
sense  of  beauty  may  be  perfectly  distin- 
guished in  speculation,  yet,  in  passing  judg- 
ment upon  particular  objects,  they  are  oficn 
mi  mixed  and  confounded,  that  it  is  difficult 
to  assign  to  each  its  own  province.  Nav,  it 
747] 


may  often  happen,  that  a judgment  of  the 
beauty  of  an  object,  which  was  at  first 
merely  instinctive,  shall  afterwards  become 
rational,  when  we  discover  some  latent  per- 
fection of  which  that  beauty  in  the  object  is 
a sign. 

As  the  sense  of  beauty  may  be  distin- 
guished into  instinctive  and  rational  ; so  I 
think  beauty  itself  may  be  distinguished  into 
original  and  derived. 

As  some  objects  shine  by  their  own  light, 
and  many  more  by  light  that  is  borrowed 
and  reflected  ; so  I conceive  the  lustre  of 
beauty  in  some  objects  is  inherent  and 
original,  and  in  many  others  is  borrowed 
and  reflected. 

There  is  nothing  more  common  in  the 
sentiments  of  all  mankind,  and  in  the  lan- 
guage of  all  nations,  than  wlmt  may  be 
called  a communication  of  attributes;  that 
is,  transferring  an  attribute,  from  the  sub- 
ject to  which  it  properly  belongs,  to  some 
related  or  resembling  subject. 

The  various  objects  which  nature  pre- 
sents to  our  view,  even  those  that  are  most 
different  in  kind,  have  innumerable  simili- 
tudes, relations,  and  analogies,  which  wo 
contemplate  with  pleasure,  and  which  lead 
us  naturally  to  borrow  words  and  attributes 
from  one  object  to  express  what  belongs  to 
another.  The  greatest  part  of  every  Ian- 
j guage  under  heaven  is  made  up  of  words 
borrowed  from  one  thing,  and  applied  to 
something  supposed  to  have  some  relation 
or  analogy  to  their  first  signification.  [747] 

The  attributes  of  body  we  ascribe  to  mind, 
and  the  attributes  of  mind  to  material  ob- 
! jeets.  To  inanimate  things  wo  ascribe  life, 
and  even  intellectual  and  moral  qualities. 
And,  although  the  qualities  that  arc  thus 
made  common  belong  to  one  of  the  subjects 
in  the  proper  sense,  and  to  the  other  meta* 
t phorioally,  these  different  senses  are  often 
so  mixed  in  our  imagination,  as  to  produce 
the  same  sentiment  with  regard  to  both. 

It  is  therefore  natural,  and  agreeable  to 
the  strain  of  human  sentiments  and  of 
human  language,  that  in  many  cases  the 
beauty  which  originally  and  properly  is  in 
the  thing  signified,  should  be  transferred 
to  the  sign  ; that  which  is  ill  the  cause  to 
the  effect ; that  which  is  in  the  end  to  the 
means ; and  that  which  is  in  the  agent  to 
the  instrument. 

If  what  was  said  in  the  last  chapter  of 
the  distinction  between  the  grandeur  which 
wc  ascribe  to  qualities  of  mind,  and  that 
which  we  ascribe  to  material  objects,  be 
well  founded,  this  distinction  of  the  beauty 
of  objects  w ill  easily  lie  admitted  as  per- 
fectly analagous  to  it.  I shall  therefore 
only  illustrate  it  by  an  example. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  exterior  of  a man 
more  lovely  and  more  attractive  than  per- 
feet  good  breeding.  But  what  is  this  good 


Digitized  by  Google 


503  ON  THE  INTELLECTUAL  POWERS.  [k**ay  vm 


breeding  ? It  consists  of  all  the  external 
signs  of  due  respect  to  our  superiors,  con- 
descension to  our  inferiors,  politeness  to  all 
with  whom  we  converse  or  have  to  do, 
joined  in  the  fair  sex  with  that  delicacy  of 
outward  behaviour  which  becomes  them. 
And  how  comes  it  to  have  such  charms  in 
the  eyes  of  all  mankind ; for  this  reason 
only,  as  I apprehend,  that  it  is  a natural 
sign  of  tliat  temper,  and  those  affections 
and  sentiments  with  regard  to  others,  and 
with  regard  to  ourselves,  which  are  in 
themselves  truly  amiable  and  beautiful. 

This  is  the  original,  of  which  good  breed- 
ing is  the  picture ; and  it  is  the  beauty  of 
the  original  that  is  reflected  to  our  sense 
by  the  picture.  The  beauty  of  good  breed- 
ing, therefore,  is  not  originally  in  the  ex- 
ternal behaviour  in  which  it  consists,  but  is 
derived  from  the  qualities  of  mind  which  it 
expresses.  And  though  there  may  be  good 
breeding  without  the  amiable  qualities  of 
mind,  its  beauty  is  still  derived  from  what 
it  naturally  expresses.  [748] 

Having  explained  these  distinctions  of 
our  sense  of  beauty  into  instinctive  and 
rational,  and  of  beauty  itself  into  original 
and  derived,  I would  now  proceed  to  give 
a general  view  of  those  qualities  in  objects, 
to  which  we  may  justly  and  rationally 
ascribe  beauty,  whether  original  or  derived. 

But  here  some  embarrassment  arises 
from  the  vague  meaning  of  the  word  beauty, 
which  I had  occasion  before  to  observe. 

Sometimes  it  is  extended, .so  as  to  include 
everything  that  pleases  a good  taste,  and 
so  comprehends  grandeur  and  novelty,  as 
well  as  what  in  a more  restricted  sense  is 
called  beauty.  At  other  times,  it  iB  even 
by  good  writers  confined  to  the  objects  of 
sight,  when  they  are  either  seen,  or  remem- 
bered, or  imagined.  Yet  it  is  admitted  by 
all  men,  that  there  are  beauties  in  music ; 
that  there  is  beauty  as  well  as  sublimity  in 
composition,  both  in  verse  and  in  prose ; 
that  there  is  beauty  in  characters,  in  affec- 
tions, and  in  actions.  These  are  not  ob- 
jects of  sight ; and  a man  may  be  a good 
judge  of  beauty  of  various  kinds,  who  has 
not  the  faculty  of  sight. 

To  give  a determinate  meaning  to  a word 
so  variously  extended  and  restricted,  I 
know*  no  better  way  tlian  what  is  suggested 
by  the  common  division  of  the  objects  of 
taste  into  novelty,  grandeur,  and  beauty. 
Novelty,  it  is  plain,  is  no  quality  of  the 
new  object,  but  merely  a relation  which  it 
has  to  the  knowledge  of  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  new.  Therefore,  if  this  general  divi- 
sion be  just,  every  quality  in  an  object  that 
pleases  a good  taste,  must,  in  one  degree 
or  another,  have  either  grandeur  or  beauty. 
It  may  still  be  difficult  to  fix  the  precise 
limit  betwixt  grandeur  and  beauty  ; but 
they  must  together  comprehend  everything 


fitted  by  its  nature  to  please  a good  taste— 
that  is,  every  real  perfection  and  excellence 
in  the  objects  we  contemplate.  [749] 

In  a poem,  in  a picture,  in  a piece  ol 
music,  it  is  real  excellence  that  pleases  a 
good  taste.  In  a person,  every  perfection 
of  the  mind,  moral  or  intellectual,  and  every 
perfection  of  the  body,  gives  pleasure  to  the 
spectator,  as  well  as  to  the  owner,  when 
there  is  no  envy  nor  malignity  to  destroy 
that  pleasure. 

It  is,  therefore,  in  the  Beale  of  perfection 
and  real  excellence  that  we  must  look  for 
what  is  either  grand  or  beautiful  in  objects. 
What  is  the  proper  object  of  admiration  is 
grand,  and  what  is  the  proper  object  of  love 
aud  esteem  is  beautiful. 

This,  1 think,  is  the  only  notion  of  beauty 
that  corresponds  with  the  division  of  the 
objects  of  taste  which  has  been  generally 
received  by  philosophers.  And  this  con- 
nection of  beauty  with  real  perfection,  was 
a capital  doctrine  of  the  Socratic  school. 
It  is  often  ascribed  to  Socrates,  in  the  dia- 
logues of  Plato  and  of  Xenophon. 

We  may,  therefore,  take  a view,  first,  of 
those  qualities  of  mind  to  which  we  may 
justly  and  rationally  ascribe  beauty,  and 
then  of  the  beauty  wc  perceive  in  the  objects 
of  sense.  We  shall  find,  if  1 mistake  not, 
that,  in  the  first,  original  beauty  is  to  be 
found,  and  that  the  beauties  of  the  second 
class  are  derived  from  some  relation  they 
bear  to  mind,  as  the  signs  or  expressions 
of  some  amiable  mental  quality,  or  as  the 
effects  of  design,  art,  and  wise  contrivance. 

As  grandeur  naturally  produces  admira- 
tion, beauty  naturally  produces  love.  We 
may,  therefore,  justly  ascribe  beauty  to  those 
qualities  which  are  the  natural  objects  of 
love  and  kind  affection. 

Of  this  kind  chiefly  are  some  of  the  moral 
virtues,  which,  in  a peculiar  manner,  con- 
stitute a lovely  character.  Innocence,  gen- 
tleness, condescension,  humanity,  natural 
affection,  public  spirit,  and  the  whole  train 
of  the  soft  and  gentle  virtues : these  qualities 
are  amiable  from  their  very  nature,  and  on 
account  of  their  intrinsic  worth.  [750] 

There  are  other  virtues  that  raise  admire* 
tion,  and  are,  therefore,  grand ; such  as 
magnanimity,  fortitude,  self-command,  su- 
periority to  pain  and  labour,  superiority  to 
pleasure,  and  to  the  smiles  of  Fortune  as 
well  as  to  her  frowns. 

These  awful  virtues  constitute  what  is 
most  grand  in  the  human  character;  the 
gentle  virtues,  what  is  most  beautiful  and 
lovely.  As  they  are  virtues,  they  draw  the 
approbation  of  our  moral  faculty  ; as  they 
are  becoming  and  amiable,  they  affect  our 
sense  of  beauty. 

Next  to  the  amiable  moral  virtues,  there 
are  many  intellectual  talents  which  have  an 
intrinsie  value,  and  draw  our  love  and  esteem 
[ 748-730'] 
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to  those  who  possess  them.  Such  are, 
knowledge,  good  sense,  wit,  humour,  cheer- 
fulness, good  taste,  excellence  in  any  of  the 
fine  arts,  in  eloquence,  in  dramatic  action  ; 
and,  we  may  add,  excellence  in  every  art  of 
peace  or  war  that  is  useful  in  society. 

There  are  likewise  talents  which  we  refer 
to  the  body,  which  have  an  original  beauty 
and  comeliness ; such  as  health,  strength, 
and  ability,  the  usual  attendants  of  youth  ; 
skill  in  bodily  exercises,  and  skill  in  the 
mechanic  arts.  These  are  real  perfections 
of  the  man,  as  they  increase  his  power,  and 
render  the  body  a fit  instrument  for  the 
mind. 

1 apprehend,  therefore,  that  it  is  in  the 
moral  and  intellectual  perfections  of  mind, 
and  in  its  active  powers,  that  beauty  origin- 
ally dwells  ; and  that  from  this  as  the  foun- 
tain, all  the  beauty  which  we  perceive  in 
the  visible  world  is  derived.  [751] 

This,  I think,  was  the  opinion  of  the 
ancient  philosophers  before-named  ; and  it 
has  been  adopted  by  Lord  Shaftesbury  and 
Dr  Akenside  among  the  moderns. 

" Mind,  mind  alone,  bear  wit  new,  earth  and  heav'n ! 
The  living  fountain*  in  itaelf  contain* 

Of  beauteou*  and  sublime.  Here  hand  in  h«"d 
Sir  paramount  the  graces.  Here  enthron'd. 

Celestial  Venus,  with  divinrtt  airs. 

Invite*  the  soul  to  never-fading,)oy."— AkentuU. 

But  neither  mind,  nor  any  of  its  qualities 
or  powers,  is  an  immediate  object  of  per- 
ception to  man.  We  are,  indeed,  imme- 
diately conscious  of  the  operations  of  our 
own  mind  ; and  every  degree  of  perfection 
in  them  gives  the  purest  pleasure,  with  a 
proportional  degree  of  self-esteem,  so  flat- 
tering to  self-love,  that  the  great  difficulty 
is  to  keep  it  within  just  bounds,  so  that  we 
may  not  think  of  ourselves  above  what  we 
ought  to  think. 

Other  minds  we  perceive  only  through 
the  medium  of  material  objects,  on  which 
their  signatures  are  impressed-  It  is 
through  this  medium  that  we  perceive  life, 
activity,  wisdom,  and  every  moral  and  in- 
tellectual quality  in  other  beings.  The 
signs  of  those  qualities  are  immediately 
perceived  by  the  senses  ; by  them  the  qua- 
lities themselves  are  reflected  to  our  under- 
standing ; and  we  are  very  apt  to  attribute 
to  the  sign  the  beauty  or  the  grandeur 
which  is  properly  and  originally  in  the 
things  signified. 

The  invisible  Creator,  the  Fountain  of 
all  perfection,  hath  stamped  upon  all  his 
works  signatures  of  his  divine  wisdom, 
power,  and  benignity,  which  are  visible  to 
all  men.  The  works  of  men  in  science,  in 
the  arts  of  taste,  and  in  the  mechanical 
arts,  bear  the  signatures  of  those  qualities 
of  mind  which  were  employed  in  their  pro- 
duction. Their  external  behaviour  and 
conduct  in  life  expresses  the  good  or  bad 
qualities  of  their  mind.  [752] 

[751-753] 


In  every  species  of  animals,  we  perceivo 
by  visible  Bigns  their  instincts,  their  appe- 
tites, their  affections,  their  sagacity.  Even 
in  the  inanimate  world,  there  are  many 
things  analogous  to  the  qualities  of  mind  ; 
so  that  there  is  hardly  anything  belonging 
to  mind  which  may  not  be  represented  by 
images  taken  from  the  objects  of  sense  ; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  every  object  of 
sense  is  beautified,  by  borrowing  at  tire  from 
the  attributes  of  mind. 

Thus,  the  beauties  of  mind,  though  invi- 
sible in  themselves,  are  perceived  in  the 
objects  of  sense,  on  which  their  image  is 
impressed. 

If  we  consider,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
qualities  in  sensible  objects  to  which  we 
ascribe  beauty,  I apprehend  we  shall  find 
in  all  of  them  some  relation  to  mind,  and 
the  greatest  in  those  that  are  most  beau- 
tiful. 

When  we  consider  inanimate  matter 
abstractly,  as  a substance  endowed  with 
the  qualities  of  extension,  solidity,  divisi- 
bility, und  mobility,  there  seems  to  be 
nothing  in  these  qualities  that  affects  our 
sense  of  beauty.  But  when  we  contem- 
plate the  globe  which  we  inhabit,  as  fitted 
by  its  form,  by  its  motions,  and  by  its  fur- 
niture, for  the  habitation  and  support  of  an 
infinity  of  various  orders  of  living  creatures, 
from  the  lowest  reptile  up  to  man,  we  have 
a glorious  spectacle  indeed  ! with  which 
the  grandest  and  the  most  beautiful  struc- 
tures of  human  art  can  bear  no  compa- 
rison. 

The  only  perfection  of  dead  matter  is  its 
being,  by  its  various  forms  and  qualities, 
so  admirably  fitted  for  the  purposes  of  ani- 
mal life,  and  chiefly  that  of  man.  It  fur- 
nishes the  materials  of  every  art  that  tends 
to  the  support  or  the  embellishment  of 
human  life.  By  the  Supreme  Artist,  it  is 
organised  in  the  various  tribes  of  the  veget- 
able kingdom,  and  endowed  with  a kind  of 
life ; a work  which  human  art  cannot  imi- 
tate, nor  human  understanding  compre- 
hend. [753] 

In  the  bodies  and  various  organs  of  the 
animal  tribes,  there  is  a composition  of 
matter  still  more  wonderful  and  more  mys- 
terious, though  we  see  it  to  be  admirably 
adapted  to  the  purposes  and  manner  of  life 
of  every  species.  But  in  every  form,  unor- 
ganized, vegetable,  or  animal,  it  derives  its 
beauty  from  the  purposes  to  which  it  is 
subservient,  or  from  the  signs  of  wisdom 
or  of  other  mental  qualities  which  it  ex- 
hibits- 

The  qualities  of  inanimate  matter,  in 
which  we  perceive  beauty,  are — sound, 
colour,  form,  and  motion  ; the  first  an  ob- 
ject of  hearing,  the  other  three  of  sight ; 
which  we  may  consider  in  order. 

In  a single  note,  sounded  by  a very  fine 
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voice,  there  is  a beauty  which  we  do  not 
perceive  in  the  same  note,  sounded  by  a had 
voice  or  an  imperfect  instrument.  I need 
not  attempt  to  enumerate  the  perfections 
in  a single  uote,  which  give  beauty  to  it. 
Some  of  them  have  names  in  the  science  of 
music,  and  there  perhaps  are  others  which 
have  no  names.  Rut  I think  it  will  be 
allowed,  that  every  quality  which  gives 
beauty  to  a single  note,  is  a sign  of  some 
perfection,  either  in  the  organ,  whether  it 
be  the  human  voice  or  an  instrument,  or  in 
the  execution.  The  beauty  of  the  sound 
is  both  the  sign  and  the  effect  of  this  per- 
fection ; and  the  perfection  of  the  cause  is 
the  only  reason  we  can  assign  for  the  beauty 
of  the  effect. 

In  a composition  of  sounds,  or  a piece  of 
music,  the  beauty  is  either  in  the  harmony, 
the  melody,  or  the  expression.  The  beauty 
of  expression  must  be  derived,  either  from 
the  beauty  of  the  thing  expressed,  or  from 
the  art  and  skill  employed  in  expressing  it 
properly. 

In  harmony,  the  very  names  of  coucord 
atid  discord  are  metaphorical,  and  suppose 
some  analogy  between  the  relations  of  sound, 
to  which  they  are  figuratively  applied,  and 
the  relations  of  minds  and  affections,  which 
they  originally  and  properly  signify.  [764] 

As  far  a I cau  judge  by  my  ear,  when 
two  or  more  persons,  of  a good  voice  and 
ear,  converse  together  in  amity  and  friend- 
ship, the  tones  of  their  different  voices  are 
concordant,  but  become  discordant  when 
they  give  vent  to  angry  passions;  so  that, 
without  hearing  what  is  said,  one  may  know 
by  the  tones  of  the  different  voices,  whether 
they  quarrel  or  converse  amicably.  This, 
indeed,  is  not  so  easily  perceived  in  those 
who  have  been  taught,  by  good-breeding, 
to  suppress  angry  tones  of  voice,  even  when 
they  are  angry,  as  in  the  lowest  rank,  who 
express  their  angry  passions  without  any 
restraint. 

When  discord  arises  occasionally  iu  con- 
versation, hut  soon  terminates  in  perfect 
amity,  we  receive  more  pleasure  than  from 
perfect  unanimity.  In  like  manner,  in  the 
harmony  of  music,  discordant  sounds  are 
occasionally  introduced,  but  it  is  always  in 
order  to  give  a relish  to  the  most  perfect 
concord  that  follows. 

Whether  these  analogies,  between  the 
harmony  of  a piece  of  music,  and  harmony 
in  the  intercourse  of  minds,  be  merely  fanci- 
ful, or  have  any  real  foundation  in  fact,  I 
submit  to  those  who  have  a nicer  ear,  and 
have  applied  it  to  observations  of  this  kind. 
If  they  have  any  just  foundation,  as  they 
seem  to  me  to  have,  they  serve  to  account 
for  the  metaphorical  application  of  the 
names  of  concord  and  discoid  to  the  rela- 
tions of  sounds  ; to  account  for  the  pleasure 
we  have  from  harmony  in  music  ; and  to 


shew,  that  the  beauty  of  harmony  is  derived 
from  the  relation  it  has  to  agreeable  affec- 
tions of  mind. 

With  regard  to  melody.  J leave  it  to  the 
adepts  in  the  science  of  music,  to  determine 
whether  music,  composed  according  to  the 
established  rules  of  harmony  and  melody, 
cun  be  altogether  void  of  expression ; and 
whether  music  that  has  no  expression  can 
have  any  beauty.  To  me  it  seems,  that 
every  strain  in  melody  that  is  agreeable,  is 
an  imitation  of  the  tones  of  the  humau 
voice  in  the  expression  of  some  sentiment 
or  passion,  oran  imitation  of  some  other  ob- 
ject in  nature ; and  that  music,  as  well  as 
poetry,  is  an  imitative  art.  [765] 

The  sense  of  beauty  in  the  colours,  and 
in  the  motions  of  inanimate  objects,  is,  1 
believe,  in  some  cases  instinctive.  We  see 
that  children  and  savages  are  pleased  with 
brilliaut  colours  and  sprightly  motions.  In 
persons  of  an  improved  and  rational  taste, 
there  are  many  sources  from  which  colours 
and  motions  may  derive  their  beauty.  They, 
as  well  as  the  forms  of  object*,  adroit  of 
regularity  and  variety.  The  motions  pro- 
duced by  machinery,  indicate  the  perfection 
or  imperfection  of  the  mechanism,  and  may 
be  better  or  worst?  adapted  to  their  end,  and 
from  that  derive  their  beauty  or  deformity. 

The  colours  of  natural  objects,  are  com- 
monly signs  of  some  good  or  bad  quality  in 
the  object ; or  they  may  suggest  to  the 
imagination  something  agreeable  or  dis- 
agreeable. 

In  dress  and  furniture,  fashion  lias  a con- 
siderable influence  on  the  preference  we  give 
to  one  colour  above  another. 

A number  of  clouds  of  different  and  ever- 
changing  hue,  seen  on  the  ground  of  a serene 
azure  sky,  at  the  going  down  of  the  sun, 
present  to  the  eye  of  every  man  a glorious 
spectacle.  It  i*  hard  to  6ny,  whether  we 
should  call  it  grand  or  beautiful.  It  is  both 
in  a high  degree.  Clouds  towering  above 
clouds,  variously  tinged,  according  as  they 
approach  nearer  to  the  direct  rays  of  the 
sun,  enlarge  our  conceptions  of  the  regions 
above  us.  They  give  us  a view  of  the  fur- 
niture of  those  regions,  which,  in  an  un- 
clouded air,  seem  to  lx?  a perfect  void ; but 
are  now  seen  to  contain  the  stores  of  wind 
and  rain,  bound  up  for  the  present,  but  to 
be  poured  down  upon  the  earth  in  due  sea- 
son. Even  the  simple  rustic  does  not  look 
upon  this  beautiful  sky,  merely  as  a show 
to  please  the  eye,  but  as  a happy  omen  of 
fine  weather  to  come. 

The  proper  arrangement  of  colour,  and  of 
light  and  shade,  is  one* of  the  chief  beauties 
of  painting ; but  this  beauty  is  greatest, 
when  that  arrangement  gives  the  most  dis- 
tinct, the  most  natural,  and  the  most  agroc- 
able image  of  that  which  the  painter  intend- 
ed to  represent.  |7*r»(i] 
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If  we  consider,  in  the  last  place,  the 
beauty  of  form  or  figure  in  inanimate  ob- 
jects, this,  according  to  Dr  Hutcheson,  re- 
sults from  regularity,  mixed  with  variety. 
Here,  it  ought  to  be  observed,  that  regu- 
larity, in  all  coses,  expresses  design  and 
art : for  nothing  regular  was  ever  the  work 
of  chance  ; ami  where  regularity  is  joined 
with  variety,  it  expresses  design  more 
strongly.  Besides,  it  has  been  justly  ob- 
served, that  regular  figures  are  more  easily 
and  more  perfectly  comprehended  by  the 
mind  than  the  irregular,  of  which  we  can 
never  form  an  adequate  conception. 

Although  straight  lines  and  plaiu  surfaces 
have  a beauty  from  their  regularity,  they 
Admit  of  no  variety,  and,  therefore,  are 
beauties  of  the  lowest  order.  Curve  lines 
and  surfaces  admit  of  infinite  variety,  joined 
w ith  every  degree  of  regularity  ; and,  there- 
fore, in  many  cases,  excel  in  beauty  those 
that  are  straight. 

But  the  beauty  arising  from  regularity 
and  variety,  must  always  yield  to  that  which 
arises  from  the  fitness  of  the  form  for  the 
end  intended.  In  everything  made  for  an 
end,  the  form  must  be  adapted  to  that  end  ; 
and  everything  in  the  form  that  suits  the 
end,  is  a beauty  ; everything  that  unfits  it 
for  its  end,  is  a deformity. 

The  forms  of  a pillar,  of  a sword,  and  of 
a balance  are  very  different  Each  may 
have  great  beauty  ; but  that  beauty  is  de- 
rived from  the  fitness  of  the  form  and  of 
the  matter  for  the  purpose  intended.  (757] 

Were  we  to  consider  the  form  of  the  earth 
itself,  and  the  various  furniture  it  contains, 
of  the  inanimate  kind  ; its  distribution  into 
land  and  sea,  mountains  and  valleys,  rivers 
and  springs  of  water,  the  variety  of  soils 
that  cover  its  surface,  and  of  mineral  and 
metallic  substances  laid  up  within  it,  the  air 
that  surrounds  it,  the  vicissitudes  of  day 
and  night,  and  of  the  seasons;  the  beauty 
of  all  these,  which  indeed  is  superlative, 
consists  in  this,  that  they  bear  the  most 
lively  and  striking  impression  of  the  wisdom 
and  goodness  of  their  Author,  in  contriving 
them  so  admirably  for  the  use  of  man,  and 
of  their  other  inhabitants. 

The  beauties  of  the  vegetable  kingdom 
are  far  superior  to  those  of  inanimate  mat- 
ter, in  any  form  which  human  art  can  give 
it.  Hence,  in  all  ages,  men  have  been  fond 
to  adorn  their  persons  and  their  habitations 
with  the  vegetable  productions  of  nature. 

The  beauties  of  the  field,  of  the  forest, 
and  of  the  flower-garden,  strike  a child  long 
before  he  can  reason.  He  is  delighted  with 
what  he  sees ; but  he  knows  not  why.  This 
is  instinct,  but  it  is  uot  confined  to  child- 
hood ; it  continues  through  all  the  stages  of 
life.  It  leads  the  florist,  the  botanist,  the 
philosopher,  to  examine  and  compare  the 
objects  which  Nature,  by  this  powerful  in- 
(_7o7,  758] 


stinct,  recommends  to  his  attention.  By 
degrees,  he  becomes  a critic  in  beauties  of 
this  kind,  and  can  give  a reason  why  he 
prefers  one  to  another.  In  every  species, 
lie  sees  the  greatest  beauty  in  the  plants  or 
flowers  that  are  most  perfect  in  their  kind — 
which  have  neither  suffered  from  unkindly 
soil  nor  inclement  weather ; which  have  not 
been  robbed  of  their  nourishment  by  other 
plants,  nor  hurt  by  any  accident.  When  he 
examines  the  internal  structure  of  those 
productions  of  Nature,  and  traces  them 
from  their  embryo  state  in  the  seed  to  their 
maturity,  he  sees  a thousand  beautiful  con- 
trivances of  Nature,  which  feast  his  under- 
standing more  than  their  external  form 
delighted  his  eye. 

Thus,  every  beauty  in  the  vegetable 
creation,  of  which  he  has  formed  any  ra- 
tional judgment,  expresses  some  perfection 
in  the  object,  or  some  wise  contrivance  in 
its  Author.  [758] 

In  the  animal  kingdom,  we  perceive  still 
greater  beauties  than  in  the  vegetable.  Here 
we  observe  life,  and  sense,  and  activity, 
various  instincts  and  affections,  and,  m 
many  cases,  great  sagacity.  These  are 
attributes  of  mind,  and  have  an  original 
beauty. 

As  we  allow  to  brute  animals  a thinking 
principle  or  mind,  though  fur  inferior  to 
that  which  is  in  man  ; and  as,  in  many  of 
their  intellectual  and  active  powers,  they 
very  much  resemble  the  human  species, 
their  actions,  their  motions,  and  even  their 
looks,  derive  a beauty  from  the  powers  of 
thought  which  they  express. 

There  is  a wonderful  variety  in  their 
manner  of  life  ; and  we  find  the  powers  they 
possess,  their  outward  form,  and  their  in- 
ward structure,  exactly  adapted  to  it.  In 
every  species,  the  more  perfectly  any  indi- 
vidual is  fitted  for  its  end  and  manner  of 
life,  the  greater  is  its  beauty. 

In  a race-horse,  everything  that  expresses 
agility,  ardour,  and  emulation,  gives  beauty 
to  the  animal.  In  a pointer,  acuteness  of 
scent,  eagerness  on  the  game,  and  tractable- 
ness, are  the  beauties  of  the  species.  A 
sheep  derives  its  beauty  from  the  fineness 
and  quantity  of  its  fleece  ; and  in  the  wild 
1 animals,  every  beauty  is  a sign  of  their 
perfection  in  their  kind. 

It  is  an  observation  of  the  celebrated 
Linnseus,  that,  in  the  vegetable  kingdom, 
the  poisonous  plants  have  commonly  a lurid 
and  disagreeable  appearance  to  the  eye,  of 
which  he  gives  many  instances.  1 appre- 
hend the  observation  may  be  extended  to 
the  animal  kingdom,  in  which  we  commonly 
see  something  shocking  to  the  eye  in  the 
noxious  and  poisonous  animals. 

The  beauties  which  anatomists  and  phy- 
siologists describe  in  the  internal  structure 
of  the  various  tribes  of  animals ; in  the 
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organs  of  sense,  of  nutrition,  and  of  motion, 
are  expressive  of  wise  design  and  contriv- 
ance, in  fitting  them  for  the  various  kinds 
of  life  for  which  they  are  intended.  [769] 
Thus,  I think,  it  appears  that  the  beauty 
which' we  perceive  in  the  inferior  animals, 
is  expressive,  either  of  such  perfections  as 
their  several  natures  may  receive,  or  ex- 
pressive of  wise  design  in  Him  who  made 
them,  and  that  their  beauty  is  derived  from 
the  perfections  which  it  expresses. 

But  of  all  the  objects  of  sense,  the  most 
striking  and  attractive  beauty  is  perceived 
in  the  human  species,  and  particularly  in 
the  fair  sex. 

Milton  represents  Satan  himself,  in  sur- 
veying the  furniture  of  this  globe,  as  struck 
with  the  beauty  of  the  first  happy  pair. 

•*  Two  of  far  nobler  ihapr,  erect  and  tall, 

CfOfUilU'  erect!  with  nat<ve  honour  clad 
Id  nakeii  aoem'd  lord*  of  alL 

And  worthy  »>eeTn'd,  for  in  th  ir  look«  divine. 

The  image  of  their  glonout  Maker,  shone 
Truth,  wisdom,  sancutude  seven*  and  pure  ; 

Sort  re,  but  in  ttue  filial  freedom  plac'd, 

Whence  true  authority  in  man  ; though  both 
Not  equal,  m their  r x not  equal  seem'd. 

For  contemplation  he,  ami  va  our  form'd. 

For  softness  she,  and  sweet  attractive  gr.ee." 

In  this  well-known  passage  of  Milton, 
we  see  that  this  great  poet  derives  the 
beauty  of  tho  first  pair  in  Paradise  from 
those  expressions  of  moral  and  intellectual 
qualities  which  appeared  in  their  outward 
form  and  demeanour. 

The  most  minute  and  systematical  ac- 
count of  beauty  in  the  human  species,  and 
particularly  in  the  fair  sex,  I have  met 
with,  is  in  “Crito;  or,  a Dialogue  on 
Beauty/*  said  to  be  written  by  the  author 
of  “ Polymetis.”*  and  republished  by  Dods- 
ley  in  his  collection  of  fugitive  pieces. 
[760] 

I shall  borrow  from  that  author  some 
observations,  which,  I think,  tend  to  shew 
that  tho  beauty  of  the  human  body  is 
derived  from  the  signs  it  exhibits  of  some 
perfection  of  the  mind  or  person. 

All  that  can  be  called  beauty  .in  the 
human  species  may  be  reduced  to  these 
four  heads : colour,  form,  expression,  and 
grace.  The  two  former  may  l>e  called  the 
bodv,  the  two  latter  the  soul  of  beauty. 

The  beauty  of  colour  is  not  owing  solely 
to  the  natural  liveliness  of  flesh-colour  and 
red,  nor  to  the  much  greater  charms  they 
receive  from  being  properly  blended  toge- 
ther ; but  is  also  owing,  in  some  degree,  to 
the  idea  they  carry  with  them  of  good 
health,  without  which  all  beauty  grows 
languid  and  less  engaging,  and  with  which 
it  always  recovers  an  additional  strength 
and  lustre.  This  is  supported  by  the  autho- 
rity of  Cicero.  V enuttus  et  pul  hritudo 

corporu  tecerni  non  poteil  a valctud.ne. 

• Spence,  under  the  name  of  Sir  Harry  beau, 
twit  — H. 


Here  I observe,  that,  as  the  colour  of  the 
body  is  very  different  in  different  climates, 
every  nation  preferring  the  colour  of  its 
climate,  and  as,  among  us,  one  man  prefers 
a fair  beauty,  another  a brunette,  without 
being  able  to  give  any  reason  for  this  pre- 
ference; this  diversity  of  taste  has  no  stand- 
ard in  the  common  principles  of  human 
nature,  but  must  arise  from  something  that 
is  different  in  different  nations,  and' in  dif- 
ferent individuals  of  the  same  nation- 

I observed  before,  that  fashion,  habit, 
associations,  and  perhaps  some  peculiarity 
of  constitution,  may  have  great  influence 
upon  this  internal  sense,  ns  well  as  upon 
the  external.  Setting  aside  the  judgments 
arising  from  such  causes,  there  seems  to 
remain  nothing  tliat,  according  to  the  com- 
mon judgment  of  mankind,  can  be  called 
beauty  in  the  colour  of  the  species,  but 
what  expresses  perfect  health  and  liveli- 
ness, and  in  the  fair  sex  softness  and  deli- 
cacy ; and  nothing  that  can  be  called  deform- 
ity but  what  indicates  disease  and  decline. 
And  if  this  be  so,  it  follows,  that  the  beauty 
of  colour  is  derived  from  the  perfections 
which  it  expresses.  This,  however,  of  all 
the  ingredients  of  beauty,  is  the  least.  [761  ] 

The  next  in  order  is  form,  or  proportion 
of  parts.  The  most  beautiful  form,  as  the 
author  thinks,  is  that  which  indicates  deli- 
cacy and  softness  in  the  fair  sex,  and  in  the 
male  either  strength  or  agility.  The  beau- 
ty  of  form,  therefore,  lies  all  in  expression. 

The  third  ingredient,  which  has  more 
power  than  either  colour  or  form,  he  calls 
expression,  and  observes,  that  it  is  only  the 
expression  of  the  tender  and  kind  passions 
that  gives  beauty ; that  all  the  cruel  and 
unkind  ones  add  to  deformity  ; and  that,  on 
this  account,  good  nature  may  very  justly 
be  said  to  be  the  best  feature,  even  in  the  S 
finest  face.  Modesty,  sensibility,  and 
sweetness,  blended  together,  so  as  either 
to  enliven  or  to  correct  each  other,  give  al- 
most as  much  attraction  as  the  passions  are 
capable  of  adding  to  a very  pretty  face. 

It  is  owing,  says  the  author,  to  the  great 
force  of  pleasingness  which  attends  all  the 
kinder  passions,  that  lovers  not  only  seem, 
hut  really  are,  more  beautiful  to  each  other 
than  they  are  to  the  rest  of  the  world ; be- 
cause, when  they  are  together,  the  most  pleas- 
ing passions  are  more  frequently  exerted  in 
each  of  their  faces  than  they  are  in  either 
before  the  rest  of  the  world.  There  is  then, 
ns  a French  author  very  well  expresses  it, 
a soul  upon  their  countenances,  which  does 
not  appear  when  they  are  absent  from  one 
another,  or  even  in  company  that  lays  a re- 
straint upon  their  features. 

There  is  a great  difference  in  the  same 
face,  according  as  the  person  is  in  a better 
or  a worse  humour,  or  more  or  less  lively. 
The  best  complexion,  the  finest  features, 
[759-761] 
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and  the  exactest  shape,  without  anything 
of  the  mind  expressed  in  the  face,  is  insipid 
and  unmoving.  The  finest  eyes  in  the 
world,  with  an  excess  of  malice  or  rage  in 
them,  will  grow  shocking.  The  passions 
can  give  beauty  without  the  assistance  of 
colour  or  form,  and  take  it  away  where 
these  have  united  most  strongly  to  give  it ; 
and  therefore  this  part  of  beauty  is  greatly 
superior  to  the  other  two.  [762] 

The  last  and  noblest  part  of  beauty  is 
grace,  which  the  author  thinks  undefin- 
able. 

Nothing  causes  love  so  generally  and  ir- 
resistibly as  grace.  Therefore,  in  the  my- 
thology of  the  Greeks  and  Romans,  the 
Graces  were  the  constant  attendants  of 
Venus  the  goddess  of  love.  Grace  is  like 
the  cestus  of  the  same  goddess,  which  was 
supposed  to  comprehend  everything  that 
was  winning  and  engaging,  and  to  create 
love  by  a secret  and  inexplicable  force,  like 
that  of  some  magical  charm. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  grace — the  majes- 
tic and  the  familiar ; the  first  more  com- 
manding, the  last  more  delightful  and  en- 
gaging. The  Grecian  painters  and  sculp- 
tors used  to  express  the  former  most  strongly 
in  the  looks  and  attitudes  of  their  Miner- 
vas,  and  the  latter  in  those  of  Venus.  This 
distinction  is  marked  in  the  description  of 
the  personages  of  Virtue  and  Pleasure  in 
the  ancient  fable  of  the  Choice  of  Hercules. 
" Grjtcefiil,  but  »u*h  with  diffbirnf  grace  they  move. 
This  atnking  sacred  awe,  that  tofter  winning  tore." 

In  the  persons  of  Adam  and  Eve  in  Pa- 
radise, Milton  has  made  the  same  distinc- 
tion— 

" For  contemplation  he.  and  valour  formed. 

For  aoUnea  anr,  and  aweet  attractive  grace." [76‘tJ 

Though  grace  be  so  difficult  to  be  defined, 
there  are  two  things  that  hold  universally 
with  relation  to  it.  Firtt , There  is  no 

grace  without  motion ; some  genteel  or 
pleasing  motion,  either  of  the  whole  body 
or  of  some  limb,  or  at  least  some  feature. 
Hence,  in  the  face,  grace  appears  only  on 
those  features  that  aremova'  !e,  and  change 
with  the  various  emotions  and  sentiments 
of  the  mind,  such  as  the  eyes  and  eye- 
brows, the  mouth  and  parts  adjacent 
When  Venus  appeared  to  her  son  ./Eneas 
in  disguise,  and,  after  some  conversation 
with  him,  retired,  it  was  by  the  grace  of 
her  motion  in  retiring  that  he  discovered 
her  l-e  to  truly  a goddess. 

••  Dixit,  et  avertena  roaea  cvrvlce  refulut, 
Arobroalwqucrom*  dmnum  verticc  oriorem 
Spiravere ; prdca  vvatia  defluxit  ad  unua , 
u vrra  inrraau  patuit  d«*.  lllc,  ubl  matrem 
Aguovit,"  Ac. 

A stovnd  observation  is,  Tliat  there  can 
he  no  grace  with  impropriety,  or  that  no- 
thing can  be  graceful  that  is  not  adapted  to 
the  character  and  situation  of  the  person. 

From  these  olieervations,  which  appear 
[796-765.] 


to  me  to  l*e  just,  we  may,  I think,  conclude, 
that  grace,  as  far  as  it  is  visible,  consists  of 
those  motions,  either  of  the  whole  l»ody,  or 
of  a part  or  feature,  which  express  the  most 
perfect  propriety  of  conduct  and  sentiment 
in  an  amiable  character. 

Those  motions  must  be  different  in  dif- 
ferent characters ; they  must  vary  with 
every  variation  of  emotion  and  sentiment ; 
they  may  express  either  dignity  or  respect, 
confidence  or  reserve,  love  or  just  resent- 
ment, esteem  or  indignation,  zeal  or  indif- 
ference. Every  passion,  sentiment,  or  emo- 
tion, that  in  its  nature  and  degree  is  just 
and  proper,  and  corresponds  perfectly  with 
the  character  of  the  person,  and  with  the  oc- 
casion, is  what  may  we  call  the  soul  of  grace. 
The  body  or  visible  part  consists  of  those 
emotions  and  features  which  give  the  true 
and  unaffected  expression  of  this  soul.  [764] 

Thus,  I think,  all  the  ingredients  of 
human  !>eauty,  as  they  are  enumerated  and 
described  by  this  ingenious  author,  termi- 
nate in  expression  : they  either  express 
some  perfection  of  the  liody,  os  a part  of  the 
man,  and  an  instrument  of  the  mind,  or 
some  amiable  quality  or  attribute  of  the 
mind  itself. 

it  eannot,  indeed,  he  denied,  that  the 
expression  of  a fine  countenance  may  be 
unnaturally  disjoined  from  the  amiable  qua- 
lities whi  h it  naturally  expresses : lutwe 
presume  the  contrary  till  we  have  clear  evi- 
dence ; and  even  then  we  pay  homage  to 
the  expression,  as  we  do  to  the  throne  when 
it  happens  to  be  unworthily  filled. 

Whether  what  I have  offered  to  shew, 
that  all  the  beauty  of  the  objects  of  sense 
is  borrowed,  and  derived  from  the  beauties 
of  mind  which  it  expresses  or  s ggests  to 
the  imagination,  be  well-founded  or  not,  1 
hope  this  terrestrial  Venus  will  not  be 
deemed  less  worthy  of  the  homage  which 
has  always  been  paid  to  her,  by  being  con- 
ceived more  nearly  allied  to  the  celestial 
than  she  has  commonly  been  represented. 

To  make  an  end  of  this  subject,  tas’e 
seems  to  be  progressive  as  man  is.  Child- 
ren, when  refreshed  by  sleep,  and  at  ease 
from  pain  and  hunger,  are  disposed  to  at- 
tend to  the  objects  about  them  ; they  are 
pleased  with  brilliant  colours,  gaudy  orna- 
ments, regular  forms,  cheerful  counte- 
nances, noisy  mirth  and  glee.  Such  is 
the  taste  of  childhood,  which  we  must  con- 
clude to  be  given  for  wise  purposes.  A 
great  part  of  the  happiness  of  that  period 
of  life  is 'derived  from  it ; and,  therefore,  it 
ought  to  be  indulged.  It  leads  them  to 
attend  to  objects  which  they  may  afterwards 
find  worthy  of  their  attention.  It  puts  them 
upon  exerting  their  infant  faculties  of  body 
and  mind,  which,  by  such  exertions,  are 
daily  strengthened  and  improved.  [765] 

As  they  advance  in  years  and  in  under 
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standing,  other  beauties  attract  their  atten- 
tion, which,  by  their  novelty  or  superiority, 
throw  a shade  upon  those  they  formerly  ad- 
mired. They  delight  in  feats  of  agility, 
strength,  and  art ; they  love  those  that  ex- 
cel in  them,  and  strive  to  equal  them.  In 
the  tales  and  fables  they  hear,  they  begin  to 
discern  beauties  of  mind.  Some  characters 
and  actions  appear  lovely,  others  give  dis- 
gust. The  intellectual  and  moral  powers 
begin  to  open,  and,  if  cherished  by  favour- 
able circumstances,  advance  gradually  in 
strength,  till  they  arrive  at  that  degree 
of  perfection  to  which  human  nature,  in  its 
present  state,  is  limited. 

In  our  progress  from  infancy  to  maturity, 
our  faculties  open  in  a regular  order  ap- 
pointed by  Nature;  the  meanest  first,  those 
*f  more  dignity  in  succession,  until  the  mo- 
ral and  rational  powers  finish  the  man. 
Every  faculty  furnishes  new  notions,  brings 
new  beauties  into  view,  and  enlarges  the 
province  of  taste ; so  that  we  may  say, 
there  is  a taste  of  childhood,  a taste  of 
youth,  and  a manly  taste.  Each  is  beau- 
tiful in  its  season  ; but  not  so  much  so, 
when  carried  beyond  its  season.  Not  that 
the  man  ought  to  dislike  the  things  that 
please  the  child  or  the  youth,  but  to  put 
less  value  upon  them,  compared  with  other 
beauties,  with  which  he  ought  to  be  ac- 
quainted. 

Our  moral  and  rational  powers  justly 
claim  dominion-over  the  whole  man.  Even 
taste  is  not  exempted  from  their  authority  ; 
it  must  be  subject  to  that  authority  in 
every  case  wherein  we  pretend  to  reason  or 
dispute  about  matters  of  taste ; it  is  the  voice 
of  reason  that  our  love  or  our  admiration 


ought  to  be  proportioned  to  the  merit  of  the 
object.  When  it  is  not  grounded  on  real 
worth,  it  must  be  the  effect  of  constitution, 
or  of  some  habit,  or  casual  association.  A 
fond  mother  may  see  a beauty  in  her  dar- 
ling child,  or  a fond  author  in  bis  work,  to 
which  the  rest  of  the  world  are  blind.  1 n 
such  cases,  the  affection  is  pre-engaged, 
and,  as  it  were,  bribes  the  judgment,  to 
make  the  object  worthy  of  that  affection. 
For  the  mind  cannot  be  easy  in  putting  a 
value  upon  an  object  beyond  what  it  con- 
ceives to  be  due.  When  affection  is  not 
carried  away  by  some  natural  or  acquired 
bias,  it  naturally  is  and  ought  to  be  led  by 
the  judgment.  [7<i6] 

As,  in  the  division  which  I have  followed 
of  our  intellectual  powers,  I mentioned 
Moral  Perception  and  Consciousness,  the 
reader  -may  expect  that  some  reason  should 
be  given,  why  they  are  not  treated  of  in 
this  place. 

As  to  Consciousness,  what  I think  neces- 
sary to  be  said  upon  it  has  been  already 
said,  Essay  vL,  cliap.  5.  As  to  the  faculty 
of  moral  perception,  it  is  indeed  a most  im- 
portant part  of  human  under-standing,  and 
well  worthy  of  the  most  attentive  considera- 
tion, since  without  it  we  could  have  no  con- 
ception of  right  and  wrong,  of  duty  and 
moral  obligation,  and  since  the  first  princi- 
ples of  morals,  upon  which  *11  moral  rea- 
soning must  be  grounded,  are  its  immediate 
dictates  ; but,  as  it  is  an  active  as  well  as 
an  intellectual  power,  and  has  an  immediate 
relation  to  the  other  active  |K»wers  of  the 
mind,  I apprehend  that  it  is  proper  to  defer 
the  consideration  of  it  till  these  be  explained- 
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